DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
SECTION 504 GUIDELINES FOR FEDERALLY-ASSISTED PARK
AND RECREATION PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES
I. General
A. Authority. These guidelines are issued under the authority of Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Pub. L, 93-112, as amended; and Department of the Interior
Regulations 43 CFR 17, Subpart B.
B. Purpose. These guidelines provide basic information on the compliance
requirements of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 with respect to federallyassisted park and recreation programs and activities of the Department of the Interior.
These guidelines are intended to facilitate compliance with Departmental Regulations 43
CFR 17, Subpart B, to the end that no qualified handicapped person shall, on the basis of
handicap, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of , or otherwise be
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity that receives Federal financial
assistance from the Department. Included in these guidelines are procedures and
standards for determining whether current, and anticipated recipient practices conform to
the requirements of Section 504.
C. Scope and Applicability. These guidelines apply to each recipient of Federal
financial assistance from the Department that administers a recreation program or
activity. When a recipient receives financial assistance from the Department for park and
recreation programs, all such programs and activities of that recipient must be in
compliance with Section 504 including those programs and activities not receiving direct
Federal aid. The final decision as to whether a specific activity or program is or is not
federally-assisted within the context of Section 504 rests with the Director. In instances
where real property has been acquired through Federal financial assistance or developed
prior to 1973, Section 504 applies to such recipients retroactively.
D. Covered Programs. Federal financial assistance subject to Section 504 and
covered by these guidelines includes, but is not limited to, that authorized by the
following statues
1. Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1964, (Pub. L. 88-578, 78 Stat. 897);
2. Title X of the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978, (Pub. L. 95-625), Urban
Park and Recreation Recovery Program;
3. Reservation of Land for Park, Playground, or Community Center (38 Stat. 727, 43
U.S.C. 569);
4. Recreation and Public Purposes Act (44 Stat. 741, as amended, 43 U.S.C. 869-8694);
5. Federal Aid in Sport Fish Restoration Act (64 Stat. 430) as amended, 16 U.S.C.
777-777K.
E. Definitions

1. “Section 504” means Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
2. “Subpart B” means Interior’s Departmental Regulations at 43 CFR 17, Subpart B,
which implements Section 504 in federally-assisted programs.
3. “Department” means the U.S. Department of the Interior.
4. “Director” means the Director of the Office for Equal Opportunity, Office of the
Secretary, U.S. Department of the Interior.
5. “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Department of the Interior.
6. “Federal Financial Assistance” means any grant, loan, contract (other than
insurance or guaranty contracts), or any other arrangements by which the Department
provides or otherwise makes available assistance in the form of : (a) funds; (b) the detail
of Federal personnel; or (c) real and personal property.
7. “Recipient”
a. “Primary Recipient” means a State that is authorized to contract for or extend
Federal financial assistance to itself or subrecipient for the purpose of carrying out a
program of the Department.
b. “Subrecipient” means any political subdivision or instrumentality of a State,
public or private entity or individual to whom Federal assistance is extended through a
recipient.
8. “Compliance Review”
a. “Post-Award Compliance Review” means an onsite or off-site, comprehensive
assessment of the Section 504 compliance posture of an agency that has received Federal
financial assistance from the Department. Such reviews as designed to determine if
programs and activities of the agency are administered and operated in compliance whith
the requirements of Section 504.
b. “Follow-up Compliance Review” means a subsequent examination of specific
aspects of a recipient’s federally-assisted program or activity to determine whether the
recipient has resolved outstanding conditions of noncompliance.
c. “Desk Audit” means an off-site review of a recipient’s practices to determine
compliance with Section 504.
9. “Compliance Officer” means an official of the Department assigned the
responsibility of conducting a compliance review or complaint investigation of a
recipient or subrecipient.
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10. “Major Life Activities” means functions such as caring for one’s self, performing
manual tasks, walking, seeing, speaking, hearing, breathing, and learning.
11. “Handicapped Person” means any person who has a physical or mental impairment
that substantially limits one or more major life activities, has a record of such an
impairment, or is regarded as having such an impairment. For a detailed definition of
these categories, see Departmental Regulation Subpart B, 43 CFR 17.202(j)(2).
12. “Qualified Handicapped Person” means:
a. With respect to covered employment, a handicapped person who, with
reasonable accommodation, can perform the essential functions of the job in question.
b. With respect to programs, activities, and services, a handicapped person who
meets the essential eligibility requirements for the receipt of services or for program
participation.
13. “Reasonable Accomodation” in employment, means accommodations provided to
a handicapped job applicant or employee so that she/he can qualify for and/or perform the
job. Reasonable accommodation includes, but is not limited to: (a) making facilities
used by employees accessible; (b) job restructuring, part-time or modified work
schedules; (c) acquisition or modification of equipment; (d) readers for the visually
impaired; and (e) interpreters for the hearing impaired. This interpretation of reasonable
accommodation applies solely to recipient employment practices.
14. “Beneficiary” means an individual who is entitled to benefit from, or otherwise
participate in, programs or activities receiving Federal financial assistance.
15. “504 Coordinator” means the individual within the recipient organization who is
responsible for coordinating all efforts to comply with Section 504.
16. “Section 504 Self-Evaluation” means a process whereby the recipient, in
consultation with handicapped individuals and organizations representing such persons,
examines its policies, practices, programs, services, and activities to determine whether
they are in compliance with Section 504.
17. “OEO” means the Office for Equal Opportunity, Office of the Secretary, U.S.
Department of the Interior.
18. “Transition Plan” means a document detailing the recipient’s plans for achieving
compliance with Section 504 when structural changes to existing facilities are required.
The plan must identify physical obstacles; describe methodology for providing
accessibility; specify the schedule for achieving program accessibility; and indicate the
person responsible for implementing the plan.
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19. Integrated Setting” means a setting in which handicapped persons are fully
integrated with nonhandicapped persons and are not subjected to different or separate
treatment.
20. “Program Accessibility” means that when viewed in its entirety, a program is
readily accessible to qualified handicapped persons. This does not mean that every
existing facility or part thereof has to be made accessible. Program accessibility may or
may not require structural modifications to facilities. Methods of achieving program
accessibility include such things as reassignment of services to accessible buildings;
assignment of aids to program beneficiaries; home visits; delivery of services at alternate
sites; and alteration of existing facilities.
21. “LWCF” means the Land and Water Conservation Fund of the Department.
II. Compliance Responsibilities
A. OEO’s Responsibilities. The Office for Equal Opportunity (OEO), shall ensure
that no person participating in a program funded in whole or in part by the Department is
subjected to discrimination on the basis of handicap. This shall be accomplished through
continuing policy direction, oversight, technical assistance, program evaluations,
investigations and compliance reviews.
B. Bureau Responsibility. Each Bureau or Office, as primary grantor of Federal
financial assistance, has direct responsibility for ensuring that recipients and applicants to
whom Federal aid is awarded are in compliance with the basic nondiscrimination
provisions of Section 504.
The granting Bureau or Office shall execute its responsibility through:
1. Notifying OEO of any Section 504 violation having arisen from onsite program
reviews conducted by Bureau or Office personnel; and
2. Cooperating with OEO in securing voluntary compliance with Section 504 in recipient
programs and activities.
C. Primary Recipient Responsibility. The States, as primary recipients of Federal
assistance, are required to give reasonable assurance that all applicants and subrecipients
will comply with Section 504. This includes providing equal benefits, services, financial
aid, and utilizing methods of administration which give reasonable assurance of
compliance and that any noncompliance will be corrected. This shall be accomplished
through:
1. Notifying all applicants and subrecipients of their Section 504 compliance
responsibilities;
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2. Determining the Section 504 compliance posture of all new applicants prior to an
award of Federal financial assistance and where necessary, aiding applicants in
complying with Section 504;
3. Apprising all of its employees of the prohibition against discrimination, on the basis
of handicap, in employment;
4. Ensuring that all of its employees are informed of “when, where, and how” to file
employment complaints alleging handicap discrimination;
5. Ensuring that all of its programs and activities are in compliance with Section 504;
6. Consulting with interested individuals including handicapped persons or organizations
representing handicapped persons in achieving compliance with Section 504;
7. Designating a Section 504 Coordinator;
8. Conducting a self-evaluation of all primary recipient programs, activities, services,
facilities, practices, and policies to ensure compliance with Section 504 and maintaining
the results of this evaluation on file for public inspection upon completion;
9. Accomplishing a transition plan in the event that structural changes to facilities are
necessary;
10. Meeting equal opportunity public notification of nondiscrimination requirements;
11. Securing nondiscrimination assurances from applicants and subrecipients of Federal
financial assistance;
12. Providing technical assistance to subrecipients in complying with Section 504;
13. Notifying OEO of any inconsistencies with Section 504 having arisen from onsite
project reviews conducted by State personnel;
14. Cooperating with OEO toward seeking a satisfactory resolution of any Section 504
violation;
15. Where required by the Director, investigating Section 504 complaints of alleged
discrimination against applicants or subrecipients; and
16. Ensuring that each applicants/subrecipient is provided a copy of these guidelines.
D. Coordination of Responsibility. OEO will periodically conduct onsite Section
504 compliance reviews and/or desk audits of primary recipients and subrecipients. OEO
will provide any recipient with such technical assistance as necessary to assure
compliance with Section 504. Federal, State, and local officials are expected to cooperate
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fully toward securing voluntary compliance where violations in programs or activities
may be found.
III. Section 504 Compliance Provisions
A. General. This section applies to each recipient of financial assistance from this
Department who funds or administers a park and/or recreation program. This section
covers general prohibitions against discrimination based on handicap as well as the
required compliance provisions of Section 504. These standards are set forth in
Departmental Regulations at 43 CFR 17, Subpart B.
Subrecipients are reminded that public and private organizations to whom they provide
assistance are also covered by Section 504. Such arrangements are interpreted by the
Department as being extensions of Federal financial assistance.
B. Prohibitions. Departmental Regulation 43 CFR 17.203 contains specific
prohibitions related to services and benefits based on the standard that “no qualified
handicapped person shall, on the basis of handicap, be excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or otherwise be subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity that receives or benefits from Federal financial assistance.
Recipients should study Section 17.203 in its entirety, and refer to it for further guidance
in this area.
C. Technical Compliance Requirements. Each recipient must comply with the
following:
1. Assurances Required. A recipient of Federal financial assistance shall provide
assurances that its programs will operate in compliance with Section 504 and Subpart B,
as follows:
a. Written assurances that a recipient’s program will be operated in compliance with
the regulation is required, [ 43 CFR 17.204 (a)]. In instances where primary recipients or
subrecipients extend assistance to others (besides the ultimate beneficiary) written
assurances must be secured and maintained by the recipient extending the assistance; and
b. If a recipient gives, leases, or transfers real property, there must be a covenant in
the agreement transferring the property that discrimination on the basis of handicap will
not occur [43 CFR 17.204 (c)]. This obligates the recipient or the transferee, for the
period during which the real property is used for the purpose for which it was extended,
to operate in a nondiscriminatory manner.
2. Self-Evaluation. All recipients are required to evaluate their programs, activities,
policies, and practices to determine what actions need to be taken in order to comply with
Section 504. This process is called a self-evaluation and must involve interested persons,
including handicapped persons or organizations representing handicapped persons. If the
