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City of Montgomery
Nature Parkland Initiative Petition Public Hearing
August 8, 2007

Present Council Members Present
Cheryl Hilvert, City Manager Gerri Harbison, Mayor
Terry Donnellon, Law Director Mark Combs

Susan Hamm, Clerk of Council Barry Joffe

Wayne Davis, Assistant City Manager William Niehaus

Peter Hames, Finance Director Lynda Roesch

Bob Nikula, Public Works Director Ken Suer

Amber Morris, Recreation Director Todd Steinbrink

Tracy Roblero, City Planner

Don Simpson, Police Chief

Matthew Vanderhorst, Customer Service Director
Paul Wright, Fire Chief

The Initiative Petition Review Committee convened in Council Chambers at 6:30 p.m. with Mayor Harbison
presiding.

Mayor Harbison explained that tonight City Council was not serving as the Montgomery City Council but as a
committee appointed to examine the initiative petition. She further explained that this role was in accordance
with the city’s Charter that requires City Council to refer the initiative to a committee of Council, to hold a
public hearing and report it’s recommendation to City Council within 30 days. As in the past, City Council
appointed itself as a whole to perform this task. She also explained that Ms. Roesch will abstain from the
discussions as other members of her law firm represent some of the property owners, therefore Ms. Roesch is
going to excuse herself and sit in the audience. She explained that the Initiative Review Committee will conduct
this hearing and make a recommendation to City Council, which will take action on this issue at the August 22™
work session. She also explained that when the committee makes its recommendation, that it was important for
the citizens to know that the options on this initiative were as follows:

e Adopt the proposal as city law;

o Determine the initiative petition as submitted be invalid;

o Negotiate with the petitioners on some other action that would satisfy petitioners as an alterative to this
initiative.

o Refer this matter to the ballot for voter consideration

Mayor Harbison stated that City Council has had several phone calls and emails from residents who are opposed
to putting this matter on the ballot. Many of these people have asked City Council to turn it down. She
explained that due to the language in the Charter, City Council did not have the option of denying the petition or
stopping the petition from moving forward. She further explained that the petition proposes that a measure be
placed on the November ballot that would require the city to purchase approximately 10 acres of property on the
east side of Montgomery Road, north of Schoolhouse Lane and south of the Montgomery Safety Center. The
measure provides that the city acquire the property and maintain it in its natural state. It does not provide an
identified funding source for the purchase of the property. She also explained that the agenda for this evening
would be as follows:

e The Law Director will make comments providing an explanation on the initiative process, the hearing
process, and comment on the validly of the petition;

e Take comments from the public, which will be limited to three minutes, each. Repetitive comments
should be avoided. Physical evidence should be given to the Clerk of Council, who will distribute it to
the committee after the meeting has concluded. Those people who want to provide comments need to
complete a comment card and provide it the Clerk of Council who will keep them in the order that they
are received. If anyone wants to speak in support of an earlier speaker’s comments, simply state the
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support, do not restate the comments. The purpose of public comment is to discuss an issue and to
present all sides and not to argue an issue. The committee asked that you do not speak a second time to
argue a point, restate your position or argue a point of an earlier speaker. All questions asked would be
answered at the end of the public comment section of the agenda. Some questions may require further
research and may not be answered until the August 22™ work session. Based on previous behavior at
prior meetings, the committee would not acknowledge questions or comments spoken from the
audience. There is decorum to be shown and if the committee needed to adjourn it would do so, until
such time that behavior is under control.

e Comments would then be provided by the Initiative Review Committee. This would not be to debate
with the audience but to allow the committee the opportunity to make comments for the record before
the meeting is closed.

e The committee would then make their recommendation to City Council on the initiative petition.

e The meeting will then be adjourned.

Mr. Donnellon explained that City Council received an initiative petition entitled, “The Natural Parkland
Initiative.” He further explained that the process with initiatives is to allow citizens to present a law by way of a
petition. If there are a sufficient number of signatures on the petition it is then presented to City Council. It then
comes through this public hearing process and City Council has the following options:

o Verify whether or not there are enough signatures on the initiative equal to 10% or more of the voters in
the last municipal election. This is determined by sending the petition to the Board of Elections, who
checks the signatures against the voter rosters. This petition has come back from the Board of
Elections, stating that there were a sufficient number of signatures, however there were a number of
signatures that were invalidated.

e City Council then appoints a committee of City Council, which sometimes in the past, has been three
members of City Council. City Council can also appoint City Council as a whole: because this was an
important enough issue, City Council decided to appoint itself as a whole.

o The committee then makes determination on the validity, makes a recommendation to City Council to
adopt it, adopt an amended version, or refer it onto the ballot.

e City Council will then takes action on the recommendation at the August 22, 2007 work session.

Mr. Donnellon explained that the first determination would be validity, of which he has a number of concerns,
but not concerns that would make it fatal to moving on with the process; however he wanted to address those
concerns. He further explained that the court tell us that we are to liberally construe these petitions so they are
valid and move on through the process. He further explained that a law proposed by the citizens can be no
different than a law adopted by the City Council, therefore the substance and form has to be maintained whether
the citizens take action or City Council takes action. He also explained that the city’s Charter states that when
the city receives an initiative it is supposed to have one subject matter. This petition has several subject matters
that people will be asked to vote yes or no on in its entirety; as an example, the petition tells the city, in its
central point, that they want the city to acquire this ten acres of land, but the petition also says that it empowers
the Parks and Recreation Commission to create a Trust. What it is doing is taking City Council’s power, in the
sense of creating a Trust and vesting it with the Parks and Recreation Commission, therefore if someone would
say, they would like this as a park but they don’t think that the Parks and Recreation Commission should make
that determination. This creates two different subject matters in this proposed law and the people would have to
vote yes or no on both of them. They would not have a choice as they would if each issue was presented
separately. He further explained that this petition also talks about the authority of the Parks and Recreation
Commission and directs them to develop and maintain this park, which is contrary to the language in the
Charter. It states that the Parks and Recreation Commission is an advisory body to City Council and ultimately
leaves those decisions to City Council to make. He continued to explain that the proposed ordinance in another
section creates an endowment to fund the acquisition and maintenance of the park and then in another section
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for the endowment to go away. This would take the budgetary authority from City Council and vesting it with
the Parks and Recreation Commission with this endowment and creating a process within this ordinance,
separate from the question if the city should acquire the property. He explained that there is no mention within
the initiative, as to how to fund the acquisition of the park, but there is a reference that the city should go
forward, budget the money and acquire the park, which is a general appropriation, again a separate ordinance
and a separate task of City Council. He continued to explain that the biggest concern with the initiative petition
is the section that says that this initiative may not be repealed, except by an action of the people at an election.
This elevates the law to the level of a Charter amendment, because in this city only Charter amendments can be
submitted and changed by the voters. City Council can approve an Ordinance, and they can appeal or amend
that Ordinance at any time. There are several Attorney General’s opinions that address the fact that initiative
laws are no different than an ordinance adopted by City Council, it can be repealed and amended. He also
explained that without a funding source, without a development plan, with authority vested in the Parks and
Recreation Commission, this would be stripping City Council of its power to administer this particular law. He
explained that he had a particular concern that perhaps the petitioners could not address at the time they started
this petition; we are all aware of the Norwood case that came through the courts last year that struck down
eminent domain in the State of Ohio. He further explained that what the legislator did was to put a moratorium
on eminent domain and adopted a new law that takes effect in October of this year, which has a lot of new
process to it, on acquiring property. He continued to explain that if the city could not negotiate the success of
the purchase price with these property owners and the city is being told by the initiative to acquire the land, then
the city will have to have to proceed with eminent domain procedures. Without City Council’s ability to go
back and amend sections of this ordinance, he was concerned whether or not the city would get hung up in court
on the eminent domain process. This new process provides penalties to communities in the way of attorney’s
fees, expert witness fees, etc. He explained that even though there are a number of concerns he did not want to
go down that track of invaliding the petitions and there are enough people that want to have this question
presented at the ballot and he felt that the interest was to go forward and have this issue determined at the ballot.
He continued to explain that the city had the following choices to correct some of these defects:

o Litigation, which can be done before it goes to the ballot or after it goes to the ballot, neither are very
good options, since it tends to divide the community and costs the community a lot of money and moves
it away from the central point, which is whether or not this property should be acquired and added to the
inventory of parkland.

e Correct some of these defects in negotiation with the initiative petitioners, which is the committee of
three that negotiated this process. The Charter and the State Law allow that committee of three by vote
of their majority to accept proposed changes from City Council. If City Council makes those changes
then City Council can adopt it as an ordinance, then the city can move onto the central question. City
Council has the ability to identify what the issue is here, if it is appropriate, and to narrow the question
as to what should be placed on the ballot. The City Council adopts that as an ordinance at its next
meeting and proposes that particular issue to go to the November ballot. To make it very simple, if the
central question is acquiring these 10 acres, that question can simply be put on the ballot without the
secondary questions of endowment, trusts, repealability, and amendability. It is a very simple process
and the committee may talk more about if this issue should be narrowed or if it should be pushed to the
ballot as written and then address these flaws in a later forum.

Mayor Harbison noted that she saw only one of the initiative petition committee present.

Mr. Jenner indicated that Mr. Leonard was present and that Ms. Pillich should be arriving soon.
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Mayor Harbison asked if the initiative petition committee wanted to make a brief fifteen minute presentation on
the petition. She noted that the members of the initiative petition committee are Ms. Connie Pillich, Mr. Brett
Leonard, and Mr. Don Jenner.

