LEGISLATIVE #
090777A






community, key stakeholders

current and future needs for
recreation programs; cultural/ public art
programs; recreation facilities and
parks; marketing and volunteers

core services, role and balance
between parks, recreation/ cultural
facilities and programs

new revenue sources to
support operations and capital costs

best practices

priority improvements
and actions, and potential cost benefits

an illustrative and usable - and
unified - master plan

towards NRPA Accreditation
by presenting in CAPRA format
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PROJECT SCHEDULE

AECOM
City of Gainesville Parks and Recreation Master Plan
AECOM#: 10330299.01 August Sept October Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July August

Part Activitv 1 2 3 4|5 & 7 8|9 10 11 12 13|14 15 16 17|18 19 20 21 22|23 24 25 26|27 28 29 30 31|32 33 34 35036 37 38 39040 41 42 43 4445 46 47 449 50 51 5201 2 3

I._Demographic/Cultural/Environ. Info I r rrr 1t r 1T 7T [T

1.1 Project Coordination (ongoing)
1.2 Bi-Weekly Conference Calls (ongoing)
1.3 Parks/Recreation/Cultural Affairs Data [
1.4 Base Map

1.5 CAPRA Accreditation Standards Dev.

1.6 Evaluation Form

1.7 Draf Survey Questionnaire

1.8 Demographics Analysis

1.9 Kick-Off Workshop

1.10 Draft Demographic/Cultural/Environ. Sum.
2.1 Facility Visits and Evaluation

2.2 Analysis of Rec/Cult. Affairs Programs

3.1 Interviews, Focus Groups, Workshops

3.2 Service Area Analysis

3.3 Acreage and Facility LOS

3.4 Citizen Attitude and Interest Survey

3.5 Internet Survey

3.6 Standards and Trends

3.7 Benchmarking
3.8 Draft Needs/Priorities Summary

4.1 Conceptual System Vision
4.2 Order of Magnitude Costs
4.3 Implementation Workshop

4.4 Draft Implementation/Action Plan
V. Final Report

5.1 Draft Master Plan Document
5.2 Final Draft Plan Presentation
5.3 Final Master Plan Document

CITY TASK CONSULTANT TASK

VRIS AZCOM



Public Involvement: Focus Groups/Stakeholder Interviews

* “Fix up what we have first”

* “Need a true strategic plan”
* Cultural Affairs, Special Events, Athletics, Aquatics,
Bikeways and Trails
 Set up guiding principles for Master Plan and
Department
» Determine focus and “core” facilities/programs

*“What is the long-term management strategy for
bikeways and trails?”

* “Need a joint-use agreement between the City

and the School Board”
» Require joint use, green space access; possibly in
lieu of storm drainage?

 “Focus on special events, maintenance, youth/
senior programs; contract out other programs,
athletics, natural lands management”

Parks should be seen as an integral part of
our environmental and community spirit PRCA




Demographic and Trends Analysis

Work To Date:
« ESRI and 2010 Census data used

» Growing population

Gainesville, Pnpulatlnn by Race

1 :
- . ETwoor More Races
= Black Alone
—m Asian
T EWhite Alone

« Mild aging trend

* Increasing racial / ethnic diversity

* Income levels below average but 2o 2010 2015 2000 2025
that IS attrlbUted tO presence O.I: UF Census Census ProjectionProjection Projection
StUdentS Gainesville, Population by Age Segments
100%
S0
7o s
50% m 35-54
A0% m 18-34
3% <18
20%
10%
0% T T T T
2000 Census2010 Census 2016 2020 2025

Projection Projection Projection




Existing Facilities Evaluation

* How connected is the park?

* Are there any ADA Accessibility issues?

 Is it safe, enjoyable, flexible?;

Do | want to be there?

» Are there things to do, ways to interact with
others?

« Are there opportunities to enhance/improve cost
recovery, resource management, and multi-
modal capacity of the park?

* What do you like about the park?
» Do you feel it is meeting the communities needs?

» What would you improve?

PRCA
VISION

I\, AzCOM
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Site Evaluation Criteria and Ratings

. a] Exceeds Expectations:

74 100

» Exceptionally well maintained » Good design standards

» Aesthetically pleasing » Embraced heritage resources
» Perceived as safe » Good access, sidewalk/mass
» Wide variety of uses transit

Consistently high level of activity

B3 Megts Expectztions:

20 47 74 100
» Generally well maintained » Good design standards
 Aesthetically pleasing * Reasonable connectivity
* Perceived as safe » Generally compatible with
» Several different uses surroundings
accommodated

* Moderate level of activity

I | Does Not Currently Meet Expectations:

20 v . o « May still be well maintained and « May not be compatible with
aesthetically pleasing surrounding uses
* Not perceived as safe « Difficult, challenging to
» Few accommodated uses access