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recipient employs fifteen or more persons (either full or part-time), a copy of the selfevaluation must remain of file and available for public inspection for three years after it is
completed. The self-evaluation must indicate the areas examined, problems identified,
and the remedial steps the recipient will take to eliminate discriminatory policies and
practices toward handicapped persons [ 43 CFR 17.205 (c) ].
a. Remedial Action. The Director can order a recipient to take remedial action when a
recipient program or activity is found to be in violation of Section 504. The Director can
also order a primary recipient to take remedial action if one of its subrecipients are found
to be in violation of Section 504 [ 43 CFR 17.205 (a) ].
b. Voluntary Action. All recipients are authorized and encouraged to take voluntary
steps, in addition to any required action, to overcome the effects of conditions that restrict
qualified handicapped persons from participating in recipient programs and activities [ 43
CFR 17.205 (b) ].
3 Designation of Section 504 Coordinator. Every recipient that employs 15 or more
persons (either full or part-time) must designate at least one person responsible for
ensuring compliance with Section 504. The Department neither encourages nor suggests
that recipients employ persons exclusively for this responsibility; instead recipients are
advised to designate this responsibility to an existing staff member.
4. Adoption of Grievance Procedures. Each recipient that employs fifteen or more
persons ( either full or part-time) must adopt grievance procedures that provide for the
prompt and equitable resolution of complaints alleging discrimination on the basis of
handicap, [ 43 CFR 17.206 (b) ].
5. Public Notification Required. Each recipient must proclaim to the public its policy
of nondiscrimination and the procedures for filing complaints. This requirement can be
met through the use of program publications and/or the Department’s nondiscrimination
poster which covers all of the required Federal anti-discrimination provisions. It must be
communicated to the public that the program receives Federal financial assistance from
the Department and, consequently, Federal law prohibits discrimination on the basis of
handicap in the recipient’s programs and activities. Each recipient must also explain that
if any individual feels that he or she has been discriminated against or desires further
information regarding the Department’s nondiscrimination requirements, the person may
write to:
Director
Office for Equal Opportunity
U.S. Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240
Appropriate steps must be taken to inform those with impaired vision or hearing, the
mentally retarded, the learning disabled and any other person with a communications
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impairment of when, where, and how to file complaints of alleged handicap
discrimination.
6. Other Public Notification Requirements. Each recipient that employs fifteen or
more persons (either full or part-time) must take initial and continuing steps to notify
program participants, beneficiaries, applicants, and employees, including persons with
impaired vision and hearing that they do not discriminate on the basis of handicap.
Methods such as posting notices at appropriate locations, placement of notices in local
newspapers, are all acceptable methods. This notice of nondiscrimination must also be
included in recruitment materials and publications [ 43 CFR 17.207].
7. Transition Plan Responsibilities. In instances where structural changes to facilities
are necessary to achieve program accessibility, each recipient shall develop a transition
plan setting forth steps necessary to complete such changes. New recipients shall
develop transition plans within one year of receipt of the financial assistance.
The plan must be developed with the assistance of handicapped persons and/or
organizations representing handicapped persons. At a minimum, a transition plan must:
a. Identify physical obstacles in the recipient’s facilities that limit accessibility of its
programs or activities to handicapped persons;
b. Describe in detail the methods that will be used to make facilities accessible;
c. Specify the schedule for taking the steps necessary to achieve full program
accessibility; and
d. Indicate the person responsible for implementation of the plan [ 43 CFR 17.217
(e)].
8. Each recipient shall keep such records and submit to the Director or her/his designee
timely, complete, and accurate reports, at such time, and in such form and containing
such information, as the Director or her/his designeed may determine to be necessary to
enable her/him to ascertain whether the recipient has complied or is complying with
Section 504 and Departmental Regulations at 43 CFR 17, Subpart B.
IV. Small Recipients
A. General. A small recipient is any recipient that employs less than fifteen full or
part-time employees. All recipients, regardless of size, must comply with Section 504.
As stated in Departmental Regulation 43 CFR 17.208, the Director, in certain situations,
may require any recipient with fewer than fifteen employees to comply with Section
17.206 and 17.207, whole or in part.
B. Waiver from Compliance With Section 504. It is the Department’s policy that
there shall be no waivers from compliance with Section 504 because there is enough
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flexibility in the Department’s Section 504 Regulations for small recipients to comply
without undue expense [ 47 FR 29543, July 7, 1982 ].
C. Program Accessibility and Small Recipients. If a small recipient finds, after
consultation with a handicapped person seeking its services, that there is no method of
complying with the program accessibility requirements of the Department’s Section 504
Regulation other than making a significant alteration in its existing facilities, the recipient
may, as an alternative, refer the handicapped person to other providers of services whose
facilities are accessible [ 43 CFR 17.217 (c) ].
As a means to ensure compliance with Section 504, each referral made by a small
recipient must be approved beforehand by the Director prior to referring any handicapped
person to other providers of services whose facilities are accessible. There shall be no
exceptions to this rule.
V. Recipient Employment Practices and the Handicapped
A. General. No qualified handicapped person shall, on the basis of handicap, be
subjected to discrimination in employment under any program or activity which receives
Federal financial assistance from the Department.
B. Discrimination Prohibited. The Department’s Section 504 Regulation prohibits
discrimination against qualified individuals in a wide range of employment activities.
Specific activities covered by Section 504 are:
1. Recruitment, advertising, and the processing of applications for employment;
2. Hiring, upgrading, promotion, award of tenure, demotion, transfer, layoff,
termination, right of return from layoff, and rehiring;
3. Rates of pay or any other form of compensation and changes in compensations;
4. Job assignments, job classifications, organizational structures, position descriptions,
lines of progressions, and seniority lists;
5. Leaves of absence, sick leave, or any other leave;
6. Fringe benefits available by virtue of employment whether or not administered by
the recipient;
7. Selection and financial support for training, including apprenticeship, professional
meetings, conferences and other related activities and selection for leaves of absence to
pursue training;
8. Employer-sponsored activities, including social or recreation programs;
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9. Any other term, condition, or privilege of employment, such as granting awards,
recognition and/or monetary recompense for money-saving suggestions or superior
performance; and
10. A recipient’s obligation to comply with Section 504 is not affected by any
inconsistent term of any collective bargaining agreement to which it is a party.
C. Section 504 Equal Employment Compliance Requirements. All recipients are
required to make employment decisions which do not discriminate on the basis of
handicap.
Recipients may not limit, segregate, or classify job applicants or employees in any way
that adversely affects their opportunities or status because of handicap. Other
requirements include:
1. Statements of Nondiscrimination. If a recipient organization has a written
nondiscrimination policy statement ensuring that all employment opportunities and
services are available on an equal basis, a clause prohibiting discrimination on the basis
of “handicap” should be included.
2. Contractual Arrangements. If a recipient has a contract, subcontract, or other
arrangement or agreement with organizations such as labor unions, employment agencies,
health/maintenance organizations, insurance agencies, or organizations administering
training and apprenticeship programs, the recipient is required to:
a. Ensure that these organizations do not provide services to handicapped job
applicants and employees in a discriminatory fashion; and
b. Ensure that these contracts, subcontracts, or agreements contain nondiscrimination
clauses prohibiting discrimination on the basis of handicap against job applicants or
employees.
3. Notifying Employees of their Rights Under Section 504. Recipients are required
to notify their employees of their rights under Section 504 and the procedure for filing
complaints with the Department.
4. Concessionaires. The employment practices of concessionaires operating under
contractual agreements with recipients are covered by Section 504. In such instances, the
recipient shall be responsible for ensuring that each concessionaire complies with Section
504.
5. Self-Evaluation Required. As prescribed in Section III.C.2, of these guidelines,
all recipients must conduct a self-evaluation of their employment practices, policies, and
decisions to ensure nondiscrimination on the basis of handicap. The self-evaluation must
be conducted with the assistance of interested persons, handicapped individuals and
organizations representing the handicapped.
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6. Communicating Effectively with Applicants, Employees, and Beneficiaries.
Recipients must take the necessary and appropriate steps to communicate effectively with
job applicants, employees, and program beneficiaries. This requirement applies
especially to communicating effectively with the visually and hearing impaired as well as
the mentally retarded and learning disabled.
7. Reasonable Accommodation. All recipients are required to make reasonable
accommodation to he known physical or mental limitations of otherwise qualified
handicapped applicants or employees, unless it creates an “undue hardship.” Reasonable
accommodation includes making facilities accessible to handicapped employees,
instituting part-time or modified work schedules, allowing extended rest periods, job
restructuring, and permitting work assignments to be accomplished at home or other
accommodating places. In determining whether an accommodation would impose an
“undue hardship” the following shall be considered by the Director:
a. The overall size of the recipient park and recreation system including:
i. Size of recipient agency;
ii. Number and type of facilities;
iii. Size of recipient’s overall operating budget;
b. The type of operation;
c. Composition and structure of the recipient’s workforce;
d. The type of accommodation needed; and
e. The cost of the accommodation needed.
8. Employment Tests. Recipients must examine all employment tests or other
selection criteria to ensure nondiscrimination towards handicapped persons. Tests and
employment selection procedures must be shown to be job related. Moreover, tests must
measure a person’s ability, not an impaired sensory, manual or speak skill, unless that
skill is required to perform essential job-functions.
If a test of employment criterion is job-related and tends to screen out qualified
handicapped persons and the Director cannot identify alternative job-related tests that do
not screen out as many handicapped persons, the recipient may use the test or
employment criterion.
9. Pre-employment Inquiries. A recipient may not conduct pre-employment medical
tests or examinations or make pre-employment inquiries as to whether an applicant is
handicapped or as to the severity or nature of a handicapping condition. This standard
applies to all aspects of the selection process including:
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a. Job applications; and
b. Employment interviews.
10. If Remedial or Voluntary Actions are Taken. If a recipient is taking remedial
or voluntary actions to correct the effects of past discrimination, the recipient may invite
a person to indicate whether, and to what extent, they are handicapped. Inquiries of this
nature are only permitted if:
a. The applicant is informed of the reasons the recipient is requesting the information;
b. The applicant is informed that providing the information is voluntary and will be
kept confidential; and
c. The applicant is informed that refusal to provide the information will not result in
any adverse treatment.
VI. Program Accessibility
A. General. A recipient will have afforded equal opportunities to handicapped
persons if each of its programs, activities, and services, when viewed in their entirety, are
accessible. A qualified handicapped person cannot be denied the benefits of, or be kept
from participating in, any recipient’s programs or activities because existing facilities are
inaccessible to or unusable by handicapped persons.
1. Time Limitation. For those that were recipients as of July 7, 1982, all
nonstructural accessibility modifications should have been completed by September 8,
1982, while structural accessibility changes are to be accomplished as expeditiously as
possible, but in no case later than July 8, 1985.
2. Methods for Achieving Program Accessibility. Methods for ensuring
accessibility include:
a. Re-designing park and recreation equipment, i.e., swimming pools, play
equipment, park benches, water fountains, etc;
b. Assigning aids to handicapped persons;
c. Moving classes or activities to accessible buildings;
d. Conducting home visits; and
e. Structural changes.
3. Program Availability Must be Advertised Effectively to Interested Persons.
The Department’s Section 504 Regulation requires that each recipient adopt and