Mr. Don Jenner, 9223 Village Green Drive, explained that what they were trying to do with this development
was to restrict development along Montgomery Road. This is the last 10 acres of green space left in town and
once this is gone all the land is taken up. He further explained that there have been lots of discussions with the
redevelopment of homes along Zig Zag Road and other parts of town, with the old fifty style ranch homes being
torn down and Mac Mansions being built. There seems to be a lot of concerns with that and a tremendous
amount of concerns with commercial development along Montgomery Road and also the traffic, which is the
main problem with development along Montgomery Road. He also explained that what they were trying to do
was take the last 10 acres, which is right next to the Safety Center and swimming pool, which makes this a great
location for this park. By doing this there would be a tendency to reduce traffic along Montgomery Road. He
continued to explain that with Twin Lakes talking about making an entrance across from Forestglen Drive,
everyone thinks this is a smoke screen to affect that, but it’s not a part of the whole equation; however it’s a way
of eliminating more traffic on Montgomery Road, which is a positive for the city. He further explained that the
petitioners have gathered over 750 Montgomery voter signatures on this initiative. He also explained that there
has been several things stated in the Montgomery Bulletin that if the city does this, then the city will not be
repairing streets or these projects will be pushed off. There was also another note that these three petitioners had
demanded. We are not demanding anything, we have an idea, we have gone through the legal steps to do this
and we have 750 Montgomery register voters who are interested in seeing it on the ballot. He continued to
explain that the petitioners understood, from Mr. Donnellon’s comments, that there are some sticking points that
could be negotiated and he would be up to that and he thinks that both the city and the petitioners would want to
put the most perfect piece of legislation on the ballot. He continued to explain that if changes were made, he felt
that it would be for the better of the population of Montgomery and the voters, so he would be up to any
suggestions that Mr. Donnellon would have as far as bookkeeping or how to finance. He continued to explain
that he had heard comments about why the city needed a park across from Montgomery Park and in the past the
Montgomery Parks and Recreation Commission was approached to eliminate the park and construct a Safety
Center, the commission was also approached to put the swimming pool in at Pioneer Park. He continued to
explain that he felt that a way to enhance the city and the live-ability of the city is with a park. A lot of people
are not for green space and he understands that, but he does feel that this a positive approach to some of the
city’s problems and he felt this was worth looking at.

Mr. Richard Tuten, 10561 Adventure Lane, explained that one of things that is missing from what he has read or
heard is the history. He further explained that the city has 96 acres of active parks and now 141 acres, including
green space, which is a considerable amount. The parks are well distributed within the geographic area of the
city and connected by 14 miles or so of walks between the parks, schools and shopping areas. He also explained
that Dulle, Pioneer, Pfeiffer and Weller parks were done during the time when he was in public service. He
continued to explain that the walks and the improvement to Montgomery Road were also done during his time in
public service. When City Council was considering the improvements to Montgomery Road they were very
conscious of the zoning of these properties and were interested in protecting the existing residential houses that
were on the north and up to Pfeiffer Road and one of the things that City Council did was to put in the medians.
He explained that there were other reasons including traffic; however the medians made the street a little more
conducive to a residential type of a street and it also intended to inhibit the development of retail and offices
because the one way entrances don’t tend to support that kind of business. He also explained that there was a lot
of attention given by the Council to put in transitional zoning that goes from six units an acre to five units an
acre. He pointed out that the current residential zoning would require that forty percent of the lot remain in
green space and not be totally covered by concrete and building. He continued to explain that over the years the
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city has put a lot of time and effort into protecting the residential zoning on Montgomery Road, so that it didn’t
become a long street of retail businesses. He further explained that at least one time; this was challenged, by the
residents to the north, who requested that City Council change the zoning to commercial so they could sell their
houses and get more money for them. He stated that this wasn’t a prudent use of the city’s money to put into
this park, when the city has enough parks already.

Mrs. Janet Korach, 12040 Cooperwood Lane, explained that every decision that City Council makes is a long
drawn- out discussion and there were times when she was on City Council and she thought, will this never end,
but City Council always had the help of professionals. She further explained that Mr. Donnellon cited some
details that were wrong in the initiative petition and cannot go forward in the way it is and she understood how
that happens because when you get a few people together and no matter how good the intentions may be, if you
don’t have the professional expertise to get it done, chances are you’re not going to get it done correctly. She
also explained that the city has a system were we elect officials to represent us and represent what we need and
they can hire the necessary professional people to get it done correctly. She continued to explain that it is
unfortunate that this petition has been put out the way it is, obviously it doesn’t work the way it is and she didn’t
know what real choice the city had other than putting it on the ballot because right now the city has been backed
into a corner and the only thing to do is to put it on the ballot unless the people who signed and initiated were
willing to admit that perhaps it’s not perfect and can make some kind of changes and recognize that the needs of
the people of Montgomery don’t necessary lie in spending money on that property across the street.

Mr. Chris Dobrozsi, 9891 Zig Zag Road, explained that he thought that he should do a little research, so he
contacted Jess Parrott, who is working on the parks master plan. He further explained that he verified the 141
acres, which equals 14.1 acres per 1000 resident in the city. That is over twice the acreage of approximately ten
other communities in our area of similar population. It is about the same acreage per 1,000 population as larger
communities, such as Cincinnati and others, which is more than enough space. He also explained that of that
space, 34 percent is active, 66 percent is passive and 40 miles of trails. Mr. Parrott stated that as part of his
research and master plan summary, less than two percent of the individuals who participated in the master plan,
stated they wanted more space. He continued to explain that in his mind this came down to responsible
government and he felt that responsible government does not put an issue on the ballot that seems to be amid a
distinct minority of this community. Responsible government does not put an idea on the ballot without a
master plan that fits into the city’s master plan. He continued to explain that he did not feel that responsible
government should hand a blank check to a person or group of individuals that owns 10 acres and tell them to
write their own numbers. He explained that he is in the real estate business and 10 acres along this corridor is
going to millions and millions of dollars. He continued to explain that he felt that what responsible government
should do is to complete the parks master plan, if that plan identifies that the city should have more green space
then the city should identify that site and it should be identified as many others within the community. The city
should develop a list of those sites, rank those sites, pre-negotiate on what the sales price is going to be, so that
the city is not handing out blank checks, create a development plan and a budget associated with all these parks,
so everyone knows the use, the cost and why it benefits this community. He also explained that once this is
done then it can go to the ballot and until then the city would be wasting all their time.

Mr. Fred Kleiser, 13037 Coopermeadow Lane, noted that his comments have been pretty much reflected by the
previous speakers; however he wanted to say that he came in support of City Council and hoped that City
Council would not pass this without taking a serious look at it.

Mr. Bill Cleary, 8313 Turtlecreek Lane, explained that he was the man that first measured and marked the bike
paths that were in existence in the early nineties. He further explained that the topic of his essay was going to be
deja vu all over again. He became a City Council watcher in 1997, because the city had a few cantankerous
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members of City Council at time and he probably attended every meeting from the middle of 1997 on until the
elections of 1999 when we had to form a group call Pro Montgomery to bring sanity back to City Council
because of the cantankerous nature of some of the members of City Council at that time. The organization, Pro
Montgomery was formed, and put up a slate of candidates against another slate of candidates for three positions.
The Pro Montgomery choice candidates defeated the other slate of candidates by at least 2 to 1 in the elections
of 1999. He further explained that the reason he says deja vu all over again was because he felt that there is a
hidden agenda and there is more to it than just buying a park or forcing the city to buy a park, which the city
does not need. There may be 750 people who signed the petition, but he felt if they realized all the
ramifications, financial and otherwise, that would be placed if the city was forced to spend millions and millions
of dollars to buy this land. He continued to explain that, as Mr. Donnellon has explained, the petition is flawed
and can not go forward as it is, so in agreement with the other speakers he supports the statement that this
petition should not go forward.

Mr. Ed Daniel 7609 Trailwind Drive, explained that he is not new to the initiative petition process. In fact he
participated with Gene McCracken, Don Jenner, and Janeanne Archiable in a group called MAACA, which
basically brought three initiative petitions to the City of Montgomery. He further explained that two of those
initiative petitions were accepted, the first one was called, Good Government Petition, and required that property
being sold by the city be put out for bid. That was accepted and is still law today. He also explained that the
second petition was the Pioneer Park initiative petition and he thought that it was a good petition, it included a
price tag, told the voters what it was going to cost, and they asked the voters to pay for the park. He also
explained that this initiative petition other than being flawed, as Mr. Donnellon explained, has no price tag, no
idea were it is going to get the money for the unknown price tag, and it cannot be executed, which are flawed
beyond Mr. Donnellon’s thoughts. He further explained that if an agreement can be worked out between City
Council and the petitioners to adjust the petition to make it acceptable as far as a legal document, then he would
recommend that City Council place an issue on the ballot to at least fund the purchase, such as a property tax
increase, that way the citizens would know what they are voting on and will have an understanding of what it is
going to cost them.

Mr. Chuck Abbott, 7649 Trailwind Drive, stated that he has watched with admiration in the way the city has
expanded the park system and has placed them very well geographically to match up with the population of
Montgomery. He further stated that he does not understand why the city would need another park across the
street from Montgomery Park, let alone the cost of it.

Mr. Bob Saul, 10705 Hollowood Circle, noted that he welcomes the rebuild because it raises the property
values. He further explained that he does not think that the city needs more green space and he thought that the
petition says that there is no limit on purchase price and that is a totally awful position to put City Council in and
he really objects to this very thin veil to attempt to block the street.

Mr. Dean Lennard, 3036 Arborcreek Lane, indicated that a lot he was going to say has already been covered.
He further indicated that he was on the Charter Committee that wrote the Charter that the city is operating under
today, and it was the general intent that the City Council and the City Manager would establish the priorities in
the financing in the best interest of the total community. With that point there are several things that the city has
look at besides green space. There are people, like him and his wife, who want to continue to live the rest of
their lives in Montgomery and Twin Lakes made that possible. He also indicated that denying the expansion to
allow other Montgomery citizens the option of retiring here is wrong. As Mr. Tuten has previously stated, the
intent of putting the median in was to block the movement of business beyond Clossons.
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Mr. John Buse, 9856 Tollgate Lane, stated that the houses at 9853 and 9854 Tollgate Lane are for sale and he
would suggest that the City purchase these houses, tear them down and make parks out of them, that way the
city would not have any problems with eminent domain, and the city would know how much it was going to

pay.

