
  

 

Pickleball Task Force  

July 21, 2021 Meeting Minutes  

Call to Order 

The Task Force meeting was called to order at 1:30 PM by Steve Northridge as co-chair.  Present were 

Task Force members Lucy Clark, Dave Eastman, Mike Jackson and Steve Northridge.  Scott Kirschner 

was unable to attend this meeting.  Allen Rowin represented the Recreational Committee as liaison.  

Brian Kensil and Celia McFadden represented the CROA Board as liaisons.  Neil Bresnahan 

represented management.  The meeting, having been properly noticed, was ready to proceed with 

business.   

 

Owners’ Comments 

There were not owners’ comments. 

 

Adopt Agenda 

Mr. Jackson motioned to adopt the agenda. Mr. Eastman seconded, and the motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

Approval of July 1, 2021 meeting minutes 

Mr. Eastman motioned to approve the minutes. Mr. Jackson seconded, and the motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

Discuss Design-Build (DB) vs. Design-Bid-Build (DBB) 

Mr. Northridge started the discussion by providing a brief overview of DB and DBB. With DB a single 

contractor is hired to design and construct the project. In DBB, a contractor is hired to produce a 

permitted design package that would then be put out for bid to firms capable of doing the construction. 

Mr. Northridge also pointed out that since our project is relatively small and most contractors are 

extremely busy it may be difficult to find a contractor willing to only do the design portion (known as 

“Preconstruction Services”). 

 

Mr. Eastman pointed out that having the design and construction in one house is a pro for DB. Mr. 

Eastman asked if we have someone to oversee this process and Mr. Jackson indicated we could hire an 

owner’s rep to oversee. Mr. Eastman asked if we would have more flexibility during the construction in 

the DB vs. DBB. Mr. Northridge and Mr. Jackson indicated that both would probably be handled via 

change orders and did not feel one offered more flexibility than the other.  

 

Mr. Jackson mentioned that we learned from McCree that most of the contractors use the same 

subcontractors and it may be difficult to obtain bids from multiple contractors resulting in our RFP 

languish in the marketplace if we go with “Preconstruction Services” under DBB. 

 



 
 

 

Mr. Eastman indicated that it appears we are reassessing the DBB process that we had planned to use 

based on feedback from the market. 

 

Mr. Northridge suggested if we are forced into going with a DB that we should request an estimate 

(possibly a not to exceed) with each response and also request an open book process with the 

subcontractors so we could see all of the numbers. 

 

Mr. Jackson pointed out that we have meetings scheduled next week with Arnco and Carlton 

construction so we will have an opportunity to discuss the processes with them prior to determining if 

we go with DBB or shift to DB. 

 

Mr. Northridge pointed out that if we don’t have 2-3 contractors lined up that are willing to respond to 

our Preconstruction Service RFP it does not make sense to issue the RFP. 

 

Mr. Eastman indicated that we should have a pretty good feeling regarding the willingness of vendors 

to respond to our Preconstruction Service RFP by early next week and we could then have another 

meeting to discuss whether we move ahead with DBB or shift to DB. 

 

Mr. Jackson also pointed out that the DBB process could put us between the Preconstruction Services 

vendor that produced the design and the construction vendor – require us to arbitrate. 

 

Mr. Kensil pointed out that the board does not really care whether it is DB or DBB but want to make 

sure that if they allocate money that they will get what was intended. 

 

Mr. Eastman expressed concern about scope creep and Mr. Northridge felt that our high-level 

requirements would help. 

 

Ms. McFadden mentioned that with DB there is only one entity to deal with, so it limits finger pointing. 

 

Review Contractor List  

Mr. Northridge reviewed a spreadsheet that listed all of the contractors that have been interviewed to 

determine if they would be interested in providing “Preconstruction Services” as part of the DBB 

process. At the time of this meeting only 1 contractor (Arnco Construction) indicated a willingness to 

bid the Preconstruction Services. Following this meeting two additional contractors (JK2 and Carlton 

Construction) will be interviewed to determine their willingness to bid. 