12

implement procedures to ensure that interested persons, including those with impaired
vision and hearing, can obtain information about the availability and location of recipient
services, activities, and facilities that are accessible to and usable by handicapped
persons.
VII. Drug and Alcohol Abusers
A. Drug and Alcohol Abusers are Covered by Section 504. Drug and alcohol
abusers or any individual having a record of such an affliction are covered by the
nondiscrimination requirements of Section 504.
B. Exceptions. Drug and alcohol abusers are not covered by Section 504 when
current use of drugs or alcohol prevents them from performing the duties of the job in
question or when the current use of drugs or alcohol imposes an immediate threat to
public safety or property.
VIII Complaint Procedures
A. General. This section prescribes the procedures of the Department and its primary
recipients with respect to the prompt processing and disposition of Section 504
complaints.
B. Who May File. Anyone who believes that she or he has been subjected to
discrimination on the basis of handicap, may file a complaint. A representative may also
file a complaint on behalf of persons who feel that they have been discriminated against
because of their handicap.
C. How, When, and Where to File. All complaints filed under Section 504 must be
in writing and must be signed by the complaint and/or the complaint’s representative. In
the event that a complaint is made in other than written form, the official receiving the
complaint must instruct the complainant to reduce the complaint to writing and submit it
to:
Director
Office for Equal Opportunity
U.S. Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C., 20240
The complaint should contain: The name, address, and telephone number of the
complainant; the name and address of the alleged discriminating official, recipient or
subrecipient; the basis of the complaint, and date of the alleged discrimination.
D. Time Limitations. All complaints must be filed within 180 days from the date of
the alleged discriminatory action. The time limit for filing may be extended by the
Director.
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Complaints should be filed directly with the Director. In the event that complaints are
received by other entities, such complaints must be forwarded to the Director within 10
days of receipt.
E. Complaint Notification Requirements. Bureaus and Offices shall be responsible
for ensuring that its recipients inform the public of their right to file a complaint. Where
primary recipients extend Federal assistance to subrecipients, the primary recipients shall
also be responsible for ensuring that this standard is met.
Bureaus, Offices and recipients shall include information on Section 504 requirements,
complaint procedures and the rights of beneficiaries in handbooks, manuals, pamphlets,
and other materials which are ordinarily distributed to the public to describe the
federally-assisted program or activity. In instances where handicapped persons have
visual and hearing impairments or other disabilities that impede their communications
processes, steps must be taken to inform them of their rights under Section 504.
IX. Compliance Review Procedures
A. General. This section prescribes the types of compliance reviews which will be
conducted periodically to ensure that the Department’s federally-assisted recreation
programs are operated in compliance with Section 504. Such reviews will cover the
granting Bureau or Office, primary recipient and subrecipient.
B. Compliance Review Responsibilities. OEO shall perform periodic Section 504
compliance reviews of the Department’s primary recipient and subrecipient recreation
programs. These reviews shall be part of a continuous effort by the Department to ensure
that its Federal assistance programs are conducted in compliance with Section 504.
1. Primary Recipient Reviews. As a part of routine project inspections or program
reviews, primary recipients shall review the operations and practices of its subrecipients.
2. Reporting Requirements. All Section 504 violations, that are found during a
review, must be reported to the Director in a timely manner.
3. Reviews Conducted by OEO. OEO shall periodically conduct compliance reviews
of primary recipients and subrecipients which may consist of either an onsite review or a
desk audit review. Recipients will be notified by letter at least 20 days prior to a
scheduled onsite review and 30 days prior to a desk audit. Information necessary to
conduct the review/audit is completed, OEO shall prepare and issue a report of its
findings and recommendations to the primary recipient to assist it in voluntarily
complying with Section 504. Remedial action must be initiated where necessary by the
recipient to correct any deficiency(s). Where conditions of noncompliance have been
found, such conditions must be resolved by the recipient within a reasonable period of
time. A copy of the report and related correspondence shall be kept on a record by OEO
for a period of three years.
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C. Criteria Used for Selecting Recipients for Review. In selecting recipients for
post-award compliance reviews, OEO shall base selections on such factors as:
1. Availability of information collected from prior reviews;
2. The frequency of past reviews conducted of the recipient;
3. Complaints of alleged discriminations;
4. The size and nature of the federally-assisted program; and
5. The amount and type of Federal assistance received by the recipient.
D. Procedures for Effectuating Voluntary Compliance. Departmental regulations
require the resolution of any apparent condition of noncompliance by informal and
voluntary means whenever possible. Voluntary compliance means the willingness of a
recipient to correct conditions of noncompliance identified through complaint
investigations or compliance reviews.
The procedures for effectuating voluntary compliance are as follows:
1. In every case where a complaint investigation or compliance review results in a
finding of noncompliance, the Director shall notify the recipient by certified mail of the
conditions of noncompliance. The notice shall clearly identify the conditions of
noncompliance and afford a reasonable time to comply voluntarily;
2. OEO shall record the date the recipient received notice, and shall note and record
and last day afforded the recipient for voluntary compliance before initiating the
administrative process to terminate Federal assistance;
3. The recipient may request a meeting for the purpose of discussing the violations or
requirements for compliance; and
4. OEO shall approve the recipient’s proposed voluntary compliance actions if such
actions will result in compliance with Section 504.
E. Sanctions Available to the Department to Remedy Noncompliance. When an
applicant or recipient is found to be in noncompliance with Section 504 and compliance
cannot be achieved by voluntary means, the enforcement alternatives under Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 shall be invoked. If Section 504 violations are found, OEO
can recommend temporary deferral of Federal funds to the granting Bureau of Office
until full compliance has been satisfactorily achieved. If the grant has been made, the
Director may initiate administrative proceedings for the termination of current or future
funding. Alternatively, OEO may enforce Section 504 by “any other means authorized
by law”. Although not explicitly stated, such other means include referral to the U.S.
Department of Justice for appropriate judicial enforcement.
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No order suspending, terminating, or refusing to grant assistance to a recipient can
become effective until the Director has:
1. Advised the recipient of its failure to comply and determined what compliance
cannot be secured by voluntary means;
2. Made an express finding on the record, after the opportunity for a hearing, of a
failure by the recipient to comply with Section 504.
3. Obtained approval of the action to be taken from the Secretary of Interior; and
4. Filed with the appropriate committees of the U.S. House of Representatives and the
U.S. Senate having legislative jurisdiction over the program involved, a full written
report of the circumstances and the grounds for such action.
SECTION 504 SELF-EVALUATION GUIDE
I. Introduction
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 provides that no qualified handicapped
person shall, on the basis of handicap, be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
Federal financial assistance.
All recipients of Federal financial assistance form the Department of the Interior (DOI)
must be in compliance with Section 504 and implementing regulations, 43 CFR 17,
Subpart B, Subpart B, at Section 17.205 (c), requires that each recipient complete a selfevaluation of its “policies and practices and the effects thereof that do not or may not
meet the requirements of the Subpart.” Any policy and/or practice that does not meet the
requirements of Subpart B, must be modified.
The purposes of this self-evaluation guides is to assist recipients in evaluating their
programs and activities to determine whether they conform to the requirements of Section
504 and Departmental regulations 43 CFR 17, Subpart B. This guide provides only an
example of how self-evaluation can be performed. Recipients are free to use this guide or
other approaches for performing the self-evaluation.
The self-evaluation guide is composed of three parts. The appropriate DOI regulation
and Guidelines authority are cited for each of the following three parts:
Part I-Checklist of Administrative Requirements [ 43 CFR, Section 17.206, 17.207,
17.217 (e) and Guidelines Section III C].
Part II-Checklist of Facility Accessibility [43 CFR, Section 17.217 (a-d); Guidelines
Section VI].
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Chesterton Park Board Moped
members want public involvement in park planning
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By MARGARET L. WILLIS
The Chesterton Park Board, in their Tuesday evening meeting,
divvied up the Chesterton Park units, with each board member to be
a liaison for that park.
The board, with president Vince Emanuele absent, assigned park
units which each board member plans to walk in frequently, noting
general condition and repair issues and asking park goers they see
for feedback.
In the plan devised by member Roy Flaherty, Emanuele was given
Dogwood Park and Westwood Park; John Kroft, Coffee Creek,
Thomas Centennial and Waskom Parks; Roy Flaherty, Chesterton
Park and Kipper Park and newcomer to the board Eric Witt, the
Skate Park, as it develops, and Golfview Park.
The Duneland Prairie Trail is to be a shared concern for all
members.
Board members said they hope to continue to develop ‘wish lists’
to add to the parks’ five year plans and to look toward continually
improving the parks.
The board members agreed by consensus to the plan.
Flaherty said he hopes the effort leads to more community
involvement in the parks.
He said he hopes neighborhood groups send representatives to the
park board meetings, but also noted that “the public is always
invited to park board meetings.”
Plan for Chesterton Park
The board, also by consensus, agreed to a plan presented by park
superintendent Bruce Mathias on placement of new tennis and
basketball courts in Chesterton Park.
The old court surfaces had aged to such a degree that further
patching was pointless, board members had agreed, and they were
torn out. The new courts are part of the $2 million bond issue for the
parks.
The new locations, proposed on the western edge of the park,
nearer the Chesterton Middle School, will present less of a noise
problem for neighbors and allow for additional open space on the
eastern edge of the park, park board members agreed.
The reorientation will allow for two or more youth
baseball/softball fields, though their placement is not yet certain. An
additional picnic shelter is planned and the summer program shelter
is to be re-sided.
“The idea is to leave as much open space as possible for summer
play,” said Mathias.
Kroft noted that the Duneland Schools plows the sidewalks all
around the CMS and the park. “That’s very nice of them,” he said,
since it allows the use of the sidewalks for fitness walkers as well as
easier access to the park.
In his superintendent’s report Mathias told the board the sewer
line to the maintenance building is complete and that concrete
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flooring will be installed “when weather allows.”
He and his workers are readying the department trucks and
mowers for spring.
Posted 2/7/2008
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By MARGARET L. WILLIS
Eric Kroeger, representing the Chesterton Hometown
Improvement Committee, approached the Park Board Tuesday with
plans for various park unit improvements planned for this year.
The fifth annual CHIP cleanup day will be May 17.
The board was enthusiastic about the CHIP plans and agreed
superintendent Bruce Mathias should coordinate with Kroeger to
prioritize and guide the plans.
Kroeger said the CHIP committee plans to replace part of the
fence in Thomas Park with a decorative metal fence at the northeast
corner to demarcate the ‘entrance’ to downtown and the park.
Mathias showed Kroeger the plan for Thomas Park, adopted as
part of the current five year plan, which includes plantings and a
meandering stone wall between the park and the railroad’s line of
trees.
Kroeger said his committee will take on the task of
communicating with the railroad about the plan and removing their
decrepit fence.
The CHIP committee also plans to begin renovation of the
bandstand, removing and replacing decking and exterior wood
where necessary. The committee will coordinate with the Rebuilding
Together Committee so that RT can organize painting of the
structure once renovations are complete.
The CHIP committee also plans to refresh the landscaping around
Thomas Park, Kroeger said. Mulching a walking trail around the
detention pond in Dogwood Park is another project.
More long-term the committee plans to erect welcome signage at
the corner of 23rd St. and 1110 N, on the south edge of Dogwood
Park. That project will be coordinated with the Park and the
Chesterton/Porter Rotary after the sidewalks are complete in that
area.
The park board thanked Kroeger and the CHIP committee for
their ongoing commitment to the parks.
Kroeger thanked the park board for their support of the CHIP
committee’s mission and added the committee is always in need of
sponsors and volunteers.
Five Year Plan and
Recreation Impact Fee Plan
Some of the CHIP projects fit in quite nicely with the Five Year
Plan presented by Chuck Lehman, of Lehman & Lehman, a
consulting and planning firm working on the Park Department’s plan
for the Recreation Impact Fee.
An initial plan presented by Lehman Tuesday included some of
the CHIP proposals, as well as other ideas for use of an estimated
$253,000 the fund will generate annually.
Those plans include softball and baseball fields in new park units,
multi-purpose and soccer fields, basketball and volleyball courts,
shelters, restrooms, community playgrounds, multi-use pathways, a
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dog park and a ‘sprayground’ or water splash play area.
Lehman presented the outline of RIF plans and is working with
parks superintendent Mathias to update the current park five year
plan to synchronize it with the plans required for the RIF.
Further public meetings will be held to garner public input for the
park five year plan. The public is encouraged to attend future park
board meetings.
Anyone with ideas may also contact Mathias’ office, which will
forward ideas to Lehman. The park office phone number is
926-3000.
Posted 3/5/2008
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Town of Chesterton
Recreation Impact Fee
Progress Report for June 26, 2007 Meeting
with the RIF Advisory Committee
Facilitated by:

Work Session Overview
• Progress Since Last Meeting
– Population Growth Forecasts 2007-2016 (Ten Years)

• Park Land Inventory
– Standards Analysis and Future Needs (Refined)

• Recreation Component Inventory
– Standards Analysis and Future Needs (Refined)

• Deficiencies and Related Costs
• Possible Recreation Impact Fee Scenarios
• Discussions on next steps
Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.
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Study
Area
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Densities
•

1.75 Units / Acre

•

2.25 Units / Acre

•

3.00 Units / Acre

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.
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Sampling of Development Growth Analysis
•

Took Parcels from Porter
County Plat Book

•

Projected possible residential
development with density
and 10-year forecast for
development

•

Determined potential parcel
buildout and a 10-year
development plan

•

Analysis provided a 10-year
growth scenario

Town of Chesterton -- Recreation Impact Fee -- Population Forecast

5/10/07

Low Density

Prepared by: Lehman & Lehman, Inc.

Density Per Acre = 1.75
Potential
Parcel
Acres
Residential
Number
Units

Potential Persons
Percent of
Potential 10 Yr.
Per Household Development over
Forecast of
(2.57)
next 10 yrs
Residential Units

Potential 10 Yr.
Forecast of
Population

163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
226
227
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
244
245
246
248
249
252
253
254
255
275
276
277

29
5
20
18
10
10
39
106
35
74
69
32
6
6
6
5
8
5
50
10
51
5
5
170
41
35
51
18
61
35
35
40
65

51
9
35
32
18
18
68
186
61
130
121
56
11
11
11
9
14
9
88
18
89
9
9
298
72
61
89
32
107
61
61
70
114

130
22
90
81
45
45
175
477
157
333
310
144
27
27
27
22
36
22
225
45
229
22
22
765
184
157
229
81
274
157
157
180
292

5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%

3
0
2
2
1
1
3
9
3
13
12
6
1
1
1
1
1
1
9
2
9
1
1
30
7
6
9
3
11
6
6
7
11

7
1
4
4
2
2
9
24
8
33
31
14
3
3
3
2
4
2
22
4
23
2
2
76
18
16
23
8
27
16
16
18
29

TOTALS

1,155

2,021

5,195

9%

178

458

Parcel Data taken from 2005 Porter Co. Plat Book and development densities established by Town Officals and Consultant

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.
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Potential Buildout Population
Assumed
Density (Units
per Acre)

Density Type

Low Density
Medium Density
High Medium Density

Acres

1.75
2.25
3.00

TOTALS

Potential Units

Potential
Persons Per
Household
(2.57)

1,155
3,035
2,595

2,021
6,829
7,785

5,195
17,550
19,975

6,785

16,635

42,720

Percent of
Potential 10
Potential 10
Development Year Forcast of
Year Forcast of
over next 10
Residential
Population
years
Units
8.64%
7.63%
12.55%

Parcel Data taken from 2005 Porter Co. Plat Book and development densities established by Town Officals and Consultant

4,000
2,000

1,988

5,098

11.95%

6,829

55,337

Acres
Potential Units
10-Year Units

2,021

1,368
178

0

458
1,134
3,506

7,785

8,000
6,000

178
441
1,368

Low Density

441
Medium Density High Medium Density

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.

12,657
2007 Est. Pop.

17,476
2016 Forecast Pop.

Future Possible Buildout Pop.

6

Potential 10-Year Growth
Current and Projected – All Development Potential (Town Limits + Planning Area)
2000 Census of Persons per Household = 2.57

Total Town of Chesterton
Annual Growth Rate (Est.)
Households (at 2.57 / house)
Total New Households
Growth Per Year (Persons)

Total Town of Chesterton
Annual Growth Rate (Est.)
Households (at 2.57 / house)
Total New Households
Growth Per Year (Persons)

1990
9,124

2010
13,817
3.15%
5,376
164
422

2000
10,488

2005
12,041

2006
12,378

4,081

4,685

4,816
26

2011
14,287
3.40%
5,559
183
470

2012
14,808
3.65%
5,762
203
521

2013
15,386
3.90%
5,987
225
578

Population Scenario
Year

2007
12,681
2.45%
4,934
118
303

2008
13,017
2.65%
5,065
131
336

2009
13,395
2.90%
5,212
147
378

2014
16,024
4.15%
6,235
248
638

2015
16,729
4.40%
6,509
274
705

2016
17,507
4.65%
6,812
303
778

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
Total:
Average:

New
Building New Pop.
Permits
118
303
131
336
147
378
164
422
183
470
203
521
225
578
248
638
274
705
303
778
1,996
5,129
200
513

3.53% = assumed average annual growth rate

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.
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Potential 10-Year Growth
0
1990
2000
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

9,124
10,488
12,041
12,378
12,681
13,017
13,395
13,817
14,287
14,808
15,386
16,024
16,729
17,507
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Park Acres Inventory
Chesterton – Recreation Impact Fee – Park System Analysis

Special Parks
34%
Community Parks
42%
Block Parks
0%

Park Department Facilities
Chesterton Park
Coffee Creek Park
Dogwood Park
Jackson Park
Kipper Park
Prairie Duneland Trail
Robert L. Waskon Park
Thomas Centennial Park
Crocker Park
Dunewood Park
Golfview Park
Westwood
Morningside Park
SUBTOTAL
Other Facilities Acres:
Brassie Golf Club
Coffee Creek Preserve
YMCA
SUBTOTAL

Neighborhood Parks
24%

Park Type
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Community
Special
Block
Special
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood

142.41

212.00
160.00
4.50

Private/Public
Conservancy
Private/Public

376.50

School Facilities / Open Space Acres:
Chesterton High School
20.00
Bailly Elementary School
12.50
Westchester Middle School
20.00
SUBTOTAL

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.

