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Executive Summary
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A strategy for multijurisdictional parks and recreation collaboration
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community. The Authority has allowed us to focus on providing for facilities that affect

the entire region while maintaining our own autonomy for township initiatives.{
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Chapter 1: Project overview, objectives and process
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It is the conclusion of the subcommittee that while much collaboration has existed in the past,
more is possible and expected. It is also the conclusion of the subcommittee that specific
resources have to be devoted to identifying additional opportunities for collaboration and resource
sharing, including looking not only at the past practices and models that exist within Kent County,
but also at other similar systems throughout the state and the country. Finally, the Subcommittee
concludes that implementation of any collaborations or resource sharing arrangements must take
into consideration and address existing funding streams and funding requirements, as well as
community expectations and local priorities.7
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Project objectives
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H A custom survey of all municipal governments in Kent County

H Website reviews of park amenities and recreation programming in each community
H  Geographic information system (GIS) databases, from Kent County, the City of
Grand Rapids and REGIS

Personal interviews with local parks and recreation officials

Prior studies conducted in various communities

Parks and recreation master plans

Recreation service guides

Intergovernmental service agreements

State of Michigan Treasury databases

County Equalization

US Census Bureau

Interviews and focus groups
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Data limitations
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Models of collaboration
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Jennifer DeHaan, Kent County Administrator's Office

Mark Fitzpatrick, Ada Township Parks and Recreation

Amanda Gerhardt, Cedar Springs Parks and Recreation Authority
Kendall Klingelsmith, City of Kentwood Parks and Recreation
Rebecca Rynbrandt, City of Wyoming

Roger Sabine, Kent County Parks

Jay Steffen, City of Grand Rapids

Mary Swanson, Kent County Administrator's Office

Charlie Ziesemer, City of Kentwood Parks and Recreation
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Chapter 2: The Benefits of Parks and Recreation
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A growing number of physicians and pediatricians are looking to parks as natural partners in the
fight against chronic disease and obesity. These physicians are recognizing the exceptional
health benefits of using parks and trails to improve one’s health. Many have embraced the
concept of “Park Prescriptions,” that is an actual prescription from a doctor to direct patients to
engage in a specific amount of daily physical activity, which can be achieved by walking in parks
or on public trails. Additionally, some doctors are putting skin in the game by coming out to parks
and showing by their own example that walking and spending time outdoors is great for one’s
health.

Parks and public lands have long been associated with higher physical activity levels, but are now
also associated with greater feelings of revitalization, energy, and perceptions of improved health.
Prescribing parks as a solution for improving health offers affordable, accessible health benefits
to people of all ages, abilities and incomes, and it can produce outstanding results in promoting
healthy behaviors and preventing chronic disease conditions.?

Economic Benefits
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Just as well-maintained parks can support the economy, poorly-maintained ones can be
dangerous, and impact community health. “To capture the economic benefits of parks, however,
a city must invest in their upkeep. Parks help the economy when they are well maintained and
well used. They can have a negative effect when they are neglected, attracting vandalism, drug-
dealing and other crime. During the New York City fiscal crisis of the 1970s and '80s, dirty, worn
and dangerous parks became a potent symbol of the city’s decline.”

Furthermore, parks in disrepair can also negatively impact real estate values: “Many of
the neighborhoods surrounding these parks have been affected disproportionately by the
mortgage crisis and declining real estate prices. Given the economic benefits of well-used and
maintained parks — and the increased need for free recreation and relaxation during a time of
financial stress for many residents — can the city afford to pare down the parks budget further?f
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Chapter 3: Findings — Parks and Recreation in Kent County