 

Mr. Northridge pointed out that we need to go back to Arnco and understand how he could provide a 

price (at least a not to exceed) as part of a DB. Previously, we heard from Arnco about his perspective 

on DB and DBB, it will be important to circle back based on what we have learned in the interim. 

 
 

 



 
 

 

Discussion of pros/cons for Lot B and Lot D 

Prior to the discussion, Mr. Jackson mentioned that he received a phone call from Adam Parish (chair 

of the Rec Committee). Mr. Parish indicated that he understood Lot B would not work for Pickleball, 

but thought that by reconfiguring the Dog Park additional space could be allocated to Pickleball. In 

addition, lights and restroom could be added for both the Dog Park and Pickleball use. Mr. Parish and 

Mr. Jackson talked about the parking concern on Lot D. Mr. Jackson pointed out that about 67% of the 

lot would remain (including existing paved parking) allowing 300 cars to be parked. 

Mr. Jackson pointed out that we now could be looking at three options: Lot D, Lot B, Lot B + Dog 

Park. 

Mr. Northridge started the Lot B/D discussions with a presentation inventorying all of the Lots and 

usages in the Civic Corridor – comparing dimensions and square footage. During the discussion, Mr. 

Northridge pointed out that from a quick “back of the napkin” calculation, Pickleball could consume 

about 150-200 feet into the Dog Park from Lot B for a 12-14 court facility, but this would need to be 

studied further to better understand potential designs. 

Mr. Rowin asked how many courts are requested by Pickleball. Mr. Northridge indicated that with the 

current demand on the 4 temporary courts in Georgetown plus the rapid growth of the sport worldwide, 

we believe that a facility that could support 12-14 courts – possibly built out completely over time 

would be appropriate. Further Mr. Northridge pointed out the importance of keeping all of the courts 

together in the same location due the social nature of play. 

Mr. Rowin asked if we had a current roster for the Pickleball Club. Mr. Eastman responded that there 

are currently 263 in the database, of which, 105 are Celebration residents. Mr. Eastman pointed out that 

we also have snowbirds and many that do not register. During peak season, Mr. Eastman indicated we 

have had 40 people waiting to play on the 4 temporary courts in Georgetown. Mr. Northridge also 

pointed out that a number of people have expressed interest in playing but felt intimidated by the 

existing skill levels, limited time availability and crowds at the court – so there is a belief there is some 

unsatisfied pent-up demand.  

Ms. Moyer expressed concern about Lot D since they get over 1000 people for events that would use 

Lot D for parking. Also, the park would be open all day so few courts could accommodate more players 

over longer hours. From a restroom perspective, Ms. Moyer indicate that restrooms are available at the 

CDD building, Library, and the Athletic fields so players can drive to the restrooms. 

Ms. McFadden asked if we can also do parking on Lot D along with Pickleball. Mr. Kensil indicated 

that the board will discuss this. Mr. Eastman asked if parking could be put on Celebration Avenue and 

Celebration Blvd and Mr. Kensil indicated the land has to be an “iconic’ building. 

Mr. Northridge asked the board liaisons who will make a decision on land allocation. Mr. Kensil 

indicated that the committees have to weigh in and the Board will listen. Mr. Northridge indicated that 

it does not make sense to issue the RFP until the land decision is made. 

Mr. Eastman indicated that our recommendation is Lot D, Mr. Northridge clarified and said Lot D on 

the 150x300 section closest to the existing parking lot. 

Ms. McFadden expressed concern regarding repurposing an existing facility (Dog Park). 



 
 

 

 

Task Force Member Comments 

No further comments were offered. 

 

Next Meeting 

It was agreed the next meeting would be on Thursday August 19 at 9:00 am.  In the future the Task 

Force wants to meet on the third Thursday of every month for it official public meeting. 

The meeting was then adjourned. 