Acres
8.00
12.00
60.00
2.00
0.30
46.37
3.00
2.00
3.40
0.70
1.50
1.99
1.15

Note: not all
property is
Open Space

52.50

9

Park Acres Inventory
Town Wide Analysis

Estimated 2007 and Projected Populations =

12,681

17,507

2016 Needed
2007 Surplus
if current
or Deficiency deficiency IS
met

Park Type

Typical Park
Size (Acres)

Total Existing
Acreage

Acres
Standards /
1,000

Current
Acreage
Stds./1,000

Current
Acreage
Needs

Block Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Park
Special Park

1 to 5
4 to 15
10 to 70
0.5+

0.30
33.74
60.00
48.37

0.50
3.00
7.00
0.50

0.02
2.66
4.73
3.81

6.34
38.04
88.77
6.34

(6.04)
(4.30)
(28.77)
42.03

(8.45)
(18.78)
(62.55)
39.62

11.00

11.23

139.49

2.92

(50.17)

Total Surplus or Deficiency
142.41
Data updated from the Park and Recreation Master Plan.

Using the Current Land Inventory as the Standard for Park Land and Open Space
the Acres Standard per 1,000 persons would be =

11.23

2016 Pop.

Chesterton Acres Standard

Estimated 2007 Population =

Park Type

Total Existing
Acreage

Total Surplus or Deficiency

142.41

Acres
Standards /
1,000

Current
Acreage
Needs

12,681

17,507

2016 Needed
2006 Surplus
if current
or Deficiency deficiency IS
met

15.00
190.22
(47.81)
(120.19)
^-- Suggestion to use a standard of 15 acres / 1,000 persons

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.
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Recreation Facilities Inventory
Town Wide Analysis (All Facilities)
Facility

Baseball Diamonds
Softball Diamonds
Multi Purpose Fields
Soccer Fields
Tennis Courts
Running / Walking Track (Comm)
Basketball Goals (outdoors)
Volleyball Courts (outdoors)
Skate/Bike Park (Neighborhood)
Climbing / Challenge Elements
Park Shelters
Park Restrooms
Interpretive Center
Environmental Center
Outdoor Entertainment Venue
Recreation Centers (Neighborhood)
Playgrounds (Comm./Destination)
Playgrounds (Neighborhood)
Skating Rinks (hockey)
Skating Area (non-hockey)
Swim. Pool / Aquatics Facilities
Sprayground / SplashPad
Golf Course 18-hole
Driving Range
Dog Park Area
Maintenance Facilities (Hub)
Maintenance Facilities (Satellite)
Multi-use / Nature Pathways (miles)
Park / Open Space Acres

Chesterton
Standards
1/2,000
1/2,000
1/2,000
1/2,000
1/4,000
1/20,000
1/1,500
1/10,000
1/10,000
1/15,000
1/2,000
1/5,000
1/50,000
1/50,000
1/50,000
1/15,000
1/3,000
1/3,000
1/100,000
1/30,000
1/35,000
1/30,000
1/50,000
1/50,000
1/30,000
1/40,000
1/18,000
1 mile / 2,000
see standards

17,507

12,681
Current Current
Total
Current
Quantity
Facilities Facilities
2007 Needs
Inventory
Quantity
Standards /
in the
within
of
Standards / (per pop.)
1,000 Pop.
Park
the
Facilities 1,000 Pop.
Dept.* Comm.**
0.50
5
2
7
0.55
6.34
0.50
7
5
12
0.95
6.34
0.50
0
3
3
0.24
6.34
0.50
6
1
7
0.55
6.34
0.25
6
1
7
0.55
3.17
0.05
1
0
1
0.08
0.63
0.67
11
8
19
1.50
8.45
0.10
1
1
2
0.16
1.27
0.10
1
0
1
0.08
1.27
0.07
0
0
0
0.00
0.85
0.50
6
0
6
0.47
6.34
0.20
2
0
2
0.16
2.54
0.02
0
0
0
0.00
0.25
0.02
0
1
1
0.08
0.25
0.02
1
1
2
0.16
0.25
0.07
0
0
0
0.00
0.85
0.33
5
0
5
0.39
4.23
0.33
4
0
4
0.32
4.23
0.01
0
0
0
0.00
0.13
0.03
0
0
0
0.00
0.42
0.03
0
2
2
0.16
0.36
0.03
0
0
0
0.00
0.42
0.02
0
1
1
0.08
0.25
0.02
0
1
1
0.08
0.25
0.03
0
0
0
0.00
0.42
0.03
1
0
1
0.08
0.32
0.06
0
0
0
0.00
0.70
0.50
3.10
3.00
6.10
1.20
6.34
15.00
0.00
0.00
142.41
11.23
190.22

2007
Surplus or
Deficiency

Current
Actual
Needed

Projected
2016
Needed (per
pop.)

0.66
5.66
(3.34)
0.66
3.83
0.37
10.55
0.73
(0.27)
(0.85)
(0.34)
(0.54)
(0.25)
0.75
1.75
(0.85)
0.77
(0.23)
(0.13)
(0.42)
1.64
(0.42)
0.75
0.75
(0.42)
0.68
(0.70)
(0.24)
(47.81)

0.00
0.00
3.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.24
47.81

8.75
8.75
8.75
8.75
4.38
0.88
11.67
1.75
1.75
1.17
8.75
3.50
0.35
0.35
0.35
1.17
5.84
5.84
0.18
0.58
0.50
0.58
0.35
0.35
0.58
0.44
0.97
8.75
262.60

= Projected 2016 Pop.
2016
Needed if
2016 Actual
current
Needed
deficiency
IS met
(1.75)
2.00
3.25
0.00
(2.75)
3.00
(1.75)
2.00
2.62
0.00
0.12
0.00
7.33
0.00
0.25
0.00
(0.75)
1.00
(0.17)
0.00
(2.75)
3.00
(0.50)
1.00
(0.35)
0.00
0.65
0.00
1.65
0.00
(0.17)
0.00
(0.84)
1.00
(1.84)
2.00
(0.18)
0.00
(0.58)
1.00
1.50
0.00
(0.58)
1.00
0.65
0.00
0.65
0.00
(0.58)
1.00
0.56
0.00
0.03
0.00
(2.41)
2.41
(72.39)
72.39

* Current Facilities Data updated from the Park and Recreation Master Plan from 2005-2009 Master Plan Inventory.
** Current Facilities Inventory found within the community provided by schools and other providers.

Basic Park Amenities – Core Components to be applied to Recreation Impact Fees
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Deficiency Costs
Town Wide Analysis (All Facilities)
Facility
Baseball Diamonds
Softball Diamonds
Multi Purpose Fields
Soccer Fields
Tennis Courts
Running / Walking Track (Comm)
Basketball Goals (outdoors)
Volleyball Courts (outdoors)
Skate/Bike Park (Neighborhood)
Climbing / Challenge Elements
Park Shelters
Park Restrooms
Interpretive Center
Environmental Center
Outdoor Entertainment Venue
Recreation Centers (Neighborhood)
Playgrounds (Comm./Destination)
Playgrounds (Neighborhood)
Skating Rinks (hockey)
Skating Area (non-hockey)
Swim. Pool / Aquatics Facilities
Sprayground / SplashPad
Golf Course 18-hole
Driving Range
Dog Park Area
Maintenance Facilities (Hub)
Maintenance Facilities (Satellite)
Multi-use / Nature Pathways (miles)
Park / Open Space Acres
Basic Park Amenities – Core
Components to be applied to
Recreation Impact Fees

Facility Costs
Facilities
(assuming on
Current
existing land)
7
$
75,000
12
$
60,000
3
$
35,000
7
$
35,000
7
$
40,000
1
$
100,000
19
$
5,000
2
$
5,000
1
$
100,000
0
$
35,000
6
$
40,000
2
$
85,000
0
$
400,000
1
$
750,000
2
$
750,000
0
$
750,000
5
$
85,000
4
$
45,000
0
$
2,500,000
0
$
300,000
2
$
3,500,000
0
$
90,000
1
$
4,000,000
1
$
1,000,000
0
$
20,000
1
$
750,000
0
$
350,000
6.1
$
200,000
142.41
$
22,500

12,681
Needed Components
to Remove Current
Deficiency
0.00
0.00
3.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.24
47.81
TOTALS

17,507
Costs Needed to
Remove Current
Deficiency

Projected 2016

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Costs Needed to
Remove 2015
Deficiency
150,000
105,000
70,000
100,000
120,000
85,000
85,000
90,000
300,000
90,000
20,000
482,570
1,628,672
3,326,242

Cost of Facilities Needed to Remove Current Deficiency (2007): $

2,448,838

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

105,000
35,000
85,000
750,000
350,000
48,129
1,075,709
2,448,838

Needed Components to
Remove 2016
Deficiency
2.00
0.00
3.00
2.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
3.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
2.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
2.41
72.39

Cost of Facilities Needed to Accommodate Future Development (2016): $

3,326,242

Total Facility Costs: $

5,775,080

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.

12

RIF Scenarios
Current
Deficiencies

RIF Scenario

Future
Deficiencies

Calculated RIF
Amount

Only Basic Amenities

$

238,129

$

1,297,570

$

650

Only Basic

Only Non-Basic Amenities

$

2,210,709

$

2,028,672

$

1,017

Only Non-Basic

All Components

$

2,448,838

$

3,326,242

$

1,667

All Components

Basic Amenities PLUS 100% of Land
Costs

$

1,313,838

$

2,926,242

$

1,466

Basic + All Land

Only Trails and Park Land
Deficiencies

$

1,123,838

$

2,111,242

$

1,058

Only Trails + Land

Basic Amenities WITH Land but
WITHOUT Trails

$

1,265,709

$

2,443,672

$

1,224

Basic With Land No Trails

Basic Amenities WITHOUT Trails and
WITHOUT Land

$

190,000

$

815,000

$

408

Basic Without Trails or Land

Trails Only

$

48,129

$

482,570

$

242

Trails Only

Land Only

$

1,075,709

$

1,628,672

$

816

Land Only

Basic Amenities PLUS 60% of
Land Costs

$

883,554

$

2,274,773

$

1,140

Basic Plus 60% of Land

Option In RIF
Outside of RIF

60% of land (acres) = 43.43
40% of land (acres) = 28.95

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.

$650
$1,017
$1,667
$1,466
$1,058
$1,224
$408
$242
$816
$1,140
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Possible Impact Fee
Studied Recreation Impact Fee – Town of Chesterton
$1,565,284
$883,554

21-Jun-07

Basic Park Amenities Applied + 100% of Land Costs
Costs Needed to Remove Current Deficiency =
Projected Costs / Year (2006 to 2015) =

$1,051,469
$2,274,773

Remaining Recreation Components

Recreation Componets + 60% Land Costs (RIF)
Current (2007)
Future (2016)

Projected 2016 Populations =
Number of Expected Residential Building Permits in the next 10 years =
Costs Needed to Meet Future (2016) Needs =

Projected Recreation Impact Fee =
Applied Recreation Impact Fee Summary:

Recreation Impact Fee applying onlt the Basic Park
Amenities PLUS 60% of the Park / Open Space Land Acres

Current (2007

Future (2016)

Costs Needed
to Remove
Current
Deficiencies

Costs Needed
to Remove
2016
Deficiencies

Total Recreational Facility Costs for Basic Park Amenities
$
plus 60% of Land / Open Space:
Total Recreational Facility Costs for remaining Non-Basic Park Amenities
$
and remaining 40% of Land / Open Space:
TOTALS: $

883,554

$ 2,274,773

1,565,284

$

1,051,469

2,448,838

$

3,326,242

Chesterton Recreation Impact Fee | Copyright © 2007 – Lehman & Lehman, Inc.

$883,554
$88,355

2016 Population
17,507
1,996
$2,274,773

$1,140

Housing Equivalent (Options)
Type of Unit
Single Family
Duplex
Apartments, Condo, etc.:
One Bedroom
Two Bedrooms
Three Bedrooms or Larger
Mobile Home

Full
Equivalent
100%
95%

$1,140
$1,083

65%
85%
100%
65%

$741
$969
$1,140
$741

Fee
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Wrap Up / Next Steps
• Date for next Advisory Committee Meeting
• Conclusions and Possible Assignments
– Confirm the Chesterton Recreation Standards
– Verify RIF Scenario Options
– RIF “Comfort Range”

• Other Issues…
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The following article was prepared by Dr. Ruth V. Russell of Indiana University. While this article is
not written, necessarily, for any particular Parks and Recreation Department, it does provide
insight and trends that should cause awareness among the Department and community leaders.