Finding 1: Parks and recreation spending by municipalities in Kent County declined
5.9% between 2009 and 2011.
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Exhibit 3.1
Comparison of Parks and Recreation Expenditures by Community
2009 - 2011
Municipality Expez:gist)ures Expez:;ilures Difference % Diff.
>,* *1 >*64, 7 >’*6*** R
(2 & >* 614 >* >7 *4, * R
) 2 & " >111 7 >14 1*1 >714 R
) 2 & >* 11 > ,,1 > * 7*R
- 2 & >*716,6 >4 6 > R
) ( 2. & " >1 7 >1 1 >, *6 67 4R
2 &"° >6 6 >* 4 > 6 6* 7 ,R
(2&" > * ok >, 1 * >7 6 , 46 4R
( 5 > 71, > 11 *17 > 16,1 *6R
= (3 (C > 6 > 44 * * >64 * , 7R
= "2 & >* >1 , >4 7 1 1R
= (3 ( >6 44 >4 > 174, 6,R
= (3 ("2&" > 67 >, ,6 > 646 , 6R
= () >6 4 444 >1 71 > 76 * R
& ( >7 >  71*4* >6 1 ,* 61 R
&) >4 6 * > 4 6 >171 77R
& )2 & " > > >4 1 * 7R
9) 2&-° >, >, > R
$ +)(28&" >7 ,* > 1 1 > 1746 6 *R
3 + ( > ,676 > 61 >, 6 *R
) 2 & " >, >* >* 1R
2 2 & " > *7 > > *7 R
L . "2 & > 1 > 1 > 44 R
B ) > 46, 47 > 1* |1 >1 47 7 R
B >, *47 >, *6, >, 1 *R
Total $23,787,456 $22,394,549 -$1,392,907 -5.9%
# +oomL. 041 .
9 ¢ ) & ( o]
Finding 2: Per capita spending on parks and recreation varies substantially among
communities in Kent County.
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Exhibit 3.2
Per capita Parks and Recreation Spending by Community
2011
T 2010 2011
L a7 Population | Expenditures $/pop.
4 4 >*64, 7 >4,
(2¢&° * >* > L%
2). 2&° 77* >14 1*1 >147
=) 2& "™ * **Y > ,,1 > 6*
- 2&"° * >4 6 S**
) ( 2 & " 6 >11 > 1
) ( L) 1 > 1 >
2&"° * *xxY >* 4 > 6
(2&- *, > 1* >,
( e *17 > 11 *17 >,
"= (3 C 47, > 44 *,* > 11,1
= "2& " 1,4 > 1, > 4
= (3 C 66 |, >4, >*] 66
= (3 (2&*"™ 444 >, ,6 > L*
= () 1*6 >1 71 S***
& ( ,6 > 71 *4* >*4 64
&) * 6* > 4 6 >,4 *
& )2 & "™ 17,7 > >* 6
9) 2&° , 4, >, > 7,
$ + )(2&" * 71 > 1 1 >1 46
3 +( 1 7 > ,61 > 17
( ) 1 > ,* 4 > 64
) 2&° 17 , >* > 4
L) s s >17 > 5,
L . "2 & " , 67 > 1 > 4
B ) *1* > 1* 1 >41
B 1 >, *6, >4 6
Total 602,622 $22,468,717 $37.28
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Exhibit 3.3
Map of Per Capita Spending on Parks and Recreation by Municipality
2011
F " SBE SR AY (50
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Finding 3: Per capita parks and recreation spending in Kent County is lower than
averages reported by the National Recreation and Parks Association.
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Exhibit 3.4
Comparison of Per Capita Parks and Recreation Spending in Kent County to National Averages
2011
Jurisdiction Type Kent County | NRPA Average |
) >* 6 >4*
>4 , >
2 & """ > 1 >
S D >,1,6 >47

Finding 4: Spending for parks and recreation in Kent County is lower per capita than
in comparable Michigan Counties
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Exhibit 3.5
Parks and Recreation Spending in Comparable Michigan Counties
2011
Change
. . 2011 P&R 2010
Countywide Spending Expenditures | Population $/person 22(())2?{
>  ,46 4 4 >* 6 17R
B " & > 7 , , s 7 >6, * * R
I ¢ >614 ,,7 *4 > 1 R
> * 6 6, 76 >4 6 1*R
- & >7 6, , 4* 6 >*4 6 17R
: t ) " >*4 4* ] 44 76* >11 1 R
"0 41 EN
9 ¢ (