» Consistently low level of activity

AZCOM



Site Evaluations — Neighborhood Parks

N
& g * A
KEY: & & &S S P &
. o N
100-74 = Exceeding Expectations Faw ¥ *Q& & ‘z-‘&"ﬂ Q@‘ K
2 N4
7346 = Meeting Expectations &(\q ,f & ° & °\~\ & 3 £ & ,b\;,‘
; o
45-20 = Not Meeting Expectations & S o S & o & §
F Q¥ G Q% 9
AVERAGE
PROXIMITY, ACCESS, & LINKAGES mMAx2s (21 18 1|19 19 |15 21 10 13 /10 147 15.2
VISIBILITY FROM A DISTANCE (MAX 5 5 3 4 3 il 3 il 4 2 3 2 2.82
EASE IN WALKING TO THE PARK mas) | S| s|s|sl2|s{3|s]|1]a]|2]| 38
TRANSIT ACCESS (MAX 5) 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 2 5 5 1 4.27
CLARITY OF SIGNAGE/WAYFINDING mos) | 3] a4l alals|afa|1]1]1]1]| 26
ADA COMPLIANCE (MAX 5 3 1 1 2 2 4 il 1 1 1 1 1.64
COMFORT & IMAGE maxzs (19 19 |19 14 |20 21 ‘21 17 ‘14 148 16.9
OVERALL ATTRACTIVENESS (MAX 5) 3 4 3 2 3 4 3 3 2 2 1 2.73
FEELING OF SAFETY (MAX5) 51 3 51215353 313]| 2 3.55
CLEANLINESS/QVERALL MAITENANCE (MAX 5) 4 5 4 3 4 5 4 4 3 3 2 3.73
COMFORT OF PLACES TO SIT (MAX 5) 3 3 3 3 4 5 5 3 3 3 1 3.27
EVIDENCE OF MGMT/STEWARDSHIP (MAX 5) 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 3.64
USES, ACTIVITY, & SOCIABILITY MAX 20
MIX OF USES/THINGS TO DO (MAX 5) 4 3 3 2 5 1 3 2 2 1 3 2.64
LEVEL OF ACTIVITY (MAX 5 4 4 4 2 3 1 2 2 2 1 1 2.36
SENSE OF PRIDE/OWNERSHIP (MAX 5) 3 5 4 3 3 1 2 2 2 1 1 2.45
PROGRAMMING FLEXIBILITY (MAX 5 5| 2 3 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 3 2.36
SUSTAINABILITY
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT (MAX 5 3 5 2! 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 3.45
CONNECTIVITY (MAX 5) 4 5 4 5 3 4 3 3 3 3 1 3.45
COLOCATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE (MAX 5) 3 4 2 4 1 3 1 1 4 1 1 2.27
ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY (MAX 5) 1 1 1 1 il 1 il 1 1 1 1 1.00
RESOURCE DEMAND (MAX 5 4 3 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 5 3 3.82
PROMOTION OF HEALTHY LIFESTYLES (MAX 5) 4 3 2 2 3 i 2 1 2 1 2 2.09

60 54 53 49

TOTAL (AVG OUT OF A TOTAL OF 100) 75 74 f6H 63

Transit access
Ease in walking to the park
Comfort and Image

Resource demand

Economic sustainability
Promotion of healthy lifestyles
ADA accessibility

Programming flexibility

ﬁ
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Py Site Evaluations —

Community Parks Site Evaluation Scoring Matrix: & q’b& & )
2
AL o Community Parks
KEY: F S &L
100-74 = Exceeding Expectations . ‘,(‘5‘ o Q?é- &&0 ‘,s"‘\
7346 =Meeting Expectations \oé" ‘:ga"*‘\ Q¥ & & “‘Q}{’
45-20 = Not Meeting Expectations » R ¢ &
AVERAGE

PROXIMITY, ACCESS, & LINKAGES max3so 19 17 18 12 '14 15 15.8

VISIBILITY FROM A DISTANCE wxs [ 8| 28| 33| 2| 300

EASE IN WALKING TO THE PARK wmxs [ 4| 3l afl2f2a] 3| 300 e Transit access

TRANSIT ACCESS masy | 85| s | 5| s | 5| 3| NaeEs

CLARITY OF SIGNAGE/WAYFINDING wxs 3| a3 13| s| 317

ADA COMPLIANCE maxsy 2| 33| 2)a| 2| 200 « Comfort and Image
COMFORT & IMAGE waxso |24 20 19| 20 (19 20 20.3 * Mix of uses/things to do