PUBLIC PARK AND RECREATION TRENDS:
A STATUS REPORT
By Ruth V. Russell
Department of Recreation and Park Administration
Indiana University
“Every action of the present is rational only in terms of some expectation of the future.”
(Clawson, 1985, p. 75)

The need for a rational understanding of the future is acute. The challenges of political,
social, economic and technological change have left particularly the public recreation and
park field at somewhat loose ends. Unrelenting financial problems, more federal and state
requirements, enhanced demands for services to an aging population, program
requirements catering to greater diversity of lifestyles, a shrinking and ethnically changing
work force, stiffer competition for tax dollars, increasing violent crimes in parks, a
movement toward privatization of operations, computerization, shrinking public images of
the profession, and lack of citizen involvement are among the challenges now faced by
public recreation and park agencies.
Beyond the need for agency survival, however, is a larger responsibility for the profession
for becoming architects of a change towards a preferred future for society, (Goodale,
1985; Hultsman & Kaufman, 1986). Accounting for future change provides information for
not only planning the future, but ultimately to bringing about desirable changes. The
contemporary role of public park and recreation leaders is to select those challenges of
change that are most critical and manage a strategic response to each. Failure to identify
the issues and to develop a tactic to deal with those most crucial, leads to “a crisis of
insurmountable proportions” (Jones, 1984, p. 56). When we turn away from the future, we
abdicate our right to shape it.
The importance of determining future trends and issues has been stressed by a number of
park and recreation professionals worldwide. Witt (1984) warned that “the ultimate
acceptance of the parks and recreation profession will be based on the quality of services
provided and our ability to anticipate and respond to changing trends within society” (p.
63). Tindell (1986), “futuring, both as an attitude and an on-going management practice,
will be the most valued talent of the modern-day professional” (p. 34). And from Sessoms
(1986),“never in the history of the (parks and recreation) movement has there been so
much diversity, differences of perception of mission, and conflict over the direction the
field is taking or should take” (p.9). Indeed, Toffler (1980) has suggested that we are facing
the deepest social upheaval and creative structuring of all times.

RECENT NATIONAL SURVEYS IDENTIFYING TRENDS AND ISSUES IN
RECREATION and PARKS
A review of the recent futurist literature by scholars and professionals in parks, recreation
and leisure studies that focuses primarily on the decade of the 1990s offers perhaps a
background to the shape of the challenges facing public park and recreation agencies.
Most of this literature is based on other literature reviews, horizon scanning, analyses of
trend data, surveys and essays. The first Annual Leisure Watch National Issues Survey
(1989) produced a National Issues Agenda for the 1990s. An “issue” was defined as “a
difficulty or problem that has a significant influence on the way an organization functions
or on its ability to achieve a desired future” (p.1). Recreation and park administrators,
planners and educators in 13 states (in the U.S.A.) and provinces (in Canada) were asked
to identify issues that they expected would have the greatest impact on their organization’s
and/or their clientele’s near future. In order of frequency of choice, those issues identified
were:
1. Economy Consumerism (7) e.g., the need to better define impact of recreation
opportunity
2. Business Management (6) e.g., increasing costs and decreasing resources
3. Technology and Science (6) e.g., genetic engineering/life prolonging technology
4. Family/Social Relationships (5) e.g., growth of nontraditional families
5. Politics/Government/Legislation (5) e.g., need for federal and state funding support
6. Fitness/Sports (4) e.g., motivating the non-participant (youth, disable, aged)
7. Medicine/Health/Wellness (4) e.g., growth of employee wellness services
8. Education, Learning, and Training (4) e.g., prevalent illiteracy
9. Environment/Ecology (4) e.g., management of increased demand for open
space/resources
10. Workplace/Employment (4) e.g., decline of the power of labor unions
11. Demographics (3) e.g., an aging population
12. Travel/Tourism (3) e.g., keeping pace with new demands such as ecotourism
The pattern of current national issue can also be assessed from studying the programs of
the National Recreation and Park Association Congresses. Russell (1993) conducted a
content analysis of the National Issues Forums held a NRPA Annual Congresses over the
past 10 years. Since 1983 a total of 65 national issues have been considered; of these the
most frequently used topics were constituents, fiscal resources, and space resources.
Twenty-one of the sessions (32%) focused on topics related to needs and characteristics of
constituents. For example, in the 1990s these have included deliberations about the
impact of the Americans with Disabilities Act, urban youth, cultural diversity, aging, and
drug abuse. Twelve of the session (18%) focused on financial concerns, such as the
economic impact of parks, joint enterprises, and liability insurance crises. Of note, of the
sixteen sessions held since 1990, only one pertained to fiscal resources; yet this issue was

most predominant in the 1985 and 1986 Congresses. The third most frequently dealt with
issue was space resources with seven (11%) of the sessions considering such topics as
preventative maintenance, land acquisition strategies, and environmentalism.
The most comprehensive study, however was that recently completed by Whyte (1992)
that focused on trends and issues in local government recreation and parks administration.
The Delphi technique was used to elicit opinions from a jury of 36 experts from the
American Academy for Park and Recreation Administration (mostly practitioners) and the
Academy for Leisure Sciences (mostly educators). Over 650 trends and issues suggested by
jurors in the first round, were then condensed into 106 unique trends and 89 unique
issues. These item were rated as to their impact over two consensus-building rounds,
which narrowed them down to 11 key trends and 13 key issues having the highest ratings.
Table One list the top ranked trends according to rated impact and Table Two lists the top
ranked issues according to rated impact for local government recreation and park service
systems.
Table One
Top Ranked Trends

____________________________
EXTREME IMPACT
1. Deteriorating park and recreation infrastructure
2. Increasing crime (violence, drug use, vandalism, gangs) in communities and parks
3. Declining park and recreation budgets relative to costs
4. Increasing competition for shrinking federal, state, and local tax resources
5. Massive public sector debt
GREAT IMPACT
1. Neglect of children
2. Greater cultural diversity (growing and more influential minority populations)
3. Greater difficulty in providing equal opportunity for leisure to all people
4. Declining quality of life and livability of urban areas (insufficient open space,
deteriorating cities)
5. Greater division between “haves” and “have-nots”
6. Increased public demand for participation, accountability and productivity in
government

Table Two
Top Ranked Issues
EXTREME IMPACT
1. How to ensure adequate finance for capital development (land/open space,
facilities)
2. What spending priorities should be set in the face of budget cuts or when services
are stretched too thin
3. How to make parks safe places (from crime, vandalism, gangs, substance abuse)
while maintaining visitor enjoyment
4. How public parks and recreation can strengthen its political position and shape the
future through affecting state and national policy
5. How to compete successfully for funding against other community services
(education, health, police)
GREAT IMPACT
1. Should park and recreation services be managed more like a business
2. How to build on the wellness movement to promote alternative programs to drug
abuse, anti-social behavior, etc.
3. How to make services more accessible to low income groups, single parents and
homeless people
4. How to increase local tax support
5. How to build public trust and satisfy demand for accountability
6. How to ensure investment in infrastructure maintenance and improvement
(community pride)
7. How to foster coalition building and cooperation between other service providers
and related disciplines (community networks, resource sharing, service
consolidation)
8. How to develop public recognition that parks and recreation contributes to the
health and well being of society and counteracts the effects of disabilities

One City’s Validation: A Case Study
As one phase in a strategic planning process the City of Indianapolis, Department of Parks
and Recreation invited employees, city officials, business and industry officials, and other
citizens to participate in a futuring exercise. Four teams of people met to discuss and
identify trends that might affect both the function and form of the Department in the
future. These teams began by making some assumptions about the future and then
generated a set of questions raised by each assumption. As follow-up to this intuitive
work, staff from the Leisure Research that Indiana University searched current professional
and research literature in order to validate the teams’ assumptions and to answer some of
the key questions raised. These trends, and their literature validation, became a starting
point for additional citizen meetings for planning desired future responses by the
Department. An abridged listing of the trends includes:
1. Trends focused on the community: Neighborhoods
a. What is the public recreation agency’s role in creating neighborhood identity? Do
people want neighborhood identity? Although there is virtually no research
addressing the relationship between concepts of community and recreation
services, the conceptual basis exists for suggesting that recreation and park services
contribute to one’s perception of the good community (Allen, 1991). The good
community has been defined as the efficacy of primary group relationships,
autonomy, viability, power distribution, participation, commitment, heterogeneity,
and control. In contemporary models of community satisfaction, neighborhood
attributes are integral. For example, “Community involvement in recreation facility
design is the new trend” (Ketterer, 1991). Neighborhood identity can be developed
through a park; neighborhood identity can be lost through a park. Unless local
residents are incorporated in all phases of park planning, development, and
management they will end up requiring protection from their park rather than
receiving enjoyment from it. A great deal of professional literature featuring case
studies on developing neighborhood identity and good will through parks is
available.
b. From the center to the suburbs: Indianapolis has more parks in the center of the city
than the suburbs, reflecting an historical philosophy of parks as a social service. is
this still a viable priority? It appears that the future of park development is focused
on park revitalization in the inner city. While land acquisition for future new parks
is taking place as the opportunity for inexpensive and convenient land tracks
become available, the crisis of downtown parks is of top priority. Parks as a social
service is an increasing ethic among public park and recreation professionals in the
nation’s largest cities.

2. Trends Focused on People
a. Quality of urban life: How are cities solving the decline in quality of urban life? Is
there a concern for humanizing city life? Of increasing focus for public park and
recreation agencies in the future is their role in solving the problems of the
homeless. Of immediate need is policy development. Considerations for inclusion
in policies are: (a) task force development to determine responsibilities of
therapeutic recreation and community recreation specialists for comprehensive
services, (b) linkages with other institutions to maintain participation and service
continuity, (c) community integration participation is preferred to mass segregated
programming, (d) collaborative efforts to address illiteracy, addiction, low selfesteem, independent living skills, etc., and (e) assistance to local referral networks
in identification and referral to appropriate services (Kunstler,1991).
b. Special needs populations: What are the trends for the physically challenged? What
are the trends for older adult constituents? Without a doubt, recreation and park
professionals nationwide feel the impact of the Americans with Disabilities Act will
significantly increase in the future. In terms of older adult constituents, a shift is
occurring toward the development of service initiatives fur urban and frail elderly
(Lahey, 1991).
c. Youth: Do crisis in the schools affect parks and recreation? What should be the
contemporary stance for serving a changing teen constituent? These were the
questions you asked.
i. Youth have become of prime focus to public recreation and park agencies.
Unlike two decades ago when those over the age of 65 year represented the
poorest sector of the population, today children have that distinction.
Children are the most “at risk” age group in society (Godbey, 1989). The
following statistics from Congressman George Miller, Chair of the U.S.
House of Select Committee on Children, Youth and Families support this
trend: one in four children is poor, one in six have no health insurance, one
in seven will drop out of school, one in five will become teenage parent,
and one in four will spend time on welfare.
ii. The United States ranks seventh in life expectancy, tenth in educational
expenditure per student, tenth in public health expenditures, and
seventeenth in infant mortality. Children appear to be less physically fit than
were their predecessors, they are frequently abused, and millions are “latchkey” children. It is, then, not surprising that a study found that of the 54.4%
of the U.S. households that have a VCR, children under the age of 18 years
spend twice as much time watching taped programs as do adults (Associated
Press, 1988).

iii. If public recreation and park agencies are to remain a human service, then
youth must emerge as the prime constituency group. Some very innovative
case studies are available on highly successful youth programs sponsored by
city park and recreation agencies nationwide.
d. Leisure time: How much leisure time will people actually have in the future? A
1991 Harris survey showed that the amount of leisure time enjoyed by the average
American shrank by 37% between 1973 and 1989. At the same time, the average
workweek (including travel time to work) grew from under 41 hours to nearly 47
hours. Other polls have shown that people prefer to work longer hours for higher
income rather than have more leisure and less pay.
e. Demographics
i. What is the impact of the baby boomers? What are important new
constituent groups? The most powerful and influential (not necessarily
needful) future constituency groups are middle-aged adults, healthy older
adults, and women. The trends relative to ethnic and minority groups,
children, and frail elderly have been discussed under other categories.

ii. In the United States the median age, about 33 in1 990, will be 36 by the
year 2000. Between 1990 and 2000, the number of people between 35 and
44 will jump by 16%, and those between the ages of 45 and 54 will
increase by 46%, compared with an overall expected population growth of
7.1% (Coates, Jarratt, & Mahaffie, 1991). Secondly, not only are older
people becoming a larger segment of the population but they are enjoying
better health and longer life, and wielding greater economic and political
power. By 2020, when baby bombers reach 65, old people will be 20% of
the U.S. population. Finally, women are moving gradually up in the social
and economic hierarchy of the nation and in the next two decades will force
open the door of the executive suite. They will be counted among the 15 to
25 people in each of the largest corporations who run the show (Coates,
Jaratt, & Mahaffie, 1991).
f. Cultural Diversity
i. Should cultural services provide melting pot impetus or ethnic identity
enhancement? Hispanics will be the largest fast-growing minority
population in the United States in the near future. Hispanic populations
grew from 14.6 million in 1980 to 21.9 million in 1990, about 50% in 10
years, five times that of non-Hispanics (Coates, Jarratt, & Mahaffie, 1991).
Despite similarity of language, Hispanics are not a homogeneous group.
ii. Most black African Americans, it is predicted, will advance in the future.
About 70% are currently advancing in early aspect of American life (Coates,

