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SEcTION 1
INTRODUCTION

Nestled along the quiet waters of the Red River, the
City of Alexandria sits in the heart of central Louisiana.
As the seat of Rapides Parish, the city provides a
crossroads for various regional transportation routes
including the Port of Alexandria, the Kansas City-
Southern Railroad and Interstate 49. As a result of its
ideal location, Alexandria serves as an economic hub,
drawing in resources from the entire central Louisiana
region. The city was founded in 1818 as a central
trading location for other cities in the region and later
chartered in 1882 as the port grew into a regional
distribution center for various goods. Alexandria also
served as the home for the England Air Force Base,
which housed a contingent of the prized A-10 aircraft
until it was closed in 1992. Today, Alexandria’s
regional draw continues to grow as the city continues
to position itself as the go-to destination for Central
Louisiana.

The City lies along a level plain containing several
waterways that meander throughout the area,
including several bayous such as Bayou Rapides,
Bayou Roberts, and Hynson Bayou. These waterways
provide green corridors containing an abundance
of natural vegetation and wildlife that are integral
to the overall environment of the area. Alexandria & i
has already begun to take advantage of these natural Alexandria Zoo
resources through the establishment of trails and

greenways to provide recreational opportunities to its

citizens. The land lends itself to additional outdoor recreation due to the flat, open terrain but is often
limited by the surrounding development that has occurred over the years. As a result of this sprawling
development, park lands have become disconnected and scattered, creating a strain on government
resources to provide sufficient, quality recreational opportunities for its citizens. Recently, there has
been a demand for a revitalization of the parks system, along with a need for new and updated facilities
and programs.

Currently, parks and recreation services are provided through a variety of public and private agencies.
The Parks and Recreation Department is under the realm of the Department of Public Works, which
operates primarily as a maintenance group but also coordinates the use of several athletic facilities.
In general, athletic programs offered to the public are run through private associations, which rent
facilities from the City as needed. Another government entity, the Division of Community Services,
organizes additional recreation programs, particularly those geared toward community outreach,
health and wellness programs for adults and youth summer camps. Other entities such as the Boys
& Girls Club, YMCA and church groups account for the remainder of major recreation providers for
.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

the city. As a result of the current configuration, the
parks and recreation system for Alexandria lacks the
necessary structure to provide a single, efficient public
recreation provider that is committed to a common
goal, maximizing funding available for such services.

In November of 2007, the City’s Division of
Community Services recognized the City’s need for
an efficient, cohesive recreation system and sent
out a request for proposals for a City Recreation
and Parks Master Plan. The purpose of this Master
Plan is to evaluate the current system and submit
recommendations in order to achieve a shared vision
for meeting the City’s recreation needs over the next
ten years - from 2008 to 2018.

Lose & Associates, Inc., a landscape architecture firm
with offices in Nashville, Tennessee, and Atlanta,
Georgia, was selected to conduct this Master Plan.
Using  demographics, population  projections,
assessments of current facilities, National Standards,
and public input, Lose & Associates developed a
10-year Master Plan. This document serves as both
a strategic plan and an action plan, providing the
City of Alexandria with guidelines for future program
planning efforts and capitol improvement projects.

Links on the Bayou

Previous Planning Efforts

In 1992, the City Council hired RM Plan Group, a Nashville planning consultant, to produce a
Comprehensive Development Strategy. This publication outlined a vision, goals, objectives, plan and
implementation for ensuring quality growth and economic development by the year 2010. One
of the outcomes of this document was a review of existing parks and recreation facilities as well as
recommendations for the future. Over the years, the City has taken action on some of these points in
an effort to revitalize parks services. Unfortunately, the recommendations made in this report were very
general and neglected to reform the fragmented parks administrative system. As a result, enforcement
of these recommendations was limited in scope, and the overall parks and recreation system ultimately
fell into further disrepair.

Another report, the Alexandria Urban Master Plan was composed, in part, by Moore Planning Group
in 1999. This plan sought to revitalize the City’s downtown district through revised land use, structural
rehabilitation, and development of parks and open space, particularly trails and greenway linkages.
While some of the proposed greenways have been developed, their context within the park system has
not yet been realized, and connections to areas outside of this urban core have not been made.

o i,
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

The Alexandria Developmental Strategic Plan, published in 2004 by McElroy, Ward & Associates
Architects, is essentially an updated version of the two previous plans, seeking to combine design
and economic principles into feasible solutions for the future. Parks and open space are mentioned
briefly in this document, but no true analysis of existing conditions was performed, nor any specific
recommendations made, to the benefit of the parks and recreation system.