Finding 5: Acres of parkland per population varies substantially between
communities.
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Exhibit 3.6
Per Capita Municipal-Owned Acres of Parkland
2011
T =TT T — R
Acres of Parkland e T T —
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Exhibit 3.7

Per Capita Parkland, Including State and County Parks

Acres of Parkland

Located in the Municipality
Per 1000 Population

[includes Kent County and State, except Game Areas)
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Finding 6:

the national average.
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Exhibit 3.8
Map of Kent County Parks
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Finding 7: Most jurisdictions in Kent County are involved in some form of inter-
agency cooperation or service sharing.
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Finding 8:  Budget challenges make obvious the need for increased collaboration
between jurisdictions but have the effect of reducing the capacity for
collaboration.
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Finding 9: Capital expenditures can significantly increase a municipal parks and
recreation budget in a given year.
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Finding 10: The largest source of funding for parks and recreation agencies in Kent
County is the general fund (nearly 50%).
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Exhibit 3.9
Sources of Parks and Recreation Funding for Kent County Agencies
2011
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Exhibit 3.10

Reliance on General Tax Revenues to Fund Parks and Recreation

2011
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Finding 11: Local parks and recreation millages are a higher percentage of total parks
and recreation revenue in Kent County than the national average.
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Exhibit 3.11
Kent County vs. National Sources of Funding for Parks and Recreation
2011
Kent County National Averages
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Finding 12: Six municipalities in Kent County have a parks and recreation millage
(about 20% to total revenue). Four school districts have a dedicated

millage.
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Exhibit 3.12
Parks and Recreation Millages in Kent County
2011
Municipality Millage | Revenues Purpose
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Exhibit 3.13

Municipalities and School Districts with Dedicated Parks and Recreation Millages
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Schools are a significant resource for recreation facilities.
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Exhibit 3.14
Recreational Facilities in Schools and Municipal Parks in Kent County*
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Finding 14: Schools play a critical role in recreation programming in Kent County.
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Exhibit 3.15

School Recreational Programs in Kent County*
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Finding 15: School boundaries are not congruous with city/township boundaries,
resulting in complexity in forming working relationships.
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Exhibit 3.16
School Districts in Kent County

[ Municipal Boundaries
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Finding 16: Recreation programming (by parks and recreation agencies) is somewhat
below national averages in Kent County.
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Exhibit 3.17
Percentage of Agencies Offering Programs

Program Area National Kent
Average County
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Finding 17: Kent County multi-jurisdictional relationships, particularly those involving
schools, tend to be informal and not clearly defined.
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Finding 18: There is little independent park and recreation governance authority in
Kent County.
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Exhibit 3.18
Parks and Recreation Governance in Kent County
2011
Jurisdiction Parks and Recreation Governance
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Finding 19: Partnerships with non-profit and private sector organizations in Kent
County are being used to expand services and generate revenue in Kent

County.
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Finding 20: There is no comprehensive assessment of public priorities for parks and
recreation in Kent County.
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Finding 21: There is no mechanism for comprehensive county-wide multi-jurisdictional
park and recreation planning in Kent County.
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Finding 22: There is very little coordination of marketing and promotion of park and
recreation programming.
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Finding 23: There is limited use of technology to support operations and public access.
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Exhibit 3.19

Northbrook, IL Park District Dashboard

ORGANIZATIONAL DASHBOARD

Finding 24: Kent County Parks and Recreation have very little capital equipment
dedicated solely to parks and Recreation.
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Finding 25: No significant redundancies or excess capacity exists in Kent County
parks and recreation agencies.
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Exhibit 3.20
Opportunities for Improved Efficiency in Kent County Parks and Recreation