Jarratt, & Mahaffie, 1991). For example they have advanced in large
numbers from unskilled and blue-collar work to highly skilled white-collar
work. There is movement toward closer income parity with whites, due to
educational advances and greater political and economic power.
iii. Perhaps the most powerful future minority populations are Asian Americans.
They are already out performing all others in the classroom and the
workplace. For example, Japanese Americans have a 96% high school
completion rate, compared with a white rate of 87% (Coates, Jarratt, &
Mahaffie, 1991).
iv. Yet another trend observed multiple places in the futures literature is that a
process of cultural homogenization is occurring. There is a growth of a
national society. U.S. citizens travel more (9% per year increase in
common-carrier passenger miles for all modes from 1981 to today), we hear
and see the same messages in the mass media, intermarriages are more
frequent, schools teach essentially the same thing across the county -- all
this has a leveling influence.
g. Health and Illness
i. Programs and activities that directly affect the health of the residents of the
city, and the minimum support required to maintain those services, is the
first mission of a public park and recreation agency according to a recent
conference of California park recreation managers (Harison, 1993). No
longer are we simply the providers of the community vitality and
enrichment benefits; our focus now must be the essential and fundamental
life and health services.
ii. What is the impact of AIDS on public recreation services? Recreation and
park professionals have the opportunities and creative environments in
which to educate adolescents--particularly at-risk youth--about HIV
prevention (Grossman, 1991). Programs that have been sponsored by cities
around the country include drama clubs that role play HIV situations,
community project programs where youth seek to correct community social
disorders that compromise their future, and contest using HIV/AIDS and
related information.
3. Trends Focused on Natural Resources.
a. Linking parks.
i. Is there a current trend for linking parks together with green corridors and
trails? What links are made between city transportation systems and parks?
Much of the new park land acquisition that is desired today appears to be of

this type: developing linear green spaces designed to link people using foot
and bicycle transportation to parks, to shopping, to other neighborhoods.
Within this trend is another, the recycling of no longer used or underutilized
built environments as linear parks: for example, railroad beds, abandoned
roads, utility pole rights of way, the underneath of highway overpasses, etc.
Extensive literature and case studies are available in this; the topic also
served as the theme of a recent Congress of the National Recreation and
Park Association. Examples also exist in U.S. cities of converting no longer
used modes of transportation (such as street cars) into recreational
transportation and attractions.
b. Land Stewardship
i. Has the “sacred trust” of the land become more important? Should public
recreation and park agencies seek to acquire more land? In a report from the
President’s Commission:
ii. Americans Outdoors (1987), the protection of natural resources and open
space was the first priority for the future. Public recreation is positioned to
lead inland stewardship because collectively hey are often one of the largest
land managers in a community. Because public recreation professionals
tend to be activity services oriented and because they have not formulated
an environmental ethic to guide decision making, anti-land stewardship
dilemmas result. “Our philosophy must be grounded by ecological
principles, not in merchant values” (McAvoy, 1990, p. 68).
c. Safety
i. What is the appropriate level of safety in the parks? Whose responsibility is
it? Many urban parks nationwide are losing their positive image as special
places. This occurs because the number of homeless people, drug dealers
and gang members who frequent public parks is increasing (Soderberg,
1993). The social problems associated with this growing use pattern
stigmatize many urban parks as unsafe and unhealthy places for children
and families to recreate. This condition further erodes the image of public
parks and recreation in communities as a positive social benefit. This
remains a vital problem for the future of public recreation. More research
needs to be done on this major stigma as it continues to inhibit our
professions’ progress.
ii. The 1990’s will be the age of the expert witness as society and the legal
system demand new and higher standards of safety in park and recreation
programs and facilities (Gold, 1990). Of increasing need for public agencies
will be safety consultants and risk management plans. A primary ingredient
for park safety is public support. The park and recreation community must

reclaim its rightful place as a leading provider of safe and healthful leisure
services. This means for many cities the development of security prevention
strategies (Greenbaum, 1991). For example, the consideration of a night
“total darkness policy”, the design of parking lots that discourage throughtraffic cruising, publicized incentive programs to combat vandalism, and
recreation program delivery partnerships with law enforcement agencies
should be considered.
d. Specialized Facilities
i. Are constituents willing to support the development of specialized
recreation facilities? The specialization of participation in many forms of
leisure expression represents the reversal of a trend of increased mass
production and “commodificaion” of recreation activities that occurred over
the last few decades. The advent of increased specialization in recreation
interests will mean that the amount of knowledge about specific forms of
leisure behavior will have to increase for those in the planning process.
More important, it will mean that planning of such recreation environments
will have to be done with the continual and direct participation of those
who are specialists in the leisure behavior in question. Design of specialized
facilities, in effect, will have to be done much more specifically for those
who will use that particular environment. This follows not only from trends
in specialized recreation behavior but also from consumer expectations for
customized, specialized products. The very big questions remain
unanswered, however. What is public recreation’s role in this trend? If
public recreation is involved, what creative financing can be counted on
and how can these specialized facilities be designed for flexibility of use as
special interest change?
4. Trends Focused on Management.
a. Market driven
i. Should public recreation and park delivery systems be market driven in
management philosophy? Whether they “should” or not appears a moot
question as trends for the future are studied. The trend is an increased
market segmentation in service delivery. For example, according to Kelly
(1987), the poor and the frail are not viable markets for many recreation
programs or provisions. Meanwhile the high end segments are usually well supplied; they have learned to use their affluence to purchase access to the
best environments and the most attractive opportunities. Thus the markets
with the highest ‘sales” potential are found among the new “discretionaires”.
This is a new class of that of people; they are the first generation in their
families with college degrees and special skills that are at a premium in the

labor markets. They have developed wider interests and new talents in their
educational histories. But those in earlier phases of their careers cannot
afford the same recreation costs as the wealthy. They will spend time and
money on leisure, but will remain price conscious.
b. Privatization
i. Where do we stand on the trend of government right sizing and down
sizing? Essentially, discussions of privatization in government service
delivery are currently prevalent and enthusiastic across the country.
However, those public recreation and park agencies that are successfully
utilizing privatization are those that have completely re-envisioned and reinvented government.
ii. Examples of privatization terms of property acquisition and development
include Racine, Wisconsin, Sandusky, Ohio and Eufaula, Oklahoma, which
have been able to revitalize unused or underutilized harbor and marine
areas at minimal public cost. In each case, outstanding new recreational
boating facilities have been developed through the use of private operators
who expanded and rebuilt city-owned marinas, including beach, fishing and
refreshments units under a continuing rental arrangement with long-range
contract with the municipality (Kraus & Curtis, 1990).
iii. Other common examples of privatization have been in subcontract park
maintenance, security services, and golf course starter operations. Garbage
collection, building maintenance, and tree trimming have also been carried
out by private concerns, sometimes resulting in substantial savings. In spite
of these and other excellent case studies of successful privatization the
importance of accurately defining the work to be done with a contract that
clearly specifies the quantity, quality, and price of the work cannot be
ignored.
c. Alternative Funding Sources
i. What are funding sources other than taxes for pubic recreation? Park and
recreation agencies, as producers, are aggressively seeking strategies to
concurrently generate revenue and expand service levels to broader
segments of society. One recent trend is selling services at discount prices.
Those agencies utilizing this approach feel they can maximize facility use
and generate varying levels of revenue from multiple sources. Discounting
provides and incentive to target markets already familiar with shopping sales
(Cato & Crofts, 1992). Another trend is price fencing. Price fencing allows
customers to logically and rationally segment themselves into rate categories
based on their needs, behaviors, and willingness to pay, and allows parks
and recreation agencies to develop better rationale for user fee rates. A third

trend is price bundling--marketing two or more services into a single
“package” at a special price.
5. Trends Focused on Services
a. Customer communication: What is the contemporary role of public agencies in
customer service communication? Citizens are increasingly participating in public
processes to plan programs and formulate policies. Even private institutions are
being increasingly required to make available more information products and
plans. Public parks and recreation must remain customer oriented. The high cost of
losing a customer means: (a) the average wronged customer will tell 8 - 16 others,
(b) 92% of unhappy customers never purchase the service/goods again, and (c) it
costs five times a much to recruit a new customer than to retain an old customer
(Biondo, 1990). Recreation and park agencies must be able to trust citizens, try
new programs, improve the quality of current programs, develop strategies to
quickly remedy the complaints of unhappy customers, stand behind what they say.
and establish “no questions asked” customer policies in order to remain viable.
b. Individualization: Is the choice movement, and thus the customization of services,
still viable? Is diversity of services choice appropriate in public recreation? The
desired philosophy of the profession for the future supports diversity and
customization of services. After all, true recreation involves the value of freedom of
choice and it is ethically imperative that of all the types of agencies delivering
recreation and park services, public agencies must be the vanguards of freedom of
choice. However, just how this can be operationally realized in the future in the
face of shrinking budgets and increasing services demands will require creative
thinking. Perhaps old ways of offering variety, such as the cafeteria approach to
program service, will simply no longer be feasible and new ways will need to be
invented.
CONCLUSION
Overall the question remains: is the assumption that in the future public recreation and
park agencies must do more with less still accurate? Yes, undoubtedly. The message
remains clear. Efficiency without sacrificing effectiveness is the future challenge. Key
concepts within this message include greater attention to public and community relations,
innovative fiscal management, better mastery of information systems, and greater
sophistication in sales and marketing. Yet the supreme task is the development of a
broader and more sensitive definition of what we are as a profession, without forfeiting the
essential ingredients of enjoyment and personal well-being.

The following is an excerpt from a document published by The Trust for Public Land entitled, “The Excellent City Park
System…What Makes It Great and How to Get There,” published in 2003. The document describes seven (7) measurements of
defining an excellent city park system. These measurements form goals and objectives for every park system to address and apply in
their daily implementation of their master plan. Each of the descriptions are followed by Key Questions to consider in applying to
the Park System.

The Excellent City Park System
What Makes It Great And How to
Get There
Published by: The Trust for Public Land
Written by: Peter Harnik
Great cities are known for their great parks, and one measure of any city’s greatness is its ability to provide recreation, natural
beauty, and signature open spaces for its citizens. For over thirty years the Trust for Public Land has brought conservation expertise to
America’s cities – helping to envision and create more than 400 parks and gardens in 150 cities nationwide – protecting land for
people close to home.
Successful parks pay dividends for cities – building civic pride, increasing tourism and economic investment, and contributing to
health and quality of life.
But while most of us think we know a great park when we see one, until recently we have lacked a framework for understanding
how cities create and support successful parks. This report helps to create that framework. The Excellent City Park System builds on
measures of park system success first introduced in Peter Harnik’s Inside City Parks in 2000.
This volume enlarges the number of cities gauged against those measures to 55 as it introduces new concepts of what makes a park
system great.
The Trust for Public Land is proud to have sponsored this research and to bring you this report as part of its continuing
commitment to conserve land for people where they live, work, and play.
– Will Rogers, President of the Trust for Public Land

THE SEVEN FACTORS OF
EXCELLENCE ARE:
1. A clear expression of purpose
2. An ongoing planning and community involvement process

3. Sufficient assets in land, staffing and equipment to meet the system’s goals
4. Equitable access
5. User satisfaction
6. Safety from crime and physical hazards
7. Benefits for the city beyond the boundaries of the parks

1 – A CLEAR EXPRESSION OF PURPOSE
Park systems do not just “happen.” Wild areas don’t automatically protect themselves from development, outmoded waterfronts
don’t spontaneously sprout flowers and promenades, and flat ground doesn’t morph into ballfields. Even trees and flora don’t
instinctively grow – at least not always in a pleasing, usable fashion.
The citizenry must clearly set forth in writing the purpose of the park system and a mandate for the park department. The
department must then use that mandate as a springboard for its mission statement and the definition of its core services. Most big-city
park agencies have a legislative mandate and a mission statement, but about 20 percent of them have not formally defined their core
services. A failure to develop this definition and to periodically check whether it is being followed can lead to departmental drift due to
political, financial or administrative pressures. On the other hand, having a strong concept of mission and core services can stave off
pressures to drop activities or pick up inappropriate tasks.
For instance, in Chicago in the late 1980s, when newspaper exposes revealed massive waste and malfeasance within the Chicago
Park District, Mayor Richard M. Daley brought in a new director, Forrest Claypool, to clean house. Under his philosophy that every
organization can do only a few things really well, Claypool was shocked to discover that the Chicago Park District had 13 divisions,
only one of which was called “Parks.” Going back to the agency’s mission statement, he privatized much of the work, downsized to
six divisions, and decentralized. Within less than a decade, the Park District was widely noticed for its excellence. Also, to inform the
public the department should regularly publish an annual report summarizing its system and programs and showing how well it
fulfilled its mandate. Less than half of big-city agencies publish an annual report – and most of the reports provide “soft” concepts and
images rather than precise information, such as number of activities held, number of people served, and other specific outcomes and
measurable benefits. Few agencies give a comprehensive budgetary report, and fewer still look honestly at challenges that weren’t

adequately met and how they could be better tackled in the future.

Key Questions
• Does your agency have, and make available to the public,
• a written legislative mandate?
• a written mission statement?
• a written set of defined core services?
• Does your agency publish a publicly available annual report? Does it provide hard, numerical information on outcomes? Does
it provide useful budget numbers?