OVERALL ATTRACTIVENESS s [ 4| al3]|ala]| s |50 » Level of activity

FEELING OF SAFETY mxs) | 5| ala|ala]|s|] a8

CLEANLINESS/OVERALL MAITENANCE maxs)y | 5| 4| a| af al| a 417 ° Connectivity

COMFORT OF PLACES TO SIT mxs) [ 5| a [ a| afa| s | Faas

EVIDENCE OF MGMT/STEWARDSHIP mxs) | 8| alalals]| s | Pase

USES, ACTIVITY, & SOCIABILITY

MIX OF USES/THINGS TO DO mxsy | 8| s | 5| s |a]| 3| a5 ) ) N

LEVEL OF ACTIVITY mxsy [ 5| a5 ]| s |5 ]| 2| a3 « Economic sustainability

SENSE OF PRIDE/OWNERSHIP (MAX 5} 5| 4| 4]|4]|3]2 3.67

PROGRAMMING FLEXIBILITY mxsy | 2| s3] af2]1 2.67 e ADA compliance
SUSTAINABILITY maxz20 (23 22 '19 19 |19 18 20.0 o Programming flexibility

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT mxsy | 3| alalalals 4.00

CONNECTIVITY mxsy | 5| a4l 3| 3] 2| 350

COLOCATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE mxs) | 4 s | al1|3]2 3.17

ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY MAX 5) 4 2 2 3 1 i 2.17

RESOURCE DEMAND mxsy | 2|31 2]|afa]s 333

PROMOTION OF HEALTHY LIFESTYLES mxsy | 5| 4| 3| aflal| 3| 383

PRCA pe

TOTAL (AVG OUT OF A TOTAL OF 100) 82 77 /73 69 66 61 71.3 VISIoN'S A=COM

Community Parks Rating Matrix



Site Evaluations — Regional Parks

&
N N
Q°° z('z ,,,S"
& &Q
KEY: & N T @ S
100-74 = Exceeding Expectations -be'q o Qf‘ <>f"b & @‘OQ &
7346 =Meeting Expectations & ‘})‘(\ & & & @ &Qo
45-20 = Not Meeting Expectations & o V&S & o o
8 Exp QT OV N P P P ,rracE

PROXIMITY, ACCESS, & LINKAGES maxso 21 (20 18 |17 13 12 9 15.7

 Transit access

VISIBILITY FROM A DISTANCE maxsy 5| af2]afl1]2]|1 2.71
EASE IN WALKING TO THE PARK maxsy 3| 3| al2|a]2]|1 271 . . ..
TRANSIT ACCESS masg 5055 fps|1]1]1 3.29 » Clarity of signage/way finding
CLARITY OF SIGNAGE/WAYFINDING maxsy 5| 5| 3| s5|s]3]|s 4.43
ADA COMPLIANCE maxs) 3 3] 41| 2|41 2.57 e Comfort and image

COMFORT & IMAGE mMaxso 24 |25 23 | 22 22 | 22 22 22.9 ° Level Of aCtIVIty
OVERALL ATTRACTIVENESS maxsy 4| 5| 3| 5|4a]s]|s 4.43  Resource demand
FEELING OF SAFETY maxs)y 5| 5| s | afla] 3| a 4.29
CLEANLINESS/OVERALL MAITENANCE maxsy 5| 5| s | s5|s]s|s 5.00
COMPFORT OF PLACES TO SIT mxs)y 5| 5| s 3| 4| al]s3 414 e Stormwater management
EVIDENCE OF MGMT/STEWARDSHIP maxsy S| 5| s s|s|s|s 5.00

USES, ACTIVITY, & SOCIABILITY

MIX OF USES/THINGS TO DO maxsy 5 | 5| 33| 3] 2]:2 3.29

LEVEL OF ACTIVITY maxsy 5 | 5| 5[ 4|5 | 3|5 |[asz o )

SENSE OF PRIDE/OWNERSHIP maxs) 5| 4| aflals|3]3 4.00 * Visibility from a distance
PROGRAMMING FLEXIBILITY maxsy 5 | 5| 3 [ 4| 2|3 1| 32

« Ease in walking to the park

SUSTAINABILITY

» ADA compliance

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ms 5 |s|3|ls|s|als 457

CONNECTIVITY sy 4l alsz|als|s| 1 3.29 ) ) .

COLOCATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE mxs 5 b3l s P2y 2 Fa 1 3.14 « Economic sustainability

ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY mxss s |lals|alz2]2]1 2.57

RESOURCE DEMAND mxss 305 |slal|ls|als 4.43 PRC A

PROMOTION OF HEALTHY LIFESTYLES mxss 5| als|als|ala 371 P % 7/ -
/ISIONGS A=COM

TOTAL (AVG OUT OF A TOTAL OF 100)
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100-74 Exceedlns Expectaﬁons 'bz,q & Qﬁ’ ;,xb 6;9 ‘ef')Q 6‘&
v Viesting Bxpe W & e Qe, &£ R
,\'K. ‘, \Q 6\ & & .
45 20 -Not Meetins Expectaﬁons S8 Y S & o R p— ° TranS|t access
PROXIMITY, ACCESS, & LINKAGES max3o 21 20 18 (17 13 [12 9 15.7 ° Clarlty Of
VISIBILITY FROM A DISTANCE wes s |alz2lal1]|a]1]| am signage/way finding
EASE IN WALKING TO THE PARK maxss 3| 3|al2]al2a]l1]| an
TRANSIT ACCESS [MAX 5) 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 3.29 [ ] Comfo rt and Image
CLARITY OF SIGNAGE/WAYFINDING mass 5| 85| 3fs|s)3]s | as
ADA COMPLIANCE 3(3a|ala]|2]a]| 1| 257 N7
 Level of activity
COMFORT & IMAGE max3e 24 (25 23 22 22 22 22 22.9
» Resource demand
OVERALL ATTRACTIVENESS mass 4| 85| 3f[s|al|s| s | PaaE
FEELING OF SAFETY w5 sl s [Pa 4 3] 2 | BEES e Stormwater
CLEANLINESS/OVERALL MAITENANCE was 5 (5| s (s s s s | 500 man ag ement
COMPFORT OF PLACES TO SIT maxsy s | 8| s|3|alals|]aa
EVIDENCE OF MGMT/STEWARDSHIP maxsy 5| 8| s|s|s|s]|s || 500
USES, ACTIVITY, & SOCIABILITY
MIX OF USES/THINGS TO DO waxsy 5 | 8| 3)3]|3|2]2]| 32 e ey eye
LEVEL OF ACTIVITY wasy s | 85| s fafs| 3]s |[Nas7 ° V_ISIbI | Ity frOm a
SENSE OF PRIDE/OWNERSHIP maxsy S5 | a4l alals| 3| 3| a0 d Istance
PROGRAMMING FLEXIBILITY maxss S| 85| 3fal2]3]1| 32
°
SUSTAINABILITY maxz20 27 22 26 19 22 22 14 ) Ease In Walklng to
the park
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT maxss s | s|3ls|s|al s | PasE .
CONNECTIVITY mxsy 4| 4|3 1]|s |51 3.29 ° ADA COmpllance
COLOCATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE maxsy s |3 sl2| 214 1] 314
ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY maxsy s o]l s|a]z2)a]1]| 2s7 °
RESOURCE DEMAND mass 3 [ 85| s |al|s|als | Peas ECOtn0m|t(): I t
PROMOTION OF HEALTHY LIFESTYLES waxsy s | a|ls|als|ali|lan Sustalnabnilii y

TOTAL (AVG OUT OF A TOTAL OF 100) 92 86N 82 BE 72 IG7 56

ok —
Regional Parks Rating Matrix A'—COM



Site Evaluations — Special-Use Facilities

S
Special-Use Facilities Site Evaluation Scoring Matrix: & Q,btl‘ &é‘
é‘\k o‘bz > . o
KEY: -OQ(J eb(' s('."'& \\‘\("é (.9& @*(5”‘
100-74 = Exceeding Expectations é‘&&&@ o@’bq‘*g} (96& (’ézo
46 = Meeting Expectations 7 @ & o"-‘t> @°¢ &
45-20 = Not Meeting Expectations N P S S g

PROXIMITY, ACCESS, & LINKAGES mMaxso 24 22 19 20 20 17 16 19.7 _
e Transit access