Mr. Richard Griffiths, 7924 Jolain Drive, stated that he had a very different perspective of what Montgomery
was and where he would like to see it go. He further stated that when his family moved here they chose
Montgomery because it was clearly the fineness town in the area and it still is a very attractive place to live. He
also stated that he tried to do a little research on things that support acquiring this park land because he wanted
to see this go through. He explained that he went through the website and found that the city has 4.2 % green
space, and if he looked simply at park land the city has 3.0% and he thought that it was not a lot. He further
explained that he has lived in a number of other towns ranging in size from much smaller to much larger than
Montgomery and he looked up a few of them and found that Cincinnati has 9.8% parkland, more than twice as
much as the green space in Montgomery and three time as much park land in Montgomery and the City of New
York has 14% parks. He also explained that he knows that Montgomery is very different from these places,
however, the parks we have are very nice and the city is very attractive but the city can indeed use more. If the
city passes up this opportunity then it will not get it again. He suggested that this committee recommend to City
Council that the city take this opportunity and acquire the new park land. He suggested that the flaws in the
proposal be fixed and the city should move on with what is the objective of the proposal and whether it is by
City Council approving it by ordinance or by going to the ballot in a more acceptable form then he would like to
get on with because he would like that property to be park land.

Mr. David Marsh, 10671 Creeknoll Court, noted that he came at this from a different perspective and looked at
the CALM website, which had a nice presentation, however he walked the acreage today and what he found was
that the picture, taken by CALM were from one section of the creek, but the bulk of the land is mainly
consisting of honeysuckle thickets, which he has pictures of to verify that fact. He further noted that one of the
reasons he was doing that was because this proposal is to make a nice pristine wood land park and if the city is
going to do that the city needs to have something that is indigenous of a natural setting for this part of the
country and that does not exist right now. He also noted that the city would have to take bobcats in and clear out
the area of honeysuckle and he would have to say that it is 50% to 70% honeysuckle. The only parts that are a
problem would be within 70 to 100 feet of the creek, that area would probably be a situation where the city
could have that donated because of the topography. He further noted that if the current development was
approved as opposed to the park having that section of the creek donated as some kind of small nature preserve
for some parkland setting. He also noted that if you go further back into the park there are no beech, there are
hardly any maples and there are very few other types of trees in that section like you would find at Johnson
Nature Preserve. In his perspective this is not what he would call a prestige park land and the city would have to
go in and replant that area with something that is indigenous to this area. He suggested that the city should have
an arborist go back in there and assess what is actually in there and have a report presented to this City Council
and have it posted on the website so the citizens actually know what the city is really getting into. He further
noted that every one of the pictures posted on the CALM website is from the creek area, nothing is beyond that
area. He noted that the other issue he has isn’t this a precedent setting situation, there is a lot of vacant land
around the hospital and what happens if the residents that abut the hospital decide they don’t want a future
development and then the city has another petition were it is looking at buying another twenty acres of land
around the hospital to build a green space. This kind of precedent setting where one neighborhood can become
very costly and he thinks that the city should look at that too and if this sets a precedent that what would be the
next issue that people are expecting the whole community to fix for one street.
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Mr. John Lovro, 7840 Hartford Hill Lane, explained that what attracted him to Montgomery was that it is a
wonderful community, very well run, well developed and the park land is great. He further explained that he is
not opposed to adding more parks or green space if the opportunity is upon us. From a standpoint to what
attracted him to Montgomery was that it is well run city even though he may disagree with some of the decision
that City Council makes, he generally likes the way the city is run. He also explained that he liked the fact that
the city has set-up a reserve of money in case something happens, which showed that the city was being fiscally
responsible. He continued to explain that these are strategic decisions; they are things that require a lot of
thought, require a lot of planning, require some foresight and you have to be optimistic about what you do here,
because the best opportunities to acquire additional land for parks may be here somewhere in the city. As a
previous speaker said, there is a lot of land coming up for sale and if the city has the opportunity, especially if it
abuts another park, it must be very strategic, it may be very optimistic and it may be a very good value of the
resources. He continued to explain that those are the decisions that need to go into this kind of planning for
additional park space, which he does actually support and he would like to see more, but it needs to be strategic
and fiscally sound. Don’t want to hand cuff City Council in how they move forward in how they negotiate
prices for any purchase, for any reason because we are all taxpayers and it is our money whether it comes from a
levy or whether it comes from the reserves that came out of the taxes. He continued to explain that he thinks
that the city should be very prudent on how the money is spent and to put an initiative on the ballot that forces
this issue and doesn’t allow City Council to negotiate is not fiscally responsible and he could not support it as a
taxpayer.

Ms. Julie Bradley, 10113 Woodfern Way, explained that she was here in support of the green space initiative
and she wanted to point out that this is something that they are asking City Council to have some faith in the
citizens of Montgomery and place their faith in us as we would normally place our faith in you that they are
intelligent and well educated, farsighted people who want to have the right in how we move forward in the
direction of the city. She further explained that a lot of them value green space and a lot of them are concerned
about the over development along Montgomery Road and she thinks that it takes some surrender of
responsibility from City Council’s perspective because you need to relinquish control to them in this decision.
She also explained that she knows that it is a big decision but City Council needs to be careful

Ms. Barbara Kelly, 10059 Old Town Court, stated that enough people cared to sign the initiative, and thought
they should be listened to. She further stated that she and her husband were very interested in parkland, and she
felt it was one of the things that attracted people to Montgomery — the beautiful trees and the park. She
explained that this land would be the most easily accessible of all the parks, and that would be the most
accessible to the greatest number of citizens. She thought that having more parkland in Montgomery would
increase the property values more so than redevelopment would, with asphalt and buildings along Montgomery
Road. Ms. Kelly hopes you consider this, and appreciates the opportunity to live in Montgomery and the hard
work that City Council has done.

Dr. Tom Firor, 9925 Forestglen Drive, explained that the 10 acres provided a carbon filter for 4 million car-
miles per year. He further explained that the misconception about this is that we are trying to get another park --
not so. We are trying to get people to vote on keeping woods. He also explained that one thing he continues to
hear is that the city is as good as or better than other communities; however, he found that Hamilton County is
one of the worst 10 counties in America on green space and pollution and smog. He felt it didn’t do any good to
compare - and wants better than that. He continued to explain that he felt that when you wanted an initiative
like this, there were so many issues and problems with our Charter, you would look at the broader aspect of
what you are trying to do. You want to grant flexibility, you want things to change. He expressed that this may
have to be made more specific, and in the future we need more initiatives; maybe we need a Charter
Commission to revise the entire thing. He continued to explain that when canvassing, he thought it would be
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hard, but it was easy. He volunteered to do this, and received 130-140 signatures. Nine out of 10 people were
very supportive and very much for this. He couldn’t verify that it was a scientific, random sampling, but he did
poll all over. The people that were against it would say: “They messed up our neighborhood, so | don’t know
why | should help you.” There were several people that didn’t believe in having one park across from another —
once again, this is woods. There were several people that clearly had business interests in seeing that land
developed.

Mr. Michael Schock, 9895 Forestglen Drive, stated that this was not a thinly veiled continuation of an argument
about the Forestglen easement. This was about a group of citizens who sincerely believed that parkland in the
form of woods and undeveloped green space is of much higher value than continued development, even
residential D2s and D3s, which is what would go into that land. He further stated that he was an environmental
scientist, by profession, and had experience in looking at these things and understanding them. He explained
that this is now a positive environmental factor — with drainage, nice filtration of contaminants throughout the
soil, and trees removing a tremendous number of airborne pollutants, oxygen generation from the trees. He
further explained that you have the protection against more pavement, more heat islands, more development.
You remove that, and what do you have? You have more pavement, you have contamination from the run-off,
you have landscaping contaminants, you have gasoline motors on the land, and even more importantly, you have
much more power use, as far as the houses that go in there. Duke Energy advised people last weekend that their
power rates would probably go up, because of the higher energy uses that are happening. This is just putting in
more of it - more competition with other residents. In the winter, it goes the other way. You are using more
heat. Right now, you have a tremendous environmental buffer, and the green space is a wildlife habitat, which
is pleasurable for people. There are deer and birds - that are not just grackles, starlings and pigeons out there.
He explained that it is a major positive, the only other park in the city that is like it would be the Johnson Nature
Preserve, and yet that is not readily accessible, except, ironically by driving. He further explained that he don’t
think you can really say that we have enough green space. He also explained that as a taxpayer, he prefers to
have his tax money going to that, than to subsidize more commercial and residential development. He
continued to explain that he felt that for every taxpayer that thought the parkland was a bad investment, there
was at least another taxpayer that would rather have their money going to that. He stated that he thought this is
the last chance city have to save the land and that this is a much better investment than the alternative — more
housing development.