2 – ONGOING PLANNING AND
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
To be successful, a city park system needs a master plan.
A plan is more than an “intention.” It is a document built upon a process, demonstrating a path of achievement, and expressing a
final outcome. The department’s master plan should be substantiated thoroughly, reviewed regularly, and updated every five years.
The agency should have a robust, formalized community involvement mechanism – which means more than posting the document on
a web page and hoping for feedback. The ideal master plan should have, at the least, the following elements:
• an inventory of natural, recreational, historical and cultural resources
• a needs analysis
• an analysis of connectivity and gaps
• an analysis of the agency’s ability to carry out its mandate
• an implementation strategy (with dates), including a description of other park and recreation providers’ roles
• a budget for both capital and operating expenses
• a mechanism for annual evaluation of the plan
Although five years may seem a short lifespan for a plan, it is startling to realize how rapidly urban circumstances change. In
TPL’s survey, about two-third of agencies were operating on out-of-date master plans and some were relying on plans formulated 10,
15 or more years ago – back in the days before the rise of computers and geographic information systems, not to mention dog parks,
mountain bikes, ultimate frisbee, girls’ soccer leagues, skateboard courses and cancer survivor gardens, among other innovations.
The ability of good planning to build community support was demonstrated in 2001 in Nashville, Tenn., when Mayor Bill
Purcell initiated a year-long parks and greenways process, the first such citywide conversation in the 100-year history of its parks.
Upon completion, resident support had been so solidified that the city council enthusiastically funded a $35-million capital-spending
plan, the largest Nashville park appropriation ever.
Not every city will always have a mayor who cares strongly about parks, but every park agency should have a formalized citizen
advisory board with which it meets regularly. Its members should be appointed by the mayor or the city council, its sessions should
be open to the public and its role should be to provide the agency with constructive criticism, helpful advocacy, user feedback, and
fresh planning ideas.
While most park agencies have plans, too often they never reach fruition because key elements are trumped by other agencies or
private interests. Visions of a new waterfront park may be for naught if the transportation department has its own designs on the same
parcel. Any park plan (and its implementation strategy) should be coordinated with plans for neighborhoods, housing, tourism,
transportation, water management, economic development, education and health, among other factors. Ideally the agencies will reach
agreement; if not, the issue should go to the mayor or city council for resolution – with plenty of public involvement and support
from pro-park advocates.
As confirmation of its involvement with the community, the department should have formal relationships with non-profit
conservation and service-provider organizations. These arrangements may or may not involve the exchange of money, but they should
be explicitly written down and signed, with clear expectations, accountability and a time limit that requires regular renewal. Having
formal relationships not only enables a higher level of service through public-private partnership, it also provides the agency with
stronger private-sector political support if and when that is needed.
Finally, no city can have a truly great park system without a strong network of park “friends” groups – private organizations that
serve as both supporters and watchdogs of the department. Ideally, a city will have one or two organizations with a full citywide
orientation, assuring that the system as a whole is well run and successful, and also scores of groups that focus on an individual park
and its surrounding neighborhood – concentrating on everything from cleanliness, safety and quality to program

Key Questions
•
•
•
•
•

Is your park-and-recreation plan integrated into the full city-wide comprehensive plan?
Do you have a park system master plan that is less than five years old?
Does the agency have an official citizen advisory board or similar community involvement mechanism that meets regularly?
How many contracts do you have with private non-profit organizations?
Do you have a city-wide “park friends” organization? How many individual parks have “friends” groups?

3 – SUFFICIENT ASSETS IN LAND, STAFFING, AND EQUIPMENT TO MEET THE SYSTEM’S GOALS

Obviously, a park system requires a land base. But the size of that base is not an immutable number: big-city systems range in size
from almost 20 percent of a city’s area down to 2.5 percent, and from more than 45 acres per 1000 residents to just over 3 acres per
1000. While there is no ordained “optimum” size, a city’s system should be large enough to meet the goals outlined in the agency’s
master plan.
Despite the truism “If you don’t measure, you can’t manage,” many cities do not have accurate figures on their systems. It is
critical that every agency know the extent of its natural and historical resources – land, flora, buildings, artwork, waterways, paths,
roads, and much more – and have a plan to manage them sustainably. It is important to publish these numbers annually to track the
growth (or shrinkage) of the system over time. Ideally, the agency should be able to place a financial value on its holdings and should
have a plan to pay for replacing every structure in the system.
Because it is so much more expensive to create and operate “designed” landscapes (constructed parks that are mowed or regularly
cleaned up) than natural landscapes (those which are left alone, except for the occasional trail), it is valuable to know the acreage split
between these two categories. The TPL survey reveals a large range: some urban park agencies have 100 percent designed lands and
no natural properties at all, while others have as little as 10 percent designed and 90 percent natural.
Newer systems in younger cities are generally growing much faster than older systems in mature, non-expanding cities, but it is
not true that older cities cannot increase the size of their park systems. In the past 30 years the amount of parkland in Denver and
Seattle grew by more than 44 percent each. Conversely, some “new cities” have been falling behind in the effort to add parkland –
Colorado Springs’ system grew by 185 percent between 1970 and 2002, but the city itself grew in area by 206 percent during the
same time.
Even cities that are considered “all built out” can use redevelopment to increase parkland. Outmoded facilities like closed
shipyards, underutilized rail depots, abandoned factories, decommissioned military bases and filled landfills can be converted to parks.
Sunken highways and railroad tracks can be decked over with parkland. Denver even depaved its old airport to restore the original land
contours and create the city’s largest park.
In New York, the Department of Parks and Recreation collaborated with the Department of Transportation to convert 2,008 asphalt
traffic triangles and paved medians into “greenstreets” – pocket parks and tree-lined malls that are then maintained by community
residents and businesspersons. In other cities, school systems and park departments are breaking down historic bureaucratic barriers
and signing joint use agreements to make schoolyard fields available for neighborhood use after school hours.
In addition to land, the park and recreation department needs sufficient public revenue for land management and programs. This
entails both an adequate operating budget and a regular infusion of capital funds for major construction and repairs and land
acquisition. A detailed survey of the 55 biggest cities showed that, in fiscal year 2000, the “adjusted park budget” – the amount spent
by each city on parks operations and capital, minus everything spent on such big-ticket items as zoos, museums, aquariums or
planetariums – came to an average of $80 per resident. While that figure is probably not high enough – considering that every system
is millions or billions of dollars behind its needs – it is certain that, in current dollars, this should be considered a minimum.
Moreover, there should be an effective, complementary private fundraising effort – one that serves not only signature parks but also
the whole system. Although private efforts should never be designed to let the local government “off the hook,” they can be valuable
in undertaking monumental projects or in raising work to levels of beauty and extravagance that government on its own can not afford.
Private campaigns are also effective in mobilizing the generosity of corporations, foundations, and wealthy individuals which
otherwise would not contribute to government agencies.
Excellent park departments not only receive adequate funding, but also spend their money wisely and commit themselves to
effective stewardship. Outstanding stewardship means having enough qualified natural resources professionals to properly oversee the
system and manage the work of pruners, mowers, and other laborers. Moreover, since a system rarely has enough paid staff to
accomplish all its goals, the excellent department has a high-visibility, citizen- friendly marketing program whereby members of the
public can understand the stewardship of the system and become involved, if they wish.
Finally, park departments must track their expenditures accurately and be able to report them to the public usefully and
understandably. Most agencies have the raw information but too many of them do not provide it; numbers are either difficult for
politicians, reporters and the general public to get hold of, or the statistics are put forth incomprehensibly.

Key Questions
• What was your agency’s total actual revenue in the most recent completed fiscal year, including both operating funds and
capital funds?
• What was the city’s approximate total level of private donations for parks?
• What is the acreage you own (and/or control) within the city limits, broken down into three categories:
— natural areas (including water acreage)
— designed areas (including water acreage)
— undeveloped areas (land not yet open
to the public)
Note: If you own land outside the city limit,
what is the acreage?
• How many acres, if any, do you operate in joint use with a school district?
• How many natural resources professionals – horticulturists, foresters and landscape architects – do you have on staff?
• Is there a natural resources management plan?
• How much did your agency spend in the past fiscal year, including maintenance, programming, capital construction and land
acquisition?
• Is there a marketing plan for the park system?

4 – EQUITABLE ACCESS
The excellent city park system is accessible to everyone regardless of residence, physical abilities or financial resources. Parks
should be easily reachable from every neighborhood, usable by the handicapped and challenged, and available to low-income residents.
Most cities have one or more very large unspoiled natural areas. By virtue of topography – mountain, wetland, canyon, stream
valley – they are not, of course, equidistant from all city residents. But created parks – squares, plazas, playgrounds, neighborhood
parks, ballfields, linear greenways – should be sited in such a way that every neighborhood and every resident is equitably served.
Preferably, people and parks are no farther than 10 minutes apart by foot in dense areas or 10 minutes apart by bicycle in spread-out
sections. Moreover, it is not enough to measure access purely from a map; planners must take into account such significant physical
barriers as uncrossable highways, streams and railroad corridors, or heavily-trafficked roads. Also, the standard for acceptable distance
shouldn’t be based on an idealized healthy adult, but rather on a senior with a cane, a mother pushing a stroller, or an eight-year-old
riding a bicycle. Unfortunately, most cities do not provide this kind of park equity. Los Angeles has abundant parkland in its
mountainous middle but precious little in the crowded south-central section. New York has vast acreage in Staten Island and the
Bronx but a dearth of greenspace in Brooklyn. And most cities haven’t accurately analyzed which of their residents are far from parks.
Cities should also assure park access by a wide range of challenged persons, including the elderly, infirm, blind and those confined
to wheelchairs. This includes appropriate surfacing materials, ramps, signs and handicapped parking. The best way of achieving this
goal is through the creation of a Disability Advisory Committee that meets regularly.
Finally, agencies must assure equitable access for those who can’t pay full price. While it is acceptable to charge appropriate fees for
some park facilities and programs, agencies should consciously plan for the approximately 20 percent of residents who cannot afford
such fees, utilizing such alternatives as scholarships, fee-free hours, fee-free days, or sweat-equity volunteer work.

Key Questions
• Do you know the distance from every residence to its nearest park? If so, what percentage of city residents are located more
than one-quarter mile from a park of at least one acre in size?
• If your agency charges a user fee for any location or activity, does it offer income-based reductions or scholarships, or free
days?
• Is there a formal disability advisory group to assist in meeting the physical and programming mission of your park system?

5 – USER SATISFACTION
By definition, the outstanding city park system is well used. Having high usership is the ultimate validation that it is attractive
and that it meets people’s needs. High attendance also increases safety because of more “eyes on the park.”
Knowing the level of park use requires measuring it, not only for an estimate of a gross total but also to know users by location, by
time of day, by activity and by demographics. And finding out the satisfaction level requires asking questions – not only of users but
of non-users as well. Furthermore, to spot trends, these efforts must be carried out on a recurring, scientific basis.
The Trust for Public Land found that an overwhelming number of city park agencies are unaware of their total usership. Not having
this number severely reduces an agency’s ability to budget and to effectively request funding from the city council. Most departments
can track their paying users – golfers playing rounds, swimmers using pools, teams renting fields. But this is only a tiny fraction of
the true total. The lack of basic information is in stark contrast to, for instance, the transportation department, the school system or the
welfare department, all of which can make a strong factual case justifying their budget requests.
As for satisfaction, most agencies rely on informal feedback such as letters of complaint or messages relayed back by the staff. This
is unbalanced and ineffective, and does not provide the agency with clear direction. It therefore tends to result in a park system that
meets the efficiency needs of the provider rather than the comfort needs of the user. (Most infamously, many agencies “solve” the
problem of dirty bathrooms not by cleaning but by permanently locking them.)
Naturally, it is not possible to accurately count all passive users of a system. However, observation, selective counts, and
extrapolations – repeated over time – can provide meaningful data. Chicago takes aerial photos of large events and then uses a grid to
count participants. The city also sets up electronic counters to measure the number of users passing a given point.

Key Questions
• Do you know the yearly use of your park system (i.e., user-days)? What is the attendance by time of day; by park; by activity?
What are the demographics of your users and non-users?
• Is there at least one full-time person in the park agency (or elsewhere in the city government) devoted to surveying park users
and non-users, and analyzing the surveys?

6 – SAFETY FROM PHYSICAL
HAZARDS AND CRIME
To be successful, a city park system should be safe, free both of crime and of unreasonable physical hazards – from sidewalk
potholes to rotten branches overhead. Park departments should have mechanisms to avoid and eliminate physical hazards as well as
ways for citizens to easily report problems.
Crime, of course, is dependent on a large number of factors that are beyond the reach of the park and recreation department –
poverty, drug and alcohol use, population demographics, lack of stabilizing neighborhood institutions. But there are other factors –

park location, park design, presence of uniformed personnel, presence of park amenities, availability of youth programming – over
which the department has some control. Ultimately the greatest deterrent is the presence of large numbers of users.
Park visitors are also reassured if they see uniformed employees. Even if the number of actual police or rangers is quite small and
their rounds infrequent, the perception of order and agency responsibility can be extended simply by dressing all park workers and
outdoor maintenance staff in uniform.
Similarly, well-run youth recreation programs have been shown to decrease delinquency and vandalism. The excellent park system
takes it even farther by tracking youth crime by neighborhood over time. Having hard numbers is the only way to know if targeted
programs are having success.
Basic to any safety strategy is the accurate, regular collection of crime data in parks and, preferably, near parks, since parks and their
surrounding neighborhoods are interrelated. Only about half the

Key Questions
• How many uniformed park personnel does your agency have or contract with? (Uniformed personnel can include park police,
rangers, outdoor park workers or visible/recognizable volunteers in the parks, but does not include office workers.)
• Do you systematically collect data on crimes that occur in parks?
• Do you systematically collect neighborhood data comparing youth crime rates with the provision of recreational services?
• Do you know your system’s ratio of male to female users, preferably on a park-by-park basis?

7 – BENEFITS FOR THE CITY BEYOND THE BOUNDARIES OF THE PARKS
The value of a park system extends beyond the boundaries of the parks themselves. In fact, the excellent city park system is a form
of natural infrastructure that provides many goods for the city as a whole:
• cleaner air, as trees and vegetation filter out pollutants by day and produce oxygen by night;
• cleaner water, as roots trap silt and contaminants before they flow into streams, rivers and lakes;
• reduced health costs from sedentary syndromes such as obesity and diabetes, thanks to walking and running trails, sports fields,
recreation centers, bikeways, golf courses, and other opportunities for physical fitness;
• improved learning opportunities from “outdoor classrooms” in forests, meadows, wetlands and even recovering brownfields and
greyfields (previously used tracts);
• increased urban tourism based on attractive, successful parks, with resulting increased commerce and sales tax revenue;
• increased business vitality based on employer and employee attraction to quality parks; and
• natural beauty and respite from traffic and noise.
While each individual factor may be too diffuse to measure, taken collectively good parks have been shown to increase the property
value of residences up to a radius of about two-fifths of a mile. (Of course, troubled parks can have the opposite result.) The
sophisticated park agency regularly collects financial data (or contracts with a university or other entity) in order to know which of its
parks are positively impacting the surrounding neighborhood. It also informs the media, the tourism and real estate industries, and
even the mayor’s office at budget time. Unfortunately, few agencies maintain this economic database.