Efficiency Source Current Situation in Kent county
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) A o I:imited opp-ortunities-
> Geographic limit (not efficient to move significant distance)
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Finding 26: Access to recreational programing varies significantly throughout Kent

County.
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Finding 27: There is limited programming for special needs individuals in Kent County.
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Finding 28: Advocacy groups, where they exist in Kent County, tend to be narrowly
focused with limited collaboration.
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Chapter 4: Parks and Recreation Collaboration in Michigan
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Exhibit 4.1
General Purpose Michigan Intergovernmental Cooperation Enabling Legislation
. Inter-local agreements / joint exercise
PA 7 of 1967 Urban Cooperation Act .
of power (Authority)
PA 8 of 1967 Intergovernmental Trar‘lsf('er's of Joint board or commission
Functions and Responsibilities Act
PA 258 of 2011 Municipal Partnership Act Joint endeavor or Authority
PA 262 of 2011 Amends UCA
PA 263 of 2011 Amends ITFRA
PA 312 of 1929 Metropolitan District Act Charter Commission
PA 292 of 1989 Metropolitan Councils Act Metropolitan Area Council
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Exhibit 4.2
Parks and Recreation Specific Michigan Intergovernmental Cooperation Enabling Legislation

Township Park Commission or

PA 157 of 1905  Township Parks and Places of Recreation .
Board of Commissioners

PA 90 of 1913 Parks, Zoological Gardens and Airports County Park Trustees

PA 156 of 1917 Recreation and Playgrounds Recreation Board

PA 261 of 1965 County and Regional Parks Parks and Recreation Commission
PA 451 of 1994 Natural Resources and Environmental Michigan Trailway Management
Part 721 Protection Act Council

PA 321 of 2000 Recreational Authorities Act Board of Directors

Recreation and Playgrounds Act
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County Parks and Recreation Commissions
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Michigan County Parks and Recreation Commissions
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Recreational Authorities Act
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Chapter 5: National Park and Recreation Agency Models
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Exhibit 5.1
Comparison of Model Parks and Recreation Agencies
2011
Minneapolis, | kettering, OH | Bend, OR gsz:fy“gg
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Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board, Minneapolis MN
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It all began in the winter of 1883 when a small, but influential group of determined Minneapolis
citizens met to consider how to promote the interests of the rapidly growing city. They decided the
city needed parks—an objective long sought, but never achieved. Bypassing a city council that
had never liked the idea—and throughout history has often opposed the park board—they went
straight to the state legislature for the authority to create an independent Board of Park
Commissioners for the city. Minneapolis voters approved the Park Act on April 3, 1883,
establishing what would become an important contributor to the quality of life in all parts of the

city.*
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Kettering, Ohio Department of Parks, Recreation and Cultural Arts
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Charleston County, SC Park and Recreation Commission
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Chapter 6: Conclusions

Conclusion 1: Parks and recreation in Kent County is best described as good, not great.
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Conclusion 2: There is a broadly shared view that parks and recreation are key to the
quality of life in Kent County, but different agencies have different
priorities and there is currently no shared vision for a common approach
across jurisdictions.
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Conclusion 3: Parks and recreation agencies throughout Kent County have faced
significant budget reductions. In some jurisdictions, continued economic
challenges and associated declines in parks and recreation spending
threaten the quality of parks and access to recreation opportunities. At
the same time, some communities with dedicated funding sources
continue to maintain services in these challenging times.
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Exhibit 6.1
Sources and Assessment of Potential Efficiencies in Kent County Parks and Recreation

Source Current situation
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Conclusion 5: There are strong examples of parks and recreation collaboration in Kent

County.
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Conclusion 6: In the absence of a governance structure and new funding sources,
consolidation of parks and recreation agencies may yield improvements
in recreation programming and some back office operations, but will not
yield significant operational efficiencies or cost savings.
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Chapter 7: Recommendations
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B ) v ot)& . ( C - )t
b - ( t good to great:

Recommendation 1: Create a Kent Communities Park and Recreation Authority
under PA 321.