Mrs. Liz Ricci, 10360 Pendery Drive, stated that she agreed with Mr. Schock, that this is not just another park,
and this was not about the easement of Twin Lakes. She further stated that she felt it was a much broader ideal
of what Montgomery can be and what many citizens may want it to be, against the future direction that the City
may be headed into. She also stated that she wanted balance, in the level of development we need and the
incoming drive from commercial interest. She explained that she understands that, that the hospital and the
medical complex are also vital and important. She lives right next to the hospital, and is glad it’s there, but she
doesn’t want to continue getting bigger and bigger. She further explained that she didn’t want to lose the
balance between the residential interest and the commercial interest, whether it’s the developers or the medical
complex; that residents would suffer. She also explained that the rate of growth derived by the city over the past
5 years, from commercial interests — things like withholdings from employees, property taxes paid by
commercial interests. That rate of growth in terms of our budget and what’s available to spend on services and
keeping the city the way it is, has grown at a rate of about 5% per year, since 2000. Conversely, the rate of
growth from revenue from mass residents who are paying property tax, as well as our share of earnings taxes,
has grown at .5%. She projected out, in terms of revenue the city derived from commercial interests, (whether
from the earnings tax or property), today the city are getting about 58% of our revenue from commercial
interests. In 10 years, that will be close to 70% from commercial interests. Initial reaction may be “halleluiah,
they’ll be paying my tax bill”, but the price we pay for that level of leverage over the residents, will be the
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degree that we are held hostage by the demands of the commercial interests against those of the residents -- in
terms of zoning, how we use our services; in fact, how we use our green space.

Mr. David Skopin, 9863 Forestglen Drive, stated that he was a resident here for 15 years and a certified arborist
for the last 10 years. He further stated that he recently noticed the pollution. We have already heard the positive
advantages of having far more green space than we could ever hope for, here in Cincinnati. He remembered that
Cincinnati and Hamilton County rated exceedingly low. He also stated that he could be in many other cities in
this country and not suffer from the smog that he suffers from here. He explained that the city needed a certified
arborist to walk that, and it has been walked by a certified arborist. He further explained that honeysuckle does
not require a backhoe or track-steering device to pull out that he could pull that out easily. He stated that the
city has the opportunity to purchase that land or the city has the opportunity to return it to the way it could be.
He further stated that if the city loses it, he can tell you that trees do not grow overnight. The value of a tree far
outweighs a developer. He also stated that the fact that he could lose that green space, but still have 40%
permeable surface is absolutely appalling. We lost 60% and we’re going to revel in having 40%! If you walk
those woods, you will notice that it has trees that are native to this environment. Honeysuckle is a small shrub,
easily contained. He further stated that he would encourage everyone here to rethink the thought that
development is good, it’s positive. Green space does a human being good, psychologically, to be around - it is
invaluable. He also stated that he hoped, that we will be listened to and respected, because he have already seen
that City Council can be a formidable adversary. We do not choose the adversarial. Right from the start, we
have attempted to work with the Planning Commission, and hopefully we will continue to do so, and make real
progress.

Ms. Mary Jo Byrnes, 7980 Schoolhouse Lane, stated that City Council has made it possible for the city to
maintain their level of service even with the loss of the Eye Institute; that nobody knew that tax revenue was
gone. She further stated that when there were losses, the community didn’t know it because there was enough in
reserve. She sited other examples, and commended City Council for their fiscal responsibility. She also stated
that she didn’t foresee a time when residents would be held hostage by any development. She explained that
businesses want to come to Montgomery and do business here because of who the city is. She further explained
that the city has to fund this; and she wanted to know how it’s going to be funded, and she wanted to know how
much it’s going to cost her before she make a decision. She stated that so far, no one is going to tell us that,
from the initiative. She also stated that City Council has done a great job. She explained that City Council
members are citizens, too, and are going to be effected by this as much as the residents will be. She further
explained that we live in a great city, and she felt that it’s all because of the management of City Council.

Ms. Connie Pillich, 9910 Forestglen Drive, commended City Council for all the calls they made to the residents
to get people to participate tonight. She, and others she consulted with, disagreed with Mr. Donnellon’s analysis
of the initiative. She felt it should be two issues, if it included a tax levy. When asked about price, Ms. Pillich
could not define what the price of this land would be; she pointed out that you must first start with a willing
seller and willing buyer, and that we had one. She stated that Sam Boymel is a willing seller. Twin Lakes was a
willing buyer for the top 2 % acres or so and had agreed upon a price. She felt this was a good indication of
where to start, in order to figure out a cost, because the market set that price. She further stated that as far as
funding, this initiative gives the City a lot of flexibility. The City’s first response was to see how much money a
property tax levy could generate. She also stated that she thought that was premature, because there were a lot
of options. She pointed out that the City has approximately $11 million in reserve. She noted the City has
historically purchased real estate in order to control how it is developed; the City purchased the Triangle
property, the Sage tavern, and more. She noted that there have been many times that we have greatly benefited
from it. She suggest to do something different -- to spend our money on something that will benefit all of us,
every day for the rest of our lives: the cleaning and esthetic capacity of those woods. She confirmed this was a
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precedent, and it was our legal right to participate in democracy. She stated that she supports this issue and
would like to see it get on the ballot and encourages the voters to participate in deciding what the community
looks like and how the City sets it’s spending priorities.

Mr. George Rehfeldt, 12 Coventry Court, stated that he was concerned that was beyond the question of the
woods. He was concerned that they were wandering toward a government run by referendum rather than
government being inventive to the collective petitions. He suggested to those who wanted to do something
about this, that there was an alternative other than a referendum, and that was to get a slate together, run it at
next election of City Council and then move forward with this problem; that is the way it is described in the
Constitution of the United States. He explained that he had read that document several times and had never seen
the word referendum. He suggested that all would be better served to work through the avenue of changing the
elected officials, then if you get the votes, can enact the kind of legislation that you want.

Susan Jacklin Forestglen Drive, questioned why everyone was so afraid to let the voters vote. She stated that
she felt that was the whole basis for tonight. She further stated that we really need to let the people decide, to
give them the opportunity — that’s what democracy is all about.

Mr. Dave Naber, 10745 Wellerwoods Drive, state that he felt that if there wasn’t a cost of what it will be, you
wouldn’t have anything to vote on.

Mr. Craig Margolis, 8270 Mellon Drive, stated that his concern was with everyone throwing around the term
“democracy”, yet we vote for people to represent us, for a representative democracy. He questioned if people
did not have enough faith in their elected officials to make the right decision. He asked if everything needed to
come before referendum; what should not come before referendum and what should. He queried if we vote for
everything and not have any faith in who we voted for. He asked why, then do we go through the process of
voting?

Mr. Brett Leonard, 10426 Londonridge Court stated that he was part of the petition committee. He stated that
for the record, he did not represent Forestglen, in fact he did not know anyone who lived on Forestglen, so he
was asked to participate in this petition. He explained why he participated — not because of the easement, not
between of Twin Lakes. In fact, he had been to Twin Lakes a few times and believed it to be an asset to the
community. He explained that he also believed in the value of green space. He noted that almost one year ago,
he was in front of City Council with another initiative petition. He further noted that he felt that democracy is
not only representative democracy; it is also active democracy — that’s what the initiative petition process was
all about. He noted that there are certain times when the public needed to step in, if given the opportunity, like
we’ve had, by the State of Ohio, to present a different approach. The reason he got involved was because he
was not an expert on the law. He stated that he was not an expert on the environment or on the history of
Montgomery — he has lived here for only 3 years. He stated that he was impressed with everyone involved
(including Council). He expressed his love for the trees; that he didn’t want to see them toppled down. He
wants to get the information on the table and talk about it, to come up with something that we can all live with,
that solves the community’s problems and challenges. He would like to look at potentially buying this green
space.

Ms. Peg Lewin, 10729 Wellerwoods Drive, stated her love for green space. She acknowledged that there were
improvements the city could make to it’s tax system. She further stated that she wants to preserve green space,
but is concerned what it will cost as a resident and doesn’t know how it will be funded. She also stated that she
has not heard any dialogue around Option A or Option B, the pros and cons of each, and what the impact will be
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for each household. She encouraged working out a plan and setting a precedent for all to work together and
make this the best community.

Mayor Harbison stated that they would move on to City Council comments at this time.

Mr. Suer started that he has been to all of the parks, and believes that the current park system is good right now
and it is well-situated around the city. He further stated that he supported the idea of adding some green space
in different points in time. He also stated that his concern with this issue is with the funding. He was not in
favor of using the reserves of the city, and gave examples of using US reserves of oil. He explained that he
believes that the purpose of reserves is to get the city through the hard times because the city does not know
when that will happen. He discussed possibilities of eliminating estate tax, businesses leaving the city, and
needing new equipment for the city; that these are the items the reserve is used for. He stated that in 2001, there
was legislation passed mandating that we have reserves. The Council has tried, since then, to maintain those
levels and those funds. His main concern was with the cost and funding of this issue.

Mr. Joffe explained that when you are talking about a new acquisition, you need to identify a new stream of
revenue to fund it. He asked Ms. Pillich if there was an estimate of the cost of the purchase of the property and
how they have arrived at that estimate. He also inquired as to whether they had taken into account other costs,
such as legal fees or any litigation costs that might be associated. He explained that when looking at a project,
he would like to look at the totality of the cost, not just in terms of the acquisition. He then queried if there was
an estimate for the development cost of the property. He asked if they had taken into account the off-street
parking that might be needed in order to gain access; also acknowledging that there were still concerns as to
adequate parking for the pool, as it stands. He further asked about the cost of hiking trails, and bridges and
various other developments that need to be made. He stated that he would like to know costs associated with the
entire project. He referred to the citizen’s participation in the Master Park Plan. He asked if there was any
strong interest to acquire this land, shown on any of the various citizens’ surveys or during the public comment
period as they were working on the Master Park Plan, to acquire this land as a natural area. He wondered it this
had come up at all as a spontaneous and unsolicited idea.

Mayor Harbison asked if Ms. Hilvert would like to address any of these items at this time.