VISIBILITY FROM A DISTANCE (MAX 5) 5 5 3 4 3 4 3 3.86
EASE IN WALKING TO THE PARK (MAX 5) 4 3 4 4 3 4 5 3.86 ° 1 1
TRANSIT ACCESS (MaAX 5) 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5.00 Ease In Walklng to the park
CLARITY OF SIGNAGE/WAYFINDING (Max 5) 5 4 3 4 5 3 2 3.71 . .
ADA COMPLIANCE maxsy | s|s|a|3|a|l1]| 1] 32 » Co-location of infrastructure
COMFORT & IMAGE waxso 25 23 23 19 23 20 12 20.7 « Comfort and Image
OVERALL ATTRACTIVENESS (Max 5) 5 a4 5 3 5 5 1 4.00 ° 1 1
FEELING OF SAFETY (Max 5) 5 5 4 3 5 4 4 4.29 Sense Of prldelownerShlp
CLEANLINESS/OVERALL MAITENANCE (MAX S) 5 5 5 4 5 4 2 4.29
COMFORT OF PLACES TO SIT (MAX 5) 5 4 4 4 3 2 1 3.29
EVIDENCE OF MGMT/STEWARDSHIP (MAX 5) 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4.86
USES, ACTIVITY, & SOCIABILITY waxo 19 19 19 19 13 6 7 14.6
* Programming flexibility
MIX OF USES/THINGS TO DO (MAX 5) 4 5 5 5 2 1 1 3.29
LEVEL OF ACTIVITY (MAX 5) 5 5 5 5 4 1 2 3.86 .
SENSE OF PRIDE/OWNERSHIP maxsy | 5| a|ls|s|a]|3]|3]| aa » ADA compliance
PROGRAMMING FLEXIBILITY (Max 5) 5 5 4 4 3 1 1 3.29
» Comfort of places to sit
SUSTAINABILITY mAx20 29 22 23 21 20 21 20 22.3
» Mix of things to do
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT (MaAX 5) 5 4 4 3 5 4 3 4.00
CONNECTIVITY (MAX 5) 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 3.57
COLOCATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE (MAX 5) 5 5 5 4 3 4 2 4.00
ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY (MAX 5) 5 3 5 2 5 5 2 3.86
RESOURCE DEMAND {MAX 5) 5 3 3 3 1 4 5 3.43 PRCA
PROMOTION OF HEALTHY LIFESTYLES (MAX 5) 5 4 2 5 3 1 4 3.43 -
VISION A=
) 4 COM

TOTAL (AVG OUT OF A TOTAL OF 100) 97 86 84 79 76 64 55 77.3
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PRIORITY
NEEDS

Analysis Methodology

1. Qualitative Techniques
(Public Involvement)

— Interviews, Focus Groups,
Community Meetings

2. Quantitative Techniques:

— Citizen Attitude and Interest
Survey

— Internet Survey
— Benchmarking

— Level of Service (LOS)
Analysis (acreage, facilities,
and access)

— Programs Gap Analysis

AZCOM




Public Opinion Survey

o Statistically valid survey with
307+ responses provided 95%
level of confidence, +/- 5.8
margin of error

Communities Where ETC Institute Has Served
City and County Governments

« Malil survey with telephone
follow-up, as necessary

 Total respondents required to
match demographics of City as a

Wh o) I e ore than 1,000,000 Persons Surveyed
for more than 300 cities in 46 States Since June 1998

e |n addition, over 400 citizens

completed Online §urve_y — RAW a=com
results are almost identical



Public Opinion Survey Summary

Q3. ALL City of Gainesville Parks, Recreation, and Cultural
Sites Respondent Household Members Have Used or Visited
Over the Past 12 Months

e Walking and hiking trails (56%) by poroeage o espondrts (ke s coud b e
are the most frequently-mentioned e e
Gainesville PRCA sites that N s
respondent households have visited " oo

Basketball courts

Over the past ye ar Recreation centers
Ponds/lakes for fishing and boating

QOutdoor pools

Community gardens

Living History Farm

* Followed by: nature trails (48%),

Tennis courts

playgrounds (40%), natural areas e [ 1
and picnic areas (tied at 35%)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

* Developing new walking/biking
trails (35%) was the most important
Improvement that could be made

RN, A=COM



* (79%) of respondents rate the

physical condition of ALL

Gainesville parks, recreation, and

cultural sites visited as either
excellent (23%) or good (56%).

» The PRCA facilities that

households visit the most often

are.
*Albert Ray Massey Westside
Park (29%)

* Bo Diddley Community Plaza

(22%)
*Gainesville-Hawthorne Trall
(20%)

Public Opinion Survey Summary

Q7. How Respondents Rate the Overall Quality of the Aquatic
Facilities, Golf Course, Banquet Room, Indoor Recreation
Facilities, and Art Galleries That Respondent Household
Members Have Used During the Past 12 Months

by percentage of respondents

Excellent

Good
9 19%

43%

Don't know

Fair
80/0 300/0

RN A=com

20%/0



Unmet Need Rating

Public Opinion Survey Summary - Facilities

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and unmet need ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean impo
Opportunities for Improvement
- - Indoor poole
lower importance/high unmet need
Spray/splash padse®

Fishing piers®
Kayak and canoe launches®
Community gardens e
Outdoor jogging tracke

Mountain bike/dirt bike trails/
Skate parks e
. Tennis courts
1. Youth baseball and softball fields ) 1.0 02-3.
2. Outdoor amphitheater 40
3. Basketball courts 5 6.0 7480
4. Indoor theater : 9.