& " &t 0(r (o t&) ()¢
S G G ¢

) & C + D
B ( C )) ( ) -) - T) B )
$:-* t 82" 3 8 +
2" ) &+ ( )" ) ( @
B G C ) < (C t C (¢
(t
2" " ) / ( ¢t ) (
| A G ¢ ) ( 2" ) ) & (
¢ $:* &° ( " («( "
" )" &™) &
: ( O t . ( t
( ( t( t )t 7(C ) b (t . 2 (
+)) . ( 2" ) (
(- « - ( A )t ") +oH
C ") -t ( ( L C+ (
) "ot < (( ( ) ( t
b ( C )" $G3 ( . D
B ) v ' & ( +
+ ( - " B #
t ( "t ) T T ) & ( B )
t ) C " U G
) )b T(C ) b
< (C & ) ¢ o " - - &
o " IR G G € (& )
.. " #& )( " )t ( B
& & TC ) (
b + ( ( )" + < +
( H ' & ) cC ¢ # & )
) t (
) +( +H & & )( +
t( t )t ) )+ 1) ( t

17



KENT COUNTY MULTIJURISDICTIONAL PARKS STUDY

: TE TG ) tC )& T
. T A O - A G (G O
s e

Recommendation 2: Implement specific, high-value projects, that benefit
multiple (all) parks and recreation jurisdictions in Kent

County.
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Recommendation 3:
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Support the formation of additional multi-jurisdictional
authorities where there is a strong case and community
support for collaboration.
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Chapter 8: Phase Il — Establishing the Authority
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Exhibit 8.1
Phase II: Preliminary Implementation Plan for Regional Parks and Recreation Authority
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Task Task Tentative
Number Completion Date
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Implement work group to establish authority
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Develop long-range strategic plan
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Appendix A: Best practice agencies, mission and core values
statements

Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board"’

Our mission reflects why the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board exists.

Mission: 2" )" $ (3 - (") )
- ) ) T ) ) C ( )
t (+
2" )" % (3 - C "7 ) "«
) ) " ) ) « - -
)" &) (

The vision statement and the four vision themes will guide future development,
operations, and maintenance of the Minneapolis park system into 2020.

VISION TO 2020
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Vision Theme 1: Urban forests, natural areas, and waters that endure and captivate
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Vision Theme2: Recreation that inspires personal growth, healthy lifestyles, and a sense
of community
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Vision Theme 3: Dynamic parks that shape city character and meet diverse community
needs
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We apply the following values to all of our work:

Sustainability: ( ca” oo+ ) 4
- ’ & C ) . ) C A
Visionary Leadership 3 * "o O ¢ ) " (
C ¢ )t )
SafetyB " +) ) " - & ( (.
) . .
Responsiveness and Innovation : "oty C " (
"o ' ) e C) (
Independence and Focus < ( ( ) & " )" % (
3 - ¢ C. ( W . .

.. (+ " - )

We consider the following principles when making decisions that have a district or
system-wide impact.

Identified Community Need and Demographics
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Quality versus Quantity
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Embracing Technology
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Fostering a New Face for Partnerships
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Focusing on the Activity, Then the Infrastructure
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Sustainable Rate
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Bend Park and Recreation District*®

Mission statement:
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We value:
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Environmental Sustainability ") . (
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Kettering, Ohio Department of Parks, Recreation and Cultural Arts*®
Mission
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Charleston County, SC Park and Recreation Commission®
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Community Enrichment
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Fun
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Health and Wellness
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Diversity

0" S ) . ' ) e
Accessibility
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Leadership
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Exceptional Customer Service
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Stewardship
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Building a Legacy
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