Ms. Hilvert explained that staff did review the 2001 citizen survey that had been conducted by the University of
Cincinnati. There was no specific question on that survey that pertained to the acquisition of an additional park.
The questions were more at satisfaction levels of the parks and programs. There was an open-ended question as
to what respondents thought the single most important issue was facing the community in the next five years.
She further explained that there were a number of responses relative to traffic and tear-downs, more of the issues
we hear about frequently. Staff did review those verbatim responses, and based upon what we found, there was
one specific reference to the 10 acres of property that is the subject of this petition. There were 9 comments
regarding green space, which included references to development along Montgomery Road, construction of new
homes in the city generally, and the importance of green space to the community. There was a comment
regarding need for additional parks and playing fields and bike paths. She stated there were 7 comments
regarding the need for a recreation center, 7 comments regarding the need to maintain the surfaces, including
those in our parks. There was 1 comment on the need for neighborhood and park security and 1 on the need to
increase the tax base, so that the city could maintain parks and streets. She noted that they did a word search on
the verbatim questions, putting in “green space, parks, and parkland” to come up with that information. She
further explained that there was a reference make earlier to the proposed Park’s Master Plan, and as you know,
the city is still in the public comment phase relative to that ongoing plan. She further explained that there was a
reference made to the 312 individual comments recorded during initial public meetings. Of the 312, there were
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19, or 6% comments received about land acquisition, generally. Five of the 19 comments, or 2% of comments
received, specifically addressed this particular project. Obviously, this is not a scientific survey, as Ms. Bradley
noted, but that is the information that was available.

Mr. Niehaus explained when the Pioneer Park property initially came up for being available, the Parks and
Recreation Commission surveyed all available land and they suggested that the City make an offer on that
property. In 1988, the City began a series of efforts to acquire the two pieces of property that are comprised of
Pioneer Park. The City gained control of these sites through a lease-purchase agreement, but was unable to
complete the purchase and development of the properties, as a result of a repeal and earnings tax in November
of 1989. In 1990, the City received an initiative petition signed by 1140 residents concerning the preservation of
Pioneer Park. This petition required the City to purchase the property for the park, and it included a 0.7 mil 20-
year property tax levy funding the acquisition. This initiative petition for the property tax levy was adopted by
the voters of Montgomery in November of 1990. The park millage tax remained in effect until 2001.
Collections of the levy were terminated by City Council as a result of sufficient funds being available to make
the repayment of debt of the property purchase. This termination of the plan occurred 10 years ahead of the
plan. The way in which we acquired Pioneer Park is very important. He stated that his main concern tonight is
of finding the money to do it, doing it the way we have done it in the past, and not affect the reserve. What we
have here is a precedent of a purchase plan in Pioneer Park. We paid it off 10 years ahead of time, and
everybody was pleased.

Mr. Combs stated that his perspective on this issue has always been that this is a public issue and that it must be
regarded as a public issue. He felt that there was language used (which was discussed earlier in the evening),
that needed to be rectified. He stated that in its present form, the initiative petition presented problems, as far as
the legality before or after the election, and needed some corrections so that everyone was clearly operating
from the same set of documents. He further stated that he felt that from the voters’ standpoint, it would be very
awkward to have something and then come along and start making changes — it would undermine their
confidence. He also stated that he felt it was imperative that opponents of the initiative sort out the language in
talks with City Council before August 22™. He also felt strongly that if we were going to pass any legislation to
pass an initiative to make this a parkland, that it be financially solvent, and stand on its own legs, as its own
project. He did not agree with using the city’s reserve for this. He responded to the comments made about
having faith in the voters, and stated that has never been an issue.

Mr. Steinbrink explained that he felt the fundamental issue was the investment the community wanted to make.
He was not afraid to put it on the ballot, but felt it was an investment that our citizen’s should choose wisely on.
He expressed his concerns with not knowing a cost for the land or the development, or of not having an
adequate analysis of the funding options. Everybody does a cost benefit analysis, whether it be in business or in
government, and he felt we needed to do the same thing. He encouraged the initiative petition committee to sit
with the city and figure out a way to fund this. He stated that there might be the need for a levy, (it worked in
the past), or there may be a little extra money in the reserve that could go towards the park. He also stated that
until a price is determined, and we know what we are willing to pay for a park, he didn’t think it was even fair to
ask the question.

Mayor Harbison stated that the comment had been made tonight that City Council jumped too quickly to
investigate putting a levy on the ballot. She explained that part of our fiscal responsibility to all of us, ourselves
included as citizens, is that if we are going to buy something, we need to know how we are going to pay for it.
We have to investigate all options. She stated that the petitioners had suggested that these property owners
would donate their homes to the City. Mr. Donnellon sent out letters to all of the property owners associated
with this property. She asked Mr. Donnellon if he would update everyone.
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Mr. Donnellon explained that there were 5 property owners on the various lots in question, and that he has heard
from 4 of them. He pointed out that 3 of the 4 had their attorney call him, stating they were not interested in
donating. He did not continue the discussion to ask for a selling price, because it was not an appropriate
discussion at this point in time. He was not hopeful of having a willing buyer and a willing seller, but thought
rather it would wind up being a buyer, and having a seller. He expressed that he thought everyone on Council
was willing to take this to the ballot for a decision. He noted that we have to face up to the fact that when we’re
at the table, the seller knows that we have to buy. He also indicated that eminent domain would be our friend in
this case because that will allow us to have a jury make a determination of fair market value rather than just
having a gun held to our head. He also concurred with Mr. Joffe regarding other costs involved that need to be
factored in.

Mayor Harbison reported that before the easement was approved for the Twin Lakes property that was approved
in June, City Council pushed them pretty hard because we had concerns that as each property was developed,
there would be another driveway. She stated that it wasn’t told publicly, as far as explaining exactly what we
were asking them to do; she stated that they did not violate the Sunshine Law in their meetings or in the
direction they gave Staff and the attorney. Ms. Harbison explained that Twin Lakes had an agreement with the
second property owner, where a driveway would have come out across from annex. There would have been one
access point for all of the properties over there that they would have had to tie into. The Friday before the
initiative petition hit the newspaper, there was an agreement on the table — Twin Lakes had met their price. On
Monday, after it was in the newspaper, the property owners called Twin Lakes and said they were going to sit on
it a while, and talk later. So, while there may have been a willing buyer and seller on the initial property, those
property owners were pretty savvy, and they knew that if the City was forced to buy their property, they could
demand a pretty hefty price. She explained that she felt this is a matter of fiscal responsibility. She recalled the
Forestglen meetings, and stating that it was not for City Council to decide to buy that property, that it would be
up to the voters. She agrees that Council is in favor of putting this issue on the ballot, but there is a concern with
how it will be funded. She explained that she is concerned with how the City’s reserves might be stripped,
which could eliminate other services now being provided — possibly the street maintenance. She did not want
this to be taken as a scare tactic, she would consider this a fact, and asks that you consider facts. She responded
to comments made that City Council didn’t look at property for parkland, that they first consider developers and
request for tax incentive financing. She explained that when the city was investigating the purchase of the
Triangle, a park / gathering place was one of the first ideas considered; however when 3 members went to the
Triangle property and stood there at 2pm on a Wednesday afternoon and couldn’t even hear each other, it was
very apparent that a park was not the best use for that property. She agreed the City has used tax incentive
financing -- to take the parking underground, to give you the beautiful building you have now. The city used tax
incentive financing on the Vintage Club, again to put a parking garage underground so there would be green
space involved and pathways and walkways and trees. The city is governed by the policies of the State of Ohio
when it comes to tax incentive financing. She stated that City Council is very careful with their delegation of
tax incentive financing. She explained that having $11 million in reserves is approximately 1 year’s worth of
city expenses. She also pointed out that the reserves were there to cover income lost from the Cincinnati Eye
Institute, to allow city services to continue — road repair, sidewalks replaced, streets plowed. Those reserves
have helped the city get a tremendous bond rating from Moody’s. She explained that should the city have to
strip those reserves, our bond rate would go down. She responded to comments made about their 7-0 votes, and
6-1 votes, and how well City Council members worked together. She stated that people tonight have talked
about how City Council was prior to this City Council. She explained that people came to some of us and said,
will you run, will you help take us off the front page with all of the bickering? And we ran, and we’ve worked
together, and it take a lot more work to come to those folks, because we work with something that we can all
live with. If you don’t believe that, talk to any of these former Council members in the audience, because they
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were in on those discussions, too. She continued to explain that she does not always agree with Mark Combs,
but she respects that he has a different opinion than she does. In filing for the City Council race this fall, a
gentleman called Ms. Susan Hamm and asked if they really got along like that, and she said, yes, they do. She
stated that she supported putting this petition on the ballot, with a companion piece that funds it, so that the
voters can make an informed decision, based on the facts for that property only. She also encouraged the
petitioners to work with City Council and Staff to try to come up with something that is a quality piece to put in
front of the voters and let them make their own decision. She asked Mr. Donnellon to explain the legislation for
the pieces that they have talked about with the Hamilton County Auditor’s office, the value of those and what
those levies would cost.

Mr. Donnellon explained that the reason that Council had to take action a few meetings ago to request
information on a levy was due to time constraints, because it is a two-step process in the State of Ohio. He
stated that before you can pass a resolution to put a levy on the ballot, you must first pass legislation requesting
the auditor to certify what value you would get from putting the levy on the ballot. This way, you can ask the
auditor what you would receive from these 3 different millage amounts. He noted that the final decision,
relative to this initiative and relative to a levy, had to be made at the council meeting on August 22 because the
last day for filing anything to go on the ballot is August 23. He explained that it was necessary to take these
steps a couple of weeks ago, to have this information to share tonight:

A .75 mil levy would produce approximately $360,000 per year. A 1 mil levy would produce
approximately $480,000 per year. A 1.25 mil levy would produce about $600,000 per year. What those
equate to, in real dollars, is a .75 mil levy would cost a homeowner in $100,000 of market value for their
home, $22.18/year. A 1 mil is $29.57/year, and a 1.25 mil is $36.96/year.