5. Disc golf course

6. Golf course

7. Soccer fields/multipurpose fields
8. Nature center

9. Picnic shelters

10. Art Galleries

Less Important
lower importance/low unmet need

Lower Importance

Top Priorities
higher importance/high unmet need

*Dog parks

/Small neighborhood parks
L]

* Outdoor swimming

pools/water parks *n: . .
Farmers' markete Blcyc!efWalkmngultlpurpo
se trails D)

ePlaygrounds
® Performing arts centers /

Large community parks Walking, jogging, and nature trails

Special Needs

higher importance/low unmet need

Higher Importance

Importance Ratings

PRCA
Y

AZCOM

ISION
20¥/0

mean unmet need



Unmet Need Rating

Public Opinion Survey Summary - Programs

(points on the graph show deviations from the mean importance and unmet need ratings given by respondents to the survey)

mean importance

Opportunities for Improvement
|lower importance/high unmet need

Programs for pets and owners
Adult water fithess programs \

Youth fitness classes ¢ .
Youth enrichment/social development Swim lessons

Programs for people with special needs ./
Youth art, music, d}w, or theater classes
Travel programse ®
Daily meals for adults 65 and older
Transportation services for adults oveke.5 .
History programsa

Senior adult programs e

After school programs e

Youths sports leagues e

Birthday parties ®
Less Important

lower importance/low unmet need
|Lower Importance

Top Priorities
higher importance/high unmet need

¢ Community gardening

¢ Wellness screenings
¢Fishing and boating programs
¢ Enrichment classes (sewing, cooking, etc.)
¢ Adult fitness classes

® Adult sports leagues

eAdult art, musig/ dance, or theater|

Nature programs/environmental

Summer camps education

. sVolunteer opportunities
[*Preschool programs

Community special events « Special Needs

higher importance/low unmet need

Higher Importance

Importance Ratings

PRCA
Y

ISION
20¥/0

AZCOM

mean unmet need
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Needs Assessment:
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Davelop New Biking/ Walking Tralls

Upgrade Existing Parks (incl, ADA)

Acquire Open Space for Passive Activities
Expand/Ravitalize Marketing and Branding

L &L 4

Provide Additional Playgrounds/Tot-Lots

Provide Additional Small Meighborhood Parks

Additional, Affordable Youth Programs

¥
A
4
Upgrade Existing/Provide New Com. Ctrs. Q’
Qf
V4
4

Upgrade Existing Athletic Fields
Provide Additional Athletic Flelds

& R& && 4«
&
QL&

3
& QAR R&R4&K

LARARKA RAKARAR

Improve Exlsting/Provide New Cultural Facllities

Expand Aquatics Facllities/Programs

Expand Farmars Markat
Expand Mature Programs Offerings
Provide Additional Football/Soccer Flelds

QRAKKA Q4R A& &%

Create New Special Events/Gathering Spaces

&

Provide Additional Disc Galf Courias
Provide Additional Public Golf Courses

Expand Fitness & Wallness Facilities/Programs

S
R4

Provide Additional Dog Parks

& & K K8
S K K

& A8 4§

Provide Additional Basketball Courts
Provide Additional Canoe/Kayak Launches v
Provide Additional Plenle Facllitias

Provide Additional Volleyball Courts

Q4448

Provide Additional Public Mesting Roomis

Improve Bus Transportation Q’




Public Opinion Survey Summary

e “1 do not know what is being
offered” (37%) was the most
frequently-mentioned reason that
prevents households from using the
PRCA system more often, followed
by “sites are too far from our
residence” (29%).

* (70%) of respondents indicated
they are either very supportive (42%)
or somewhat supportive (28%) of the
creation of a dedicated city funding
source to be used solely for
operations and improvements to the
PRCA System

Q18. How Respondents Would Vote on a Referendum to Fund
the Acquisition, Improvement and Development of Gainesville
Parks and Facilities

by percentage of respondents

Vote in favor
39%

Might vote in faver -
20%

\Vote against
0,

Q19. Level of Support for Creating a Dedicated City Funding
Source to be Used ONLY to Fund Operations/Improvements to
the Gainesville Parks System

by percentage of respondents

Very supportive
42%

Somewhat supportive '_Not supportive
28%

1%

-~ AZCOM



How does Gainesville Measure with National Public Opinion Survey:
Results Benchmarking

Have a Need For:
- Dog Park
- Indoor Swimming Pool
- Performing Arts Center
- ADULT art, music, dance, or theater programs
- Need for YOUTH art, music, dance, or theater programs
- Enrichment Classes (sewing, cooking etc.)
- Summer Camps
- Nature Programs/Environmental Education
Most Important Recreation Facilities:
- Youth Sports Leagues

- Nature Programs/Environmental Education

26%
43%
38%
20%
17%
27%
19%
31%

14%

13%

32%
29%
54%
36%
28%
35%
28%

44%

9%
19%



Access Level of Service (LOS) Analysis

NEIGHBORHOOD FACILITIES (1/2 Mile Service Area)

» Passive Open Space
» Playground/Tot

COMMUNITY FACILITIES (3 Mile Service Area)