Key Question
• Does your city systematically collect data comparing property values near parks with those farther from parks, and report on
the findings?

@Issue: High Performance Boards
Luck of the draw or by design?
By J. Thomas Lovell, Jr., CPRP
There are literally thousands of park and recreation boards and commissions operating in
advisory and administrative capacities for their respective communities. Their
performance is critical to the success of their departments locally, and to the success of
our movement nationally. We need to be more proactive in the development of this
important community and professional asset rather than just allowing them to happen.
The responsibility for improving board performance has to be taken by the board chair,
though the director has to carefully play an important supporting role as well. Board
members should be “gently” encouraged to evaluate and assess the needs of the board
and compare these to their own interests, competencies, demographics, committee
activities and community involvement. The assessment should then be used to develop a
plan to address any areas in which the board is lacking, and then training and creating
strategies to further bolster board composition (demographic, interest and skill
representation).
Development Strategies
As we know, board members with skills that move the department forward are needed to
align the department’s strategic direction and engage the community. However,
expectations have changed. Board members can no longer just run into a meeting for an
hour and leave. One approach to accomplish this is to develop a skills matrix of
department/board needs, assessing current board member skills and then determining
what is missing. Plans for development activities could then be designed based on this
information. The board must require board members to meet performance standards.
Though it is a self-regulatory process, board members should be encouraged to identify
and address their “development areas.”
The Analysis
Board analysis and the eventual development plan should address the following items.
And, if a board member, after training and coaching, is unable or unwilling to meet these
performance standards, then there is potential for continued struggle to becoming a
productive member of the policy-making body.
• Do board members understand their legal and fiduciary duties?
• Do board members understand the financial reports and are aware of the present
financial condition of the department?
• Does the board/department have an annual plan of goals and objectives that
clearly provide direction for all aspects of the department’s operation and tie into
the approved budget?
• Do board members understand the department’s succession plan?
• Do they have a clear vision of the five-year capital and operational development
of the department?

•
•
•
•
•
•

Do board members understand the meaning of volunteer service without
advantage or compensation?
Do they attend at least 75 percent of all board meetings and work sessions?
Do board members engage and assume leadership roles in community activities
such as the chamber, civic clubs, youth sport associations, city committees, etc.?
Do they stay focused on policy and strategic issues versus daily operations and
tactical issues?
Do board members understand their role in relation to the media, staff members,
etc.
Do board members understand decision-making processes?

Other important aspects of high-performance boards include using committees wisely by
forming them only for timely issues, and focusing on the future rather than discussing
past mistakes. Members should try to go off-site for planning and attend conferences and
training together. Boards who work best together set aside some time for board members
to socialize (do not exclude the department executive—this is one of the most essential
relationships in the foundation for success).
As leaders of the community, board members should encourage participation in
community activities and act civil and professional at all times. They also need to be
skilled in creative problem solving, and be willing to learn new skills and encourage staff
to do the same.
Our boards are an incredible community resource. They give freely of their time for a
cause that is essential for community well-being. They not only serve as a great resource
for internal management issues, but are also essential for a broad-based connection with
community constituents
Tom Lovell has been administrator of parks and recreation in Lee’s Summit, Miss., for 25
years.
Parks & Recreation
July 2004 (12,14)
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Glossary of Park & Recreation Terms
The following is a glossary of terms based on Glossary of Terms as defined by the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation (1975), Glossary of Recreation and Park Terms (Sessoms, 1972), the glossary in Urban Recreation
Planning (Gold, 1973), The Language of Cities (Abrams, 1971), Encyclopedia of Urban Planning (Whittick, 1974),
and the accepted common use of selected terms.
ADA – American Disabilities Act.
Activity-Day – Twelve activity hours, which may be aggregated continuously, intermittently, or
simultaneously by one or more persons.
Activity-Hour – An accumulation of 60 minutes by one or more persons for a special recreation activity.
Activity-Occasion – Participation by one person in an activity without relation to the duration of such
participation.
ATB – All Terrain Bicycle.
ATV – All Terrain Vehicle: four or six-wheeled vehicle with a wheel base of less than 40 inches.
Backpacking – Hiking in combination with primitive camping, carrying camping and food materials in a
backpack.
Benefit-Cost Ratio – An economic indicator of efficiency derived from dividing benefits by costs.
Carrying Capacity – The natural, physical, or social capability of a recreation area to withstand use and
provide a desired quality of recreation experience, or the amount of recreation use of a resource
which is most appropriate for the protection of the resource and satisfaction of the participant.
Central City – The largest city of a standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA), which gives the SMSA
its name and has a population of 50,000 or more.
Commercial Recreation – Recreation conducted by a business enterprise for profit and open to the
public on a fee or charge basis.
Community Park – An area that provides recreation opportunities for two or more neighborhoods.
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Comprehensive Plan – An official document adopted by a local government that describes general
policies for the desirable physical, social, and economic development of a city.
Concession – An authorization granted by a government agency to a commercial enterprise to operate
visitor facilities and services.
Cross Country Skiing – Skiing Nordic style across country, not downhill, powered by leg and arm
movements.
Cycle Cross Bicycle – Competitive off-road bicycling.
DNR – Department of Natural Resources.
Dual Sport Motorcycles – Motorcycles capable of on-road and off-road travel.
Ecosystem – An interdependent community of living organisms and their environment.
Environment – The aggregate of surrounding space, conditions, and influences affecting the life and
development of an organism, society, or individual behavior.
Equestrian – Horseback riding.
Expressed Demand – Use of existing recreation opportunities conditioned by factors such as access,
cost, information, and experience.
Extensive Recreation – Activities that are usually dispersed over a large area and require few or no
facilities.
Four-wheel Drive Vehicle – Vehicle with wheel base greater than 40 inches, engine power transferred
to all four wheels. May or may not be street legal.
Greenway – Uninterrupted corridor of vegetation which may or may not include public access for
recreation.
Hiking – Walking on extended trips for pleasure.
Horse-drawn Vehicle – Vehicle, such as a wagon, pulled by horses.
Horseback Riding – Riding for pleasure of transportation on horseback.
IDNR – Indiana Department of Natural Resources.
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INDOT – Indiana Department of Transportation.
In-line Skate – Skates with a single line of four or five wheels.
Inner City – Neighborhoods which surround the central business district of a metropolitan area and are
generally in the geographic core of the central city of an SMSA.
Intensive Recreation – Activities that can take place in a limited amount of space.
ISTEA – Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991: Federal transportation bill which
includes funding passed through to state departments of transportation.
Landscape – An outdoor area with man-made and natural characteristics.
Latent Demand – Recreation demand inherent in the population, but not reflected in the use of existing
facilities; additional participation will occur if opportunities are available.
Leisure – Any portion of individual’s time not occupied by employment or essential activities.
LWCF – Land and Water Conservation Fund: federal matching assistance program which provides
grants for 50 percent of the cost for the acquisition and/or development of outdoor recreation sites
and facilities.
Mountain Bicycle – Bicycles designed for off-road travel.
Multiple Use Trail – A trail that accommodates more than one trail use. Trail uses could include, but
not necessarily limited to: walking, hiking, backpacking, bicycling, mountain bicycling, horseback
riding, in-line skating, off-highway vehicle riding, all terrain vehicle riding, motorcycling,
snowmobiling, jogging, running, etc.
Multiple Use Trail Network – A series of trails that interconnect to form a system that, as a whole,
allows for more than one use. The individual trails may be single use or multiple use.
Neighborhood – A residential area with a social, physical, and political identity.
Neighborhood Park – An area that provides recreation opportunities within walking distance of
residents.
Nordic Ski – Cross country ski.
NPS – Natural Park Service.
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NRC – Natural Resources Commission: policy making body to the Department of Natural Resources.
NRTF – National Recreation Trails Fund: federal funding program for non-motorized and motorized
trails, using gasoline taxes collected from vehicles used off roads.
Objective – An aim or end of action, a point to be reached.
OHV – Off-highway vehicle: a motorized street-legal vehicle, with limited off-road capabilities used offpavement, and with a wheel base greater than 40 inches.
Open Space – Land and water in an urban area that is not covered by cars or buildings; or, any
undeveloped land in an urban area which has value for park and recreation, conservation of natural
resources, historic, or scenic purposes.
ORM – Off-road motorcycle: motorcycle, not street legal, designed to be driven cross country off of
roads.
ORV – Off-road vehicle: motor driven vehicles capable of cross country travel; without benefit of a road
or trail, on or immediately over land, water, snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other terrain.
Outdoor Recreation – Land and water resources capable of providing outdoor recreation opportunities.
Park – Public or private land set aside for aesthetic, educational, recreational, or cultural use.
Participation Rate – The number of times a person takes part in a given recreation activity over a
specific period of time.
Pedestrian – A person traveling on foot.
Personal Watercraft – Small, self-propelled watercraft with in-board, water-jet type propulsion; designed
for single and multiple passengers.
Plan – A course of action which can be implemented to accomplish stated objectives and which
someone intends to implement.
Planning – The systematic collection, organization, and processing of information to facilitate decision
making.
Policy – A governing principle or course of action; or a general guide to conduct which is subject to
modification.
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Program – A time-phased plan for resource allocation and specifying how to achieve stated objectives.
Program Objective – Specific results to be attained by the planned commitment of resources.
Rational Decision – One which considers all possible courses of action to attain desired ends, identifies
and evaluates the consequences of each alternative, and selects the preferred alternatives in terms of
most valued ends.
Recreation – Any leisure time activity pursued for its own sake or what happens to a person as a result
of a recreation experience.
Recreation Area – Any public or private space set aside or primarily oriented to recreation uses.
Recreation Demand – The amount and kinds of recreational opportunities an individual or population
subgroup desires (latent demand) or uses (expressed demand) in a given time period, place, or
planning unit.
Recreation Facilities – Buildings and other physical features or improvements designed, constructed,
and managed for recreation use.
Recreation Impact Fee – As allowed by Indiana Series Impact Fees Indiana Code (IC) 36-7-4-1300
local governments have the option to pass onto new residents the costs of building the new
infrastructure expected by those same residents.
Recreation Need – The difference between current recreation demand and the existing supply of
opportunities expressed in terms of land, facilities, or programs.
Recreation Planning – A process that relates the leisure time of people to space. The use of
information to facilitate decision making that results in the allocation of resources to accommodate
the current and future leisure needs of a population and planning area.
Recreation Programs – Recreation opportunities which result from the organized or planned use of
recreation resources that normally require scheduling, facilities, and supervision or leadership.
Recreation Resources – Land and water areas and associated facilities, people, organizations, and
financial support that provide opportunities for recreation.
Recreation Standard – The measure of quantity and quality considered as a desirable goal for the
provision of recreation areas and facilities.
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Recreation Supply – The quantity, quality, and effectiveness of existing or potential recreation
resources.
Road Bicycle – Bicycle capable of riding only on paved or hard-packed surfaces.
Rollerblade – Brand name of in-line skate product.
Roller Skate – Skates with two rows of wheels.
SCORP – Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan.
Self-Generated Park – A recreational space primarily initiated, planned, designed, developed, and
managed by the users.
Skateboard – Board with two rows of wheels.
Snowmobile – Motorized sled used for traveling on snow.
Social Indicator – A measure of human welfare in terms of the opportunity or accommodation for a
public or private good or service.
Sport Utility Vehicle (SUV) – Street legal vehicle with wheel base greater than
40 inches, usually with four-wheel drive, capable of limited off-road travel.
Suburb – An incorporated residential area outside the existing political boundaries of the central city.
Standard – A measure for relating an allocation of resources to existing or potential needs as determined
by stated goals, objectives, and policies.
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) – An integrated social and economic unit which
contains at least one central city of 50,000 or more inhabitants.
Supplier – A public agency or private firm that provides park and recreation spaces, facilities, or services.
TEA – Transportation Enhancement Activities: activities that enhance transportation facilities are eligible
for funding through the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991.
Touring Bicycle – Road bicycle.
Trail – Corridor, on land or in water, with public access for recreation or transportation, and is protected
from development.
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Urban Area – A city or town having a population of 2500 or more persons.
Urbanized Area – A central city and surrounding settled area as defined by the Bureau of the Census in
1980.
USDA – United States Department of Agriculture.
User Preference – The voluntary choice of an activity, area, or experience to fulfill a recreation desire or
need.
User Satisfaction – The fulfillment of a recreation desire and preference normally conditioned by the
user’s background, activities available, facilities, and design or management.
Visit – The entry of one person into a recreation area or site to carry on one or more recreation activities.
Visitation – The total number of persons entering and using a recreation area over a specified period of
time.
Visitor – One who enters a recreation area for enjoyment of the opportunities provided.
Visitor-Day – Twelve visitor hours, which may be aggregated continuously, intermittently, or
simultaneously by one or more persons.
Visitor-Hour – The presence of one or more persons on lands or waters, generally recognized as
providing outdoor recreation for continuous, intermittent, or simultaneous periods of time
aggregating 60 minutes.
WRHCF – Wabash River Heritage Corridor Fund: matching assistance program which provides up to
75 percent of the cost for the acquisition and/or development of outdoor recreation sites along the
Wabash River or its viewshed.
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