He described that when you look at borrowing funds to bond the cost out over a number of years, you are
typically looking at a bond issue of 20 years, which was done at Pioneer Park. The easy calculation is that you
look at what monies we have produced over a 20 year period from your levy, and then you have to figure out
half of that is what you can borrow. He explained that if the city produces $360,000 per year with a .75 mil
levy, the city is going to get $7.2 million over 20 years. That would allow the city in today’s dollars to borrow
$3.6 million to fund the cause. If the levy goes to the ballot, it’s not a levy for general operating expenses, it has
to be specifically defined as to its purpose, and it would say, “for the purpose of parks.” So, if it was passed, it
could not be used for any other purpose in the community, but parks. If it’s then passed, we have the ability to
go out in the bond community to show them that we have a commitment for a levy, and then the bond can be
issued to us. The city generate that money, the city would then have that in the bank to go ahead with the
particular park project, whether it’s acquisition, development or any cost related to that park -- such as any fees
associated with acquiring the park, or an engineered sign to build the park out.

Ms. Hilvert explained that City Council was also in process of putting together the 2008 budget, and had been
working with staff in anticipation of this meeting to get a good idea on where we are, relative to finances, and
whether there’s any additional funding that would be available to put toward this project. She stated that because
it will take a few more weeks to get the 2008 budget together, her best estimate at this time, is that there may be
approximately $750,000 that could be put toward this project. She also confirmed that there is no known cost to
this project. She further stated that the city does not know the cost of the land, it does not know the process for
acquiring this land, whether it will be a willing buyer and willing seller, or if it would be an eminent domain
action. She further explained that they have to assume development costs and borrowing costs. She suggested
the 1.25 mil levy, basing it on all of the uncertainties listed above and any other unanticipated costs, to cover the
high-end. She explained that the city has the ability to terminate property tax collections once it has reached a
certain level and the transaction is completed; as in the case of the Pioneer Park levy.
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Mr. Suer asked for clarification that the city is anticipating that once it get further into the budget process for the
upcoming budget, that there might be an amount of money that could be up to $750,000 that could possibly be
put towards this purchase, without stripping our reserves.

Ms. Hilvert confirmed. She noted that the target was the twelve-months’ worth of operating cash for the general
fund. She indicated that, at this point, these are the excess funds over and above that. She reminded Council
that in the past, if there was a situation where we they had more cash than what was anticipated, Council
traditionally looked at an infrastructure to put it towards. She estimated this figure, with a really big caveat on
it, in that this is the budget that the staff is submitting to City Council for their consideration. This is the budget
that ultimately gets adopted as your budget. She stated that if there are things in the budget that City Council
does not like that City Council want to pull out, if there are things that are not in there that City Council would
like, City Council absolutely has the right to add that. She further stated that this caveat that she was giving City
Council is very much conditioned on a lot of that knowledge.

Mr. Suer stated that he felt that at this point, there might be some money that could be used toward some parks.
He recalled the petitioners mentioning that one thing City Council might do, besides asking the property owners
to donate the property, (which was already explained that we’ve tried that) was to utilize grants and various
funds to help defray the cost. He asked if staff had come up with anything on that.

Ms. Hilvert stated that staff did investigate all of the suggested financing alternatives that were outlined in the
petition. They requested financial support from foundations, green space organizations, grants from foundations
or governmental agencies. She stated that, with the assistance of Mr. Bob Nikula, they investigated 3 grant
programs from the Ohio Department of Natural Resources — which include the Nature Works Park and
Recreation Program grants, the Land and Water Conservation Fund and the Recreational Trails Program. We
also investigated the Hillside Trust, which is a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation that services Hamilton County
and the OKI service areas. She noted that the OKI service area is a fairly large area. She reported that The
Nature Works Grant was a grant fund that the City had used on several occasions --for development in Swaim
and Weller Parks. That grant fund can be used to fund improvements to property that the City controls by title,
or has at least a 15-year non-revocable lease; or for acquisition costs associated with properties that can be
obtained within 6 months. The average grant amount for the latest round of Nature works was $21,396.14. It’s
a relatively small grant amount designed to be matched with other dollars that are available out there. The Land
and Water Conservations Fund is not permitted for the use of property acquisition. The program does provide
reimbursement for outdoor recreation projects on property owned by the applicant. The Recreational Trails
program is a federally-funded program and includes up to an 80% matching federal funding reimbursement for
eligible projects that are along the line of trail construction and rehabilitation. This particular grant program is
something we could pursue. She pointed out that the competition was pretty stiff on this. During the last two
funding cycles, only 1/3 of applications received within the state were funded. The funding amount, on average
in 2005, was $81,230. In 2006, it was $106,277. She noted that all of these resources were small in the scheme
of things relative to the acquisition and development of this property. She stated that they also investigated the
Hillside Trust, an organization created to provide active design, communications and protection enhancement of
hillsides, (again an OKI service area - generally southwest Ohio, southeastern Indiana, and northern Kentucky).
The manner that Hillside Trust acquires property is through the generosity of private landowners who donate
property or have agreed to place a conservation easement on the land, and then donate the easement to Hillside
Trust. The CALM website does reference one instance in Mt. Washington and we investigated this one. That is
the only property that Hillside Trust has purchased. It was acquired through multiple grant sources with no
capital outlay by the Hillside Trust. She stated that they could not be considered as a grant funding source for
us.
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Mr. Suer stated that this meant they might be able to find a little bit of money somewhere from one of these
sources that might help with some trail construction or a relatively minor part of the project. He further stated
that he didn’t hear that there was access to money to buy the property, leaving the city with the need to find
major funding source. He also stated that he was supportive of seeing this entire thing being put on the ballot,
feeling that it would be one way to come up with a definitive answer. He thought it would be very confusing for
residents if there was one item on the ballot that talked about the current initiative petition and next to it on the
ballot or below it on the ballot there was a tax levy issue. He also stated that undoubtedly some people would
get confused or would vote for one and not the other, and he didn’t think it would provide a true picture of what
the people wanted to do. He suggested working with the Initiative Committee, cleaning up the language and
putting the two issues together: a funding source, a levy issue and their initial idea of purchasing the property.
He encouraged bundling it together, putting it on the ballot, and seeing what the citizens of Montgomery wanted
to do.

Mr. Steinbrink then asked the question to the Initiative Committee: “In lieu of placing the initiative petition, as
drafted, on the ballot, would the group that brought this petition forward be willing to put the park levy on the
ballot, and let it stand alone, and allow Council to adopt similar legislation stating that we will buy the land and
make it a park?”

Mr. Donnellon stated that the central issue was acquiring this acreage for a park; that the city has to put that
guestion in some form, before the voters. He explained that we can reach an agreement in a form of legislation
that says City Council will buy this park. If Council says it will only do that if this levy passes, City Council
would actually adopt legislation that says it will buy this parkland if a ballot initiative relative to the levy passes.
If the levy passes, the city is then committed to buy the parkland. If the levy fails, then the issue has been
resolved — the people decided they didn’t want to spend the money to buy that parkland.

Mayor Harbison pointed out that it still didn’t resolve the issue of how much it would cost.

Mr. Donnellon agreed and pointed out that with Pioneer Park, there was a negotiated price. He did not feel that
would happen in this case. He explained that everything we do under the Sunshine Law is supposed to out in
fresh air for everyone to see. One of the exceptions is real estate because none of you, in buying a home, would
want to sit down with the seller and say, here’s what 1’m thinking about paying you, what do you think? You
want to be able to set your parameters and negotiate. We’re not going to get that, and | don’t want to start
discussing up here what the value of that property is. He explained that if you discuss those values openly, the
sellers would know what the buyer is at least willing to pay, and then think of how high they would go. We
talked about all of the values, but what is really required is an appraiser, and we do not have one, as yet. In fact,
the process would be for the city to have the property appraised, then sit down with the sellers and see if they are
willing to buy it within reason, of what we have in our appraisal. If not, again this eminent domain would be
our friend. We would then start the process by offering a good-faith appraisal, and our offer in purchasing the
property and force them to the table with the city, with their offer to value the property. This is not the forum
for City Council to discuss what those numbers may be. The sale between Mr. Boymel and Twin Lakes has not
concluded, so it is not a public record, and he not privy to the private negotiations. He stated that he would be
willing to ask them if they will tell us that value, for the next Council meeting, just as he would ask the property
owners if they wanted to donate it to the city. He asked if the petitioners if they could come to an understanding
with two of the three or all three of the Petition Committee to identify the central question and put that on the
ballot. The central question is, “We’ll buy the property and if they realize that we have to have a funding source
for the property, and that’s a levy, we can do like we did with Pioneer Park, and say, if you want a levy, if you
pass it, we’ll buy this property” We can start that process. It would take a vote at the next Council meeting that
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that’s what we would adopt as a piece of legislation, our commitment to buy it if the levy passes, and then pass a
resolution to put the levy on the ballot, and then educate the people that if you vote for it, this is what we’re
going to do with the money.

Mayor Harbison asked Mr. Jenner to respond at the podium as one of the petitioners.

Mr. Jenner, 9223 Village Green Drive, stated that he was one of the three initiative petitioners. He confirmed
that they wanted a park and would do whatever was required legally to make it work. He did not want to battle.
He felt Ms. Pillich and Mr. Leonard would agree.

Mayor Harbison asked if they were willing to include a funding source, if all sat down to work on language that
was acceptable for everyone.

Mr. Jenner stated that he couldn’t confirm that, but was willing to cooperate, once he could see the verbiage.

Mayor Harbison stated that this would still go on the ballot, that just because they would have this discussion, it
would still go on the ballot for the voters.

Mr. Jenner stated that they would attempt to change the verbiage to make it a sale-able product. They wanted a
park, and would like to make this work.

Mr. Donnellon asked if they were willing to include a levy millage in their petition.