It is the goal of this plan to review and consider recommendations made in previous planning efforts
combine them with a full analysis of the entire park system, including its funding, administration
and capitol improvements. In doing so, this document will produce a comprehensive guideline for
revitalizing and streamlining the Alexandria Parks and Recreation System over the next ten years.
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SECTION 2
CoMMUNITY PROFILE

Alexandria sits at the epicenter of Rapides Parish, an area known for its regional attraction throughout
central Louisiana. Despite this, the City has witnessed a gradual decrease in population over the past
two decades, in part, due to the loss of England Airbase. However, Alexandria remains poised for
substantial growth in the coming years.

To better understand the demographics of Alexandria and the surrounding area, a community profile
has been developed to more clearly define the fluctuations in the City’s population. Researchers
have utilized the latest United States Census and other demographic tools to profile the community’s
character, define how the population is currently affecting services, and what population changes may
occur over the next decade.

Analyzing the demographics of a city like Alexandria reveals many characteristics, including:

The ethnic diversity of a community

The age diversity within a community

The population changes within a community

The average household income of an area

The average number of vehicles per household in an area

In order to properly plan for any community’s future needs, a thorough understanding of its current
composition must be gained in order to effectively project growth trends over the life of the master
plan. Performing a demographic analysis will provide a barometer for gauging where population
change will occur over the next decade; it provides the composite nature of that growth and aids in
the determination of facility need and make-up to serve the individual needs of a community.

Demographic Profile

Tucked against the banks of the Red River, Alexandria serves as the governing seat for Rapides Parish. At
only 27 square miles in area, it is considerably smaller in size than comparable cities in the state such
as Baton Rouge (79 square miles) and Shreveport (118 square miles). However, the population density
of Alexandria, at 1,669 people per square mile, is nearly identical to that of Shreveport (1670 people/
square mile), but is a stark contrast to Baton Rouge (2808 people/ square mile). According to statistics
for the state of Louisiana, the population of Alexandria in 2000 was estimated at 46,342, indicating a
6.5% decrease over 1990 figures.

It should be noted that during this period of time, the England Air Force Base within the city was closed
and relocated outside of the city limits. This is likely the determining factor for the drop in population
during this decade. Concurrently, Rapides Parish suffered from a similar drop while other areas of
Louisiana and the U.S. generally encountered an increase in population during this period of time.
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SECTION 2: COMMUNITY PROFILE

Table 2.1: Population Trends and Projections

1990 2000  Percent 2008  Percent 2013 . Percent

Census Census Change Estimate Change : Projection : Change
Alexandria 49,549 46,325 -6.5% 45,323 2.2% 43,762 -3.4%
Baton Rouge = 222,869 227,688 2.2% 227,188 -0.2% 222,142 -2.2%
Shreveport 200,266 199,608 -0.3% 193,124 -3.2% 184,704 _4.4%
Rapides 131,559 126,337 4.0% 129,507 2.5% 127,831 1.3%
Parish
Louisiana 4,219,973 4,468,976 = 59% = 4338182 . -2.9% 4,412,709 = 1.7%
;Jt:;;id 248,710,012 = 281,421,906 = 13.2% 305,316,813 = 8.5% 319,924,911 = 4.8%

Source: DemographicsNow

Figure 2.1: Alexandria Zip Codes
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SECTION 2: COMMUNITY PROFILE

Figure 2.2: Population Trends and Projections by Zip Code
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During the review process, researchers noted that various demographic trends within Alexandria
generally occurred within distinct geographic locations. In order to effectively convey the disparities
identified in the research, zip codes were used to consolidate the various data groups while still
demonstrating the differences in composition and growth within a specific area of the city. Figure
2.1 shows the three zip codes located within the city limits that were used to delineate and compare
current trends in Alexandria.

To better understand what types of differences can occur between zip codes, a breakdown of the
changes in number of households was performed to demonstrate how certain statistics for the City as
a whole do not fully reflect the changes occurring over time.