* Tennis Court

» Outdoor Swimming Pool
» Football/Soccer Field

» Baseball/Softball Field

» Basketball Court

» Walking/Exercise Path
* Picnic Shelter

* Volleyball Court

* Indoor Recreation Center
* Public Meeting Room

» Multipurpose Trails

» Parking Areas

REGIONAL FACILITIES (10 Mile Service Area)

* Amphitheater

 Hiking/Nature Trail/Boardwalk
 Public Golf Course

* Fishing Dock/Pier

» Canoe/Kayak Launch

» Nature/Environmental Center

» Skatepark

 Track and Field Facility
» Gymnasium

» Racquetball Court

* Disc Golf Course
 Off-Leash Dog Park

AZCOM




B Level of Service (LOS) Analysis: ACCESS
) \ T GAINEVILLE |

% Key Findings:

. Largest deficiencies
shown at the
Neighborhood Level
(consistent with
national trends)

Service Areas tStarts

/ 1
[
P RCA! Playground and Tot Lots with 1/2 Mile
V




2010 Level of Service Analysis (LOS) Acreage

2010 Population 124,354
City Comprehensive Plan LOS (Acres/1,000) 8.8
Acres Needed to Mest 2000 Population LOS 1094.3

Surplus Deficiency

Community and Neighborhood Park Acreage 3080 24.8 _
2015 Level of Service Analysis (LOS) Acreage
Estimated 2015 Population 130,916
City Comprehensive Plan LOS (Acres/1,000) 8.8
Acres Needed to Mest 2006 Population LOS 11521

Surplus Deficiency
Community and Neighborhood Park Acreage 3080 235 _
2020 Level of Service Analysis (LOS) Acreage
Estimated 2020 Population 134,999
City Comprehensive Plan LOS (Acres/1,000) 8.8
Acres Needed to Meet 2010 Population LOS 1188.0

Surplus Deficiency
Community and Neighborhood Park Acreage 3080 22.8 _

2025 Level of Service Analysis (LOS) Acreage
Estimated 2025 Population

City Comprehensive Plan LOS (Acres/1,000)

IAcres Needed to Meet 2015 Population LOS

138,838
8.8
1221.8

Community and Neighborhood Park Acreage 3080 22.2

Surplus Deficiency

(LOS) Analysis: ACREAGE

 With 3,080 total acres, the City has
enough park land to meet it's Comp.
Plan Standard of 8.8 acres/1,000
residents for the foreseeable future.

« If no additional park land is acquired
or developed, the Acreage LOS will

drop from 24.8 acres/1,000 residents
to 22.2 acres/1,000 residents by 2025

« Acreage count includes:
* Traditional Parks (500.8 ac)
» Centers (44.9 ac)
* Trails (9.6 ac)
» Nature Parks ( 2,057 ac)
» Other/Undeveloped/Maintained
(467 ac)




Table 5. Parks and Open Space per 1,000 Residents - :
(In Acres, by City) ! [ . d
Acres per 1,000 g | nSl e

Total Acreage
City . S Population within City* Residents "q
High-Density Population | i Clt e
Attt e e : e I
Boston ' 558,000 4,865 8.7 '
Sy g : e e : et
S : e e e
e s et e
e e e = rmen e
L ) ebeie s i e
Mami 4 i 365,000 1,329 o eI
Average, High-Density Cities . 72
Medium-Density Population
Portland, Oregon Epent Pl 81000 AZsgl e 8D
e e e oo e o
Minneapolis AR 359,000 5694 16.0
Seattle ' i ; 525000 6194 : 1.8
S e e i e = o
et s Ere e . e
Detroit 1,000,000 5,890 ) 5.9
B et _ o e
Average, Medium-Density Cities 5 130
Low-Density Population
Phoenix ' ' 1159000 AT R
e i e e
Kansas City,Missouri T P el 13,329 - RN i
s = e . BT
Indianapolis 747,000 13,239 17.7 I' Stitute
O e S A s S B 1,744,000 Sl g90 N : 125 _—
e Seees S e
Tampa 286000 3090 : 10.8
Average, Low-Density Cities 19.3

Average, All Cities LSS |S|Ol\2|

*Includes lands owned by uty. count)f. reglona} state, and federal park agencies within the cmy boundarles



The Facility / Amenity Priority rankings developed
as a part of the Master Plan are as seen. As
per the model created using Unmet Needs,
Importance, Demographics, Trends and
Community Input the top five facility / amenity
priority rankings are as follows:

Walking, jogging and nature trails

Bicycle, walking, multipurpose trails

Farmers’ market

Small neighborhood parks

Playgrounds

akwbdrE

The top two athletics / sports related facilities that
emerged were Indoor Pool (#8) and Outdoor
Swimming Pools / Water Parks (#11).