Mr. Jenner explained that he couldn’t confirm that yet, because he hasn’t seen exactly what they are talking
about, but he is willing to work together on this with City Council.

Mr. Ken Suer asked Mr. Jenner, if they would be willing to consider that one option at a sit-down meeting?

Mr. Jenner confirmed yes, that everything was on the table, they just needed to figure it out, and they were
willing to work toward that end.

Mr. Donnellon replied that they would need a recommendation from City Council and the Initiative Committee
as to how to go forward; that between now and the next City Council meeting, the three initiative petitioners and
City Council meet and work out proposed language. If the majority of the three petitioners can agree on
verbiage, we will bring it to City Council as the proposed legislation. He asked Mr. Jenner to clarify their
commitment:

o they wanted to clean up the language in the petition

o |If it’s posed as a specific question to the voters, clean up the language as to park-yes,

park-no.
= they would consider putting it forward as park-yes, park-no with this millage attached.

Mr. Jenner responded that he couldn’t confirm that now, but that they would discuss it, and decide when they
get it in front of them.

Mr. Donnellon pointed out that there was a very narrow window of opportunity here — only two weeks.

Mr. Jenner stated his timeframe was only until 1:00am tomorrow, and that if they wanted to work tonight, he
would.
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Mayor Harbison asked Ms. Hilvert if she had a recommendation.

Ms. Hilvert stated that staff recommended the 1.25 mil, and based on unknown information, she needed to
recommend the most conservative approach.

Mr. Suer stated that Mr. Donnellon had indicated there was other wording in the petition that circumvents
certain rights that we have, as Council members. He encouraged that those issues be taken care of at the same
time.

Mr. Donnellon responded that Mr. Jenner had stated earlier in the meeting that he was willing to make whatever
changes would be appropriate in the petition language itself to present the central question to the people. The
only issue right now is whether they are willing to put that question forward with a funding source tied to it.

Mr. Jenner stated that he would like to see it in writing first, and then asked Ms Pillich if she agreed.

Mayor Harbison asked if the three petitioners of the initiative committee would like to adjourn for 10 minutes
and discuss this in the conference room.

Ms. Pillich commented from the audience, but the statements were not discernible from the tape of the meeting
as she did not speak from the podium.

Mr. Donnellon wanted to clarify an identifiable commitment from the Initiative Committee. He asked if the
committee was willing to sit down, identify the issue and talk it through. He stated that all Council could do
was to make a recommendation as to what they wanted to see happen, and if that recommendation is to see a
funding source identified as a 1.25 mil park levy, and have the central question placed on the ballot together,
we’ll take that recommendation, we’ll meet and come up with a draft, or come back and say we weren’t able
achieve that recommendation and let you make a decision at the next meeting. That’s all we can do

Ms. Ricci, 10360 Pendery Drive, stated that she didn’t have a solution. Not knowing if it was meant this way,
she explained that it sounded like the only funding option that would be considered by City Council would be
the 1.25 mil. She thought that there still may be some source, literally and figuratively, for an examination of
other funding solutions that might be a combination of the budget overage talked about earlier, and looking at
other priorities and spending decisions that have been made -- some of the choices that are already embedded in
Council’s budget figures that might be reconsidered in light of this particular project. She asked if the millage
was the only funding source that City Council wanted to consider, and expressed that was why their Committee
could not give a firm answer on this.

Mr. Niehaus recalled language in the initiative petition referring to the various ways that this could be funded.
He read from Section 6, page 3: “Funding the acquisition establishment and maintenance of a nature park. City
Council shall immediately create, implement a plan to designate the funds to accomplish the objectives of this
initiative. City Council shall use all appropriate means to comply with this position, including but not limited
to: general fund reserve balance, grants, contributions from government, institutions, citizens, groups.” He
stated that their concern is already in the petition, and thought it would remain in there. He explained that they
were “adding” a levy.
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Mr. Donnellon responded to Mr. Niehaus and clarified to City Council that what we would do, was to take
Council’s recommendations, meet and discuss with the petition initiative committee, and see if they can come to
an agreement. This was not the time to discuss what language stays in or not

Mr. Suer asked if anyone had comments before he made the motion to move in the direction that Mr. Donnellon
just outlined. There was no further discussion.

Mr. Suer moved that Mr. Donnellon take the lead in setting up a meeting with the Initiative Committee to
discuss various items in their petition that he’s addressed already this evening, and alter some of the language,
and that they will also consider City Council’s idea that a 1.25 mil levy be included in this ballot issue. Mr.
Niehaus seconded.

Mayor Harbison asked for any comments from the audience.

Mr. Don Hirsch, 10722 Adventure Lane stated that he didn’t sign a card, but would like to comment. He stated
that he had been on the Montgomery School Board about 5-8 years ago. He explained an idea they had then to
put the Montgomery School back on that property someplace. They had meetings with some of the owners at
that time; didn’t know how they would accomplish it, and it never came to fruition. He did not think they would
be able to buy that property for a 1.25 mil levy from those owners. He asked what would happen if Council
agreed to buy the property, passed the levy, and there still wasn’t enough money to buy it from the owners.

Mayor Harbison replied that would be where the voters step in and say yes or no to this proposal. There are a
few options: One is amending the petition to include a funding source, like the Pioneer Park levy had. Another
option was one that was discussed earlier about putting the levy on the ballot and letting people decide, and then
the City committing to that. She asked if another viable option was to amend the petition so that the two were
more tied together.

Mr. Donnollon agreed they could put the issue out there: do we want to buy this property, and then do you want
to pay for it with this levy? He felt they would still need some flexibility, in case they didn’t have enough
money when the time came to make the purchase, that they could then make the hard decision to say they
couldn’t afford it. He explained that there were many other issues that go into buying real estate — possibly
contaminated. We would not want to commit to buy property where we have to spend a lot of money cleaning it
up. We know it is covered with honeysuckle and trees now, but many of you may remember there was a
barbecue business there for a number of years. He didn’t know what their source of fuel was for that business,
or what may be buried in the ground over there. Something may be there from many years past. There are
many factors, and we need some flexibility in the ultimate question. He stated that the community would give
the direction if they want to buy it, but not at all costs. He restated that the Initiative Committee was willing to
be reasonable — they wanted that question put out there. They wanted the property purchased and want the
citizens to make a decision. City Council is saying they are willing to do that, they just want to make sure
there’s funding associated with it; and now we are seeing if we can marry the two together into one question, so
people can simply go into the booth and say yes or no.

Mr. David Shardelow, 9903 Knollwind Drive, asked if the 1.25 mil levy would be able to fund the purchase,
develop, legal and other costs associated with this issue.

Ms. Hilvert explained that this levy certainly gave them more room than the lower numbers, but that there are
many unknowns. She further explained that the city does not know what the property owners are going to want
for this property. If the city gets into an eminent domain situation, it could literally be years of litigation. She
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also explained that the city does not know the state of this property. There are lots of properties that have
contamination associated with them, not because of anything anyone intended to do. There are many questions
about this. She continued to explain that City Council considered 3 different levy amounts; the 1.25 was the
largest of the three estimates. If it’s more than what the city needs over a period of time, and the city gets into
10 years, and has accumulated enough funds to do what the city needs to do, then this City Council has always
committed to terminating those levies.

Mr. Shardelow stated that he was concerned that the city wouldn’t know the options, until the discussions
happened and if it would be tied together, even with tying the 1.25 mil levy, there would be a possibility that if
that passed, may not be enough funding.

Mr. Donnellon agreed it is a possibility; however, we don’t know. He stated that it is prudent for the city to look
at the higher number, and have enough of a bankroll to be able to negotiate or fight the fight. If the city saves
money, City Council can roll it back, or pay it off early. He further stated that the city does not get the opposite
option — which is if you don’t have enough, you can’t roll it up, that’s all you get. If you look at the three
options, the prudent practice would be to look at the higher number and what it gives us, so we can come to the
table and make a good faith effort to acquire the property — if the voters say yes. If the voters say they are not
interested in paying for that park, then we know.

Mr. Shardelow asked if the 1.25 mil levy passed, would it enable someone to start backing into estimates of
what the largest piece of the costs is -- the acquisition.

Mr. Donnellon replied that it would not be indicative of what the purchase price would be, just as one’s net
worth is not indicative of what the value of their property would be to purchase. It merely shows that you have
the ability to come to the table and negotiate. He gave an example that while many homebuyers come in already
pre-qualified, it didn’t mean that’s what they would pay for their property. It just means they have the ability, if
the price is negotiated, to buy it.

Mayor Harbison explained that the funds would also have to fund the borrowing costs, which, in the length of
the term, can double the cost of what you pay. She stated there is issuance costs associated with these types of
bond issues, as well as development costs.

Dr. Tom Firor stated that he believed that the Initiative Committee, with their consultants, had looked at least 4
or 5 funding possibilities that weren’t grants or a property levy. He felt that if the petitioners were going to have
discussions with that Committee, they needed to have the ability to pull in consultants in those professions, if
necessary, since they would be talking to the entire Council. 2) He found it ironic that contamination was
brought up, in talking about the woods. He noted that it is often discovered once property has been developed,
and the contamination has spread. He stated that he had plenty of patients to prove that point. In that respect, he
felt it would be better left as woods, if the City purchased it, regardless of clean-up costs.

Mayor Harbison pointed out that the City Council would not be sitting down as a whole, with the petitioners.

Mr. Suer stated that there were some people who said they would like to see Council not approve this. He didn’t
think there was a choice on not approving it. He felt the choice was to make it so that it can be put on the ballot.
There is a point beyond, of which we have several choices here: 1) adopt the proposal, 2) declare it to be
invalid, or 3) negotiate from the furthest matter as is, to the ballot. He further stated that regardless of what
choice he would make, he believed that this, one way or the other, should be put up to the voters because in
everything on there, we are being challenged in the decisions we have made. He felt that the only way to
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resolve this was to let the people decide — based on correct information. He encouraged all to present all the
facts to the people, so they can make that decision. He believed this would be on the ballot, but that it needed to
be put on in the correct manner, and it needed to be presented to the people, between now and November, in all
of its correct forms.