Figure 2.2 shows that each zip code in the city has a unique trend in terms of household composition.
Zip code 71301, which encompasses downtown and the more historic sections of City, has witnessed a
steady decline in the number of households in this area. While the cause of this decline is undetermined,
the results are clearly visible as one walks along the streets. Many of the businesses in the downtown
area are closed and residential housing, with the exception of the more historic homes along Hynson
Bayou, is vacant or in disrepair. Concurrently, the number of households present in 71302 has also
been declining over the years. In contrast, zip code 71303 has witnessed steady growth in the number
of households over the years, indicating that the city population is becoming more decentralized as it
moves out of the urban core and into surrounding areas. In general, this analysis assists in identifying
target areas where city services, such as Parks and Recreation, will have to adjust in order to efficiently
accommodate the needs of its citizens. While these breakdowns help to provide a more accurate
description of city trends, others are better viewed as a whole.
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SECTION 2: COMMUNITY PROFILE

Table 2.2: City of Alexandria Population by Age Group

Percent Percent Percent

Ase of Total Age of Total | Age55+  of Total
0 to19 . 20 to 54 . .
Population Population Population
1990 Census 15740 31.8% - 22292 . 450% . 517 23.2%
2000 Census 14235 30.7% . 20,94 453% . 1126 24.0%
2008 Estimate 13056 28.8% . 20114 . 444% 12151 26.8%
2013 Projected 12,283 281% - 18771 . A29% . . 12,708 . 29.0%
Percent Change (2000-13) . -13.7% - -10.5% - 14.2%

Source: DemographicsNow

Population by Age

Understanding the composition of your population in terms of age groups is a critical component to
providing adequate parks and recreation services to citizens. Shown in Table 2.2 is the makeup of the
community by age. The majority of the population is comprised of adults age 20 to 54 while another
large contingent are children ages O to 19. However, the current trend shows that both groups are
currently in decline while the percentage of older citizens is on the rise.

Baby-boomers have finally entered into the 55+ age group and are beginning the preliminary phases of
what is commonly referred to as “senior citizens.” It has been predicted that this group will never think
of themselves as growing old; therefore, we are compelled to find new terminology when referring to
them. Across the country, a trend has been growing to design Active Adult Communities (AAC) that
cater to the empty-nest adults along with the early and recent retirees. In general, this is an energetic
and participatory group in park and recreation activities, as empty-nesters have more time to spend
than when they were raising families. Recent retirees in the 65-75 age group also fit this active and
participatory description. As a result, attention should be given to some of the activities most often
utilized by this age group, including: tennis, swimming, golf, walking, hiking and running.

According to one nationally recognized consultant for Active Adult Communities, William Parks of PDC
in Scottsdale, Arizona, the three most highly rated features of an ACC are natural greenways, nature
areas, and golf availability. This is important to keep in mind during program and capitol planning for a
parks department after evaluation of the 55+ age group.

The largest percent change projected by 2013 is in the age group 55+ with predictions of a 14.2%
increase within Alexandria. When coupled with the anticipated drops in both younger age groups, the
demand for activities and programs that support senior citizens will continue to grow over the coming
years. As mentioned earlier, this age group was previously viewed as senior citizens with sedentary
activity levels and interests. Today’s 70-year-old is generally far from that description. Many are retired
with disposable income and flexible time. With a unique awareness of the benefits of healthy exercise
to the quality of their lives, many remain active in sports longer than prior generations. This group
participates in the same activities as 20-54 age group since they tend to continue to participate in
the same activities they did as younger adults. This 55+ are group is generally interested in daytime
activity whereas the younger, working adults with families have nights and weekends free to participate
in programs. In addition, this age group is often found to be a wealthy pool of potential volunteers for
various activities.
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Figure 2.3: Population Trends and Projections by Ethnicity
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An analysis of the ethnic composition of the city’s population revealed that the vast majority of the
citizens fall into one of two categories: “White/ Caucasian” or “Black/ African American.” Several other
ethnic groups were identified, such as Hispanic, Asian, or Native American; however, the small numbers
of these groups when compared to the population as a whole were negligible and are more effectively
conveyed as a group identified by “Other”. As demonstrated in Figure 2.3, the ethnic composition of
the city changed over the last two decades from having a majority of White citizens to being comprised
of a mostly African-American population. Although other ethnic populations experienced some form
of fluctuation over the years, none was nearly as profound as this switch between majorities.
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Table 2.3: Population by Education, Income and Employment

‘ Did Not . Education
© Average Employed High
: . Employed . Graduate Beyond
Household White . School .
Blue Collar High High
Income Collar Graduates
o SCROO . s School
Alexandria - $40,983 .« 406% 1 594% . 272% . 305% i 423% .
.Baton Rouge 336,377 .. 35:0% OB 19:8%. 23750 36:2%......
_Shreveport - $44,248 = 433% . 567% . 213%  309% 1 A79% .
.Rapides Parish | $42,366 .. A20% o DTO% 20338 40.9% .
louisiana . $44,833 @ 434% . 566% . 252% . 324% A24% ..
United States $56,644 39.7% 60.3% 19.6% 28.6% 51.8%

Source: DemographicsNow
Table 2.4: Education, Income and Employment by Zip Code

 Average Employed Did Not High Education

; . Employed | . Graduate Beyond

: Household : © White . School .