Tennis courts, youth baseball and softball fields
and adult softball fields were among the lowest
priorities overall.

Gainesville

Facility/Amenity Priority Rankings

Walking, jogging, and nature trails

Bicycle/Walking/Multipurpose trails

Farmers' market

Small neighborhood parks

Playgrounds

Dog parks

Picnic shelters

Indoor pool

Performing arts centers

Large community parks

Outdoor swimming pools/water parks

Nature center

Arts Galleries

Fishing piers

Basketball courts

Spray/splash pads

Soccer fields/multipurpose fields

Community gardens

Outdoor jogging track

Outdoor amphitheater

Indoor theater

Kayak and canoe launches

Disc golf course

Mountain bike/dirt bike trails

Skate parks

Tennis courts

Youth baseball and softball fields

Golf course

Adult softball fields

Overall
Ranking
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Gainesville
Program Priority Rankings

Overall
Ranking
.. ) N i | ed i 1
The Program Priority rankings developed as a part Cj:;fu‘r’]:‘t’fg;‘zfjr;vv'zzsme”ta education >
of the Master Plan are as seen:; Adult art, music, dance, or theater 3
Adult fitness classes 4
. Community gardening 5
1. Nature programs, environmental Summer camps =
education programs Volunteer opportunities 7
2. Community special events Wellness screenings ¢
] Programs for pets and owners 9
3. Adult art, music, dance or theater Fishing and boating programs
4. Adult fithess classes After school programs
. . Adult ts |
5. Community gardening - SPors Soeeos

Enrichment classes

Youth art, music, dance, or theater classes
Adult water fitness programs

Swim lessons

Youth enrichment/social development
Preschool programs

Transportation services for adults over 65
Youth fitness classes

Programs for people with special needs
Youth sports leagues

History programs

Senior adult programs

Daily meals for adults 65 and older

Travel programs
Birthday parties







1) Refine and validate its Mission and Vision; and
2) Create a Vision for each of the Subsystems in the Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Affairs Department.

The first afternoon of the workshop was focused on refining the Mission and
Vision, and developing visions for three (3) Subsystems, some which have
merged as a result of the Needs Assessment results.

The second day was focused on the three (3) additional Subsystem visions
culminating in a presentation of all six (6) Subsystems on the afternoon of the
second day. Based on the preliminary findings from the Needs Assessment,
the Subsystems will include:

1. New and Improved Parks and 4. Recreation Centers, Pools and
Facilities Programs
2. Cultural Facilities and Programs 5. Nature Parks, Programs and

Environmental Education
3. Athletic Facilities and Programs 6. Trail and Bikeways System



Mission:

“To provide and maintain the natural, recreational and
cultural places and programs that make Gainesville a
great place to live, work and visit; and that help sustain
the City economically, socially and environmentally.”

Vision:

“To be seen as the keepers and hosts of these places
where nature, recreation and culture meet, offering
memorable experiences for every visitor. We also want
to be seen as contributors to economic prosperity
through enhanced property values, tourism, and a high
quality of life; as contributors to social equity and
stability as providers of affordable programs and
experiences,; and as stewards of the environment on
behalf of the community”.



Goals:

“To make each experience in our parks, natural areas, recreation
and cultural facilities as enjoyable as possible so that residents and
visitors will come back again and again. We will strive to anticipate
and provide for the needs and desires of our visitors through
accessible on-line information; easy- to-follow way finding signs and
directions; informative exhibits; engaging and enriching programs and
special events; comfortable, clean, well-maintained facilities;
convenient concessions; and other programs, services and amenities
that provide the most memorable experiences possible”.

Metrics:

“We will measure our success through visitor attendance, program
participation and customer satisfaction. We will regularly survey
visitors to see how we are doing, and will continually make
improvements to respond to their needs”

Credo:

“The City of Gainesville Parks, Recreation and Cultural Affairs
Department - we help you create lasting memories at the places
where nature, recreation and culture meet.”



Vision Sub-system Initiatives as Determined by all
Needs Assessment Methods:

1. New and Improved Parks
and Facilities

2. Cultural Facilities and
Programs

3. Athletic Facilities and
Programs

4. Recreation Centers, Pools
and Programs

5. Nature Parks, Programs and
Environmental Education

6. Trail and Bikeways System



A Few Comments from Visioning Workshop

“we need a full-time

rant writer” L
J Increase the amount of

successful partnerships”

“Improve the shared-use
arrangement with the

schools”
“hire a dedicated

marketing firm”

“Identify a
sustainability

become more efficient with coordinator”

time and resources”

“establish a surcharge”



Next Steps: Analyze Findings of Vision Workshop
and Present to Boards and Other Organizations

Last Steps:

Hold Implementation Workshop June
Present to RCAPW Committee June/July
Present to City Commission August

FALL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
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