Mayor Harbison asked for any further comments and there were none. She returned to the motion on the table.

Mr. Joffe requested to hear the motion restated as earlier, to be sure that it was tied to the levy or a funding
source, whichever route will be negotiated, to the potential acquisition.

Mr. Suer stated that he moved that Mr. Donnellon take the lead in setting up a meeting with the petitioners to
discuss the current language of their initiative and any points that need to be rectified; and also in that meeting,
to discuss City Council’s desire that a funding source initiative at a 1.25 mil rate be attached to the ballot.

Mayor Harbison reported that Mr. Donnellon indicated that the motion was adequate.

Mr. Skopin, 9863 Forestglen Drive, recalled that Ms. Hilvert mentioned the fact that there was a possibility that
some $700,000 was available for the next year. He asked if that might be something that could, if the need
should arise, repeat itself for the next 10 or 20 years.

Ms. Hilvert replied no; that based on budget projections and where we see our general fund balance go, with the
projected loss of estate tax, and relatively flat earnings tax revenues, this would be a one time recommendation.

Mr. Skopin clarified that Ms. Hilvert suspected it would just be for 2008, and no more.
Ms. Hilvert confirmed.

Ms. Pillich stated that she felt this was a good time to tell everyone that she had a client (who asked to remain
anonymous) that was very concerned about this issue and about the City’s concern in losing their reserves. The
client said he would pledge $500,000 to loan the City, if there should be an emergency that would cripple the
reserves. He would do it at an interest rate that is 1 point below whatever the market is. He hoped that this
might encourage others to match, as a pledge. This client is willing to meet with Mr. Donnellon and illustrate
that he has the funds that could be used in a City emergency, as a result of using some of the reserve funds. She
applauded her client for caring about the community.

Mr. Suer inquired if the client might be willing to make a bequest towards the purchase of the property?
Ms. Pillich didn’t know.

Mr. Donnellon asked if the client would be willing to share certified financial statements to determine whether
or not there is any validity to the proposed offer.

Ms. Pillich concurred that her client would be willing to do that.
Mr. Donnellon stated that the Finance Director would look at them. He explained to Ms. Pillich that the client

must understand that once the records come into our hands, they will be considered public records, which makes
your proposal quite difficult to analyze adequately.
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Ms. Pillich inquired if they would be public record, if submitted in Executive Session.

Mr. Donnellon replied that once they were in the hands of the City to make a decision upon, they would be
public record. He stated that he appreciated the offer, and would continue to take that into consideration and
weigh what impact that could have in the analysis.

Ms. Julie Bradley, 10113 Woodfern Way explained that she attended the preview of the Park Plan meeting on
Monday night, and one of the comments made at the end, was, “What was the cost of that going to be?”
(because it was a really big proposal over the next 10 years, and the consultant in charge did not want to commit
to the cost, or even a range). She stated that she knew that the decision was supposed to be made by the end of
October with the City Council. She further stated that the consultant alluded to the fact that it was competing
with this, in some ways, and that if this would pass, it would hurt the ability to fund that. She asked for
clarification, if it was part of the 2008 budget that you are looking at, when you are trying to find money to set
aside?

Mayor Harbison explained that she and Vice Mayor Suer also attended that meeting. She agreed that Mr. Jess
Parrott did mention that dollars could compete against each other. She explained that Mr. Parrot informed
everyone that part of the reason he couldn’t give a dollar amount, was because that was not part of the process at
this time. She further explained that this was the first time the she and Mr. Suer had seen the Park’s Master
Plan, and she believed there were other City Council members who have not even seen it yet. She also
explained that there are parts of that City Council may or may not support, that is a wish list. She continued to
explain that Mr. Parrot could not give Ms. Bradley a dollar amount, because there is no dollar amount.

Mr. Suer pointed out that it was a preview of the Park’s Master Plan, that it was not a final report yet, and only
initial concepts were presented. He stated that this plan also would not be something enacted in its entirety right
away. The process was that once they had a final plan, and after further public input, there would be two public
meetings to review it all, and receive more public input. The idea was to get direction for the next 10 years of
enhancements for our park system. They would then determine how to break it down throughout the next 10
years. He explained that it was also possible that once some of the ideas were accomplished over a couple of
years, it may turn it into a 15 or 20 year plan, to continue on with some of the ideas that were still very good, at
that time. He further explained that the consultant had talked of different grants and other funding sources — for
solar panels, and little pieces at a time; that he was not attaching dollar amounts now — he would eventually —
but he was still gathering input.

Ms. Hilvert stated that if this park initiative is adopted by the voters without a funding source, it would compete
with a lot of everything in the budget because it is a potentially very large-ticket item. She explained that in
preparation of the budget, they work on a 2008 budget, as well as a 4-year budget forecast. This includes
examining trends in terms of revenues and expenditures and allows us to be more fiscally prudent in our
planning, and to have a good idea where we are headed with our fund reserves. To accompany that, we prepare
a 5-year capital-improvement program; some departments do a 10-year capital improvement program. She
reported that in terms of the budget currently being prepared, they are including some placeholder numbers, in
some of the outer years, relative to the Park Master Plan; however the majority of these are the more simple type
of things, as opposed to large ticket items that Council will need to make a policy decision on. This includes
things like digging up ball fields that are not currently appropriate. We do that because we don’t have the
information, as yet.

Mr. Jenner asked if we would be trapping ourselves on this motion to add a 1.25 mil, or would we be better off,
leaving it alone and not stating a millage at all.
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Mr. Suer stated that the phrase he used was that he thought it should be discussed in the meeting. He reiterated
that he used the term “discussed”.

Mr. Jenner asked for clarification that it was not tied to a 1.25 mil levy.

Mr. Donnellon stated that he understood that this was our recommendation, and the hope is that we will meet
that recommendation when we come back with the legislation.

Mr. Jenner asked if that was cast in concrete.

Mr. Donnellon stated that nothing was cast in concrete until it was submitted. He was interested in setting up
the meeting to discuss it all, and asked who he should contact.

Mr. Combs stated that he believes that the funding for this project should stand on its own. He acknowledged
that there are competing priorities in every budget cycle; not everybody gets what they want. He echoed Ms.
Hilvert in stating that whatever surplus was available from this year’s budget, if approved, could be applied to
this project, but would be considered a one-time source, and it would have to be evaluated annually. He felt the
entire point of this was to have a fixed dollar amount in mind that could be conveyed confidently to voters. This
is again, working it backwards. He compared the initiative from Pioneer Park, where they knew what they were
buying before they ever did it, to this project with so many unknowns. And it turns the tables on us, and to
throw this petition, this late in the game, so close to the election deadlines, with very little opportunity to
respond and to do due diligence beyond what we have already done, is unfair. You are putting us behind the 8
ball, starting out, asking us to make decisions where we don’t have enough information. That is the antithesis of
the way we normally do business here. We gather the information, we consider legislation, we pound it out,
work out our differences in Committee and other sources, and then proceed. This is just the antithesis of that.
We want it, we’re going to give it to you, we’re going to drop it in your laps with language that | shake my head
at, like Section 8, I just couldn’t believe it was in there. There are a lot of things that have to be pounded out,
and now we’ve got 2 weeks. And if you think it’s going to happen overnight, | don’t know that it will happen,
but for the sake of moving a process along, | will support the motion as presented, but | am very much a realist,
and if |1 can make a projection — we are buying litigation. If this thing passes, we are buying litigation — it will
cost us a lot of money.

Mr. Marsh, 10671 Creeknoll Court, inquired if there was a Master Plan of where the sidewalks and the bridge
and everything was going to be for this proposed park. He asked if all of these items were proposed when
Pioneer Park was developed. He wanted to know if there would be something to show what we will have
completed, when it is all said and done. He asked how Pioneer Park was developed.

Mayor Harbison referred the questions to other staff or City Council members, as she was not here at that time.
She explained that from what she had traced back through the legislation, it appeared as though the Recreation
Commission made a recommendation to Council that the area to be developed as Pioneer Park become a
combination of active and passive. That was clearly in the minutes. The city actually had a lease-purchase type
of agreement with the property owners that were involved. There was a proposal to eliminate a portion of the
income tax credit, and an earnings tax credit that was subject to a referendum, and when that funding source was
lost, the city did not have the financial ability to purchase the property that it had planned to. That is what led to
the initiative petition, which contained the funding source to purchase it.

Mr. Suer stated that the original purchase was dependent on passing that earnings tax reduction.
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Mayor Harbison explained that for Pioneer Park, it appeared that there were some concepts that were available
as to how it be developed. On this petition, there are no concepts that will be developed. We have been
presented with this petition to purchase, which indicates that it should be developed with trails and walkways, a
bridge, but there is no plan.

Mr. Suer explained that the Parks and Recreation Commission had recommended that the city buy the Pioneer
Park property. This is a different case because you are putting it on to the citizens, that if they pass it, they are
telling City Council what to do. This presents all kinds of other issues, because it is not our idea.

Mayor Harbison asked if there were any more comments, and there were none she asked for the roll to be called.

The roll was called and showed the following vote:

AYE: Harbison, Combs, Joffe, Niehaus, Steinbrink, Suer (6)

NAY: 0)
ABSTAIN: Roesch @
ABSENT: 0)

Mayor Harbison asked if there was any further business to discuss in public session. There being none, she
asked for a motion to adjourn.

Mr. Niehaus moved to adjourn. Mr. Suer seconded.
City Council unanimously agreed.

City Council adjourned at 9:30 p.m.

Susan Hamm, Clerk of Council



