EXHIBIT “B”

THE FUTURE OF FAIRMOUNT PARK

Advisory Committee Report
April 2006

The Advisory Committee developed three differenhagement scenarios for the
Park. Other organizational structures also arsiples The consultants hired by the
transition team should evaluate the Park’s reveaisgng potential under these three
management alternatives. The best alternativedeplend in large part on the dedicated

funding mechanism selected for the Park.

OPTION 1

Management reports to the Board and to the City.The Board of Trustees

would appoint the Park’s executive director andNtag/or would have veto power over
his or her selection (as is currently the caseactce). Alternatively, the Mayor could
appoint and the Board could hold veto power. Tinectbrs of the three Park divisions
listed below would report to the Park’s executiwector, who, in turn, would report
both to the Board of Trustees and to the City’s Bang Director (as is currently the

case).

The Park handles the revenue function.The Board would oversee an

organizatiorwith three main divisions:

Parks Department

= Land management
= Programs (environmental education, rowing camp)

=  Archives
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Property Management

= Leasing

= Architectural conservation services

= Historic properties. The Park needs to hire expgershow it how to benefit
from tax credits and other mechanisms to transitsmeteriorating historic
properties. The individual groups that operatehiiséoric houses need to be
coordinated, Park house leases standardized, arttises marketed more
effectively as a group. This division needs tarfalliances with City tourism
interests.

» The staff of the Historic Preservation Trust woeftectively merge into this
division. The Trust should retain its separate(8f{3) designation if this is

legally required to allow long-term leasing of Parkildings.

Revenue

= Development

= Marketing and public relations

= Revenue generation and concessions management

= Special events and permitting

Benefits of Option 1

The pros of this model are that it addresses tlagigaship between the
Fairmount Park Historic Preservation Trust andRBek. The Trust currently has to
perform its own public relations, marketing anddtaising to support its staff of park
conservators. It would be much better for it tdriee to focus on its core technical
mission of providing conservation services to Raperties, and to leave fundraising to
the specialists. This model also adds a Revenuigibn, which could stimulate much-
needed funding for the Park. As noted in Secti§B)(1)(c) of this report, under the
City’s proposed realignment of certain Recreati@p&tment and Park functions,
dedicated staff may be added to focus on revenoergton and fund-raising for both

departments (although where these personnel whidosed is as yet undetermined).
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Negatives of Option 1

The cons of this option are that creating a PankeRee Division places private
sector fundraising responsibilities both with tleekand with the Fairmount Park
Conservancy. The Fairmount Park Conservancy bafasidectors believes this
duplication would compromise fundraising from indivals and the corporate sector.
Furthermore, this model continues the currentdaliffies inherent in having the park

executive director “serve two masters” (the Board the Managing Director).

OPTION 2

Same as above except that Revenue Division funct®are performed by the

Conservancy. The Park and the Board of Trustees would retaimgbponsibility for

fundraising from public sources under this option.

The Conservancy would remain a separate corpor#tairnwvould not report
directly to the Fairmount Park Board of Trusteeg,theConservancy’s bylaws would

be modified to build in more overlapbetween the two entities, as follows:

» The treasurer of the Board of Trustees would beenaangx officio member of
the Conservancy board. At least ¥ of the Consesvhnard would be (non-
governmental) trustees.

* A Joint Planning Committee composed of Trustees@muservancy board
members would agree on fundraising priorities dad$

* An additional step that would maximize coordinatimtween Park staff, the
Conservancy and the Board of Trustees to an eveatagrdegree would be to
have the Park executive director serve as hedieaConservancy. This is the
Free Library of Philadelphia model, in which theneaCity employee heads
the public Library, reports to the Managing Directand also heads the
private Free Library Foundation. However, the @&mancy is opposed to

this step, fearing it would jeopardize its privatadraising capabilities.
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Benefits of Option 2

This approach provides more clearly defined rotegHe Board of Trustees and
the Conservancy and avoids duplication of fundngigfforts. A higher degree of
“nimbleness,” responsiveness, and hiring ease eathieved by having a private, non-
profit such as the Conservancy handle many or wfdsie revenue functions. The
Strategic Plan recommends this structure for reegmmeration and fundraising, stating
that “with improved coordination and clarificatiohroles, the Fairmount Park
Conservancy is well positioned to further evolv®ithis position”(see Financial
Resour ces/Partner ship Evaluation Report, p. 20).

Negatives of Option 2

A large degree of power (and visibility) would belegated to the private
Conservancy under this option. Whether a new Agstration would be willing to allow
an entity that has no governmental representationanage revenue zones, for instance,
is unknown. Whether this arrangement would dinmpcompete with or otherwise
negatively affect the role of the new FairmountkBoard of Trustees is unclear. The
Conservancy currently does not have financial angept management staff, so it would

need to staff up to run the Revenue Division jssthe Park would.

OPTION 3

Create a Park Authority utilizing the 1945 Municipality Authorities Act.

* The organization would contain the park, propeng eevenue divisions
noted above.

* The Board would appoint the Park Authority’s exesaitlirector, who would
report only to the Board of Trustees(and not to the Managing Director).

» This option would be a creative way to bridge tlbrid nature of the Park as
both a creature of the Commonwealth and the Gltinder Pennsylvania’s
Municipality Authorities Act of 1945, local goverrant may authorize the
creation of municipal authorities under state lawetain the right to approve

the board and budget of the authority.)
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* Legislation creating a Park Authority could be tenit to preclude a state
takeover
» Another option would be the creation of a regicaathority to manage and

maintain the park systems in southeastern Pennsglva

Benefits of Option 3

Under this modelhe Conservancywould merge and become the Revenue
Division, thus eliminating role confusion but retaining #i®lity to raise funds that
remain independent of City control. This approaciuld avoid the current difficulties
inherent in having the Park executive director Vediwo masters” (the Board and the

Managing Director).

This option encourages an entrepreneurial focusshrmore common to the
private and non-profit world than the governmemtatid. It could give the Park the
powerful tool of assessing properties in “speciatritts” based on location, frontage
and/or benefit. Park assessment revenues thed beulsed for annual operations or to

pay debt service on tax-exempt capital improverbends issued by the Park authority.

Negatives of Option 3

The concern with this model is that removing thekRe a City operating
department might well attenuate the City’s invesiie the Park over time. Also,
although the City would retain a level of contreko Park governance via designaszd
officio board seats, mayoral veto power over Trusteesteapdred City Council
approval of major land transactions, the City migatreluctant to delegate land use

power to an entity it did not directly control.

Advisory Committee Final Report 5 Exhibit “B”