: . Blue Collar High High

Income ¢ Collar Graduates
| | School . School

71301
71302
71303

$54,679

Source: DemographicsNow

Education, Income and Employment Profiles

Understanding the community in terms of education, income and employment is important in
determining the type of recreation opportunities a community should plan for in a parks and recreation
master plan. The Table 2.3 reveals some interesting statistical comparisons between Alexandria and
other benchmark areas.

It is difficult to understand income figures without looking at the type of employment because they
are often reflective of each other. Alexandria’s average household income from the 2000 Census was
$43,319, over 8% less than the State of Louisiana Average and almost 12% less than that of the City
of Baton Rouge. However, aside from Baton Rouge and the United States, Alexandria has one of the
lower percentages of blue-collar labor forces. The lack of higher income in this area is likely reflective
of lower education levels within the city.

Education statistics represent those residents age 25 and older and the highest level of education that
they received. The “High School Graduates” column represents that percentage of adults over 25
who attained a high school degree but did not pursue further education. The percentages in the last
column represent the citizens whose education went beyond high school. As seen in Table 2.3, over
one quarter of Alexandria citizens 25 and over did not graduate high school, the highest percentage
between it and similar sample areas such as Baton Rouge and Shreveport.

Further analysis of the income, employment, and education levels within the City uncovered another
disparity between local areas.

.--—~A k.3
Alexa/ncirm
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As Table 2.4 shows, the average household incomes, employment profiles and education levels of
citizens within each zip code vary greatly. Statistics for residents within 71301 closely resemble those for
the entire City and may be considered a benchmark for comparing the other two zip codes. Residents
of 71302 reported an annual household income that is over 29% lower than averages reported for the
State of Louisiana, along with the highest rates of blue-collar work and the lowest education attainment
levels. It should be noted that this area was previously identified as a predominantly African American
population. Conversely, the average household income reported in 71303 was substantially higher
than almost all sample groups, including the State of Louisiana (approximately 22% higher). This same
area was also identified as a predominantly Caucasian population.

Vehicles Available per Household

Another aspect of the population that needs to be taken into account when assembling a parks and
recreation master plan is the level of private transportation available to citizens. This statistic, which
is often closely linked to average household income, helps determine the level of accessibility that
must be established for recreation areas within a given geography. In other words, if an area is found
to have lower numbers of private vehicles, park services must be provided in association with public
transportation systems, or, more importantly, pedestrian access must be available and feasible for all
citizens within a service area.

Table 2.5 shows a comparison of the average number of vehicles available per household between
Alexandria and other benchmark areas. While the statistics show that Alexandria traditionally has one
of the lower averages over the years, the difference between it and other areas is minimal. In fact, it is
anticipated that the City will have the second highest margin of increase by 2013. Such numbers would
lead one to conclude that the availability of private transportation in Alexandria is similar to others, but
they would be wrong.

Table 2.5: Vehicles per Household

1990 = 2000 2008 = 2013 '():‘I’]';C:;
R Consus | oo timate Projecton ooo-13)
Alexandria = LA 12 i LR\ LV A1.7% .
Baton Rouge .. LRI R L LRV LR 28.6%
Shreveport LRI R 13 i LR\ LELT R 231%
Rapides Parish LR L LR 19 o 357%
Louisiana = = LRI R L 18 i 2.0 i 42.9% .
United States 1.7 § 1.5 § 1.9 § 2.0 33.3%
Source: DemographicsNow
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Figure 2.4: Vehicles per Household by Zip Code
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Duringthe research phase of this report, numerous complaints regarding the lack of private transportation
revealed yet another disparity between geographic locations, as seen in the Figure 2.4.

Both 71301 and 71302, the urban, predominantly African American portions of the City, report
more than double the amount of no vehicles available than 71303, the rural, White population. This
trend is concurrent with the aforementioned income levels of each area. Due to the lack of private
transportation in these areas, additional consideration to provide recreation opportunities that are
accessible by pedestrians will need to be given in 71301 and 71302.

Conclusions

Over the past two decades, the City of Alexandria has witnessed a steady decline in overall population,
partially due to the closing of the England Air Force Base. This decline, however, is not isolated to
Alexandria, as Rapides Parish and other cities, such as Shreveport witnessed similar drops in population.
During this time period, Alexandria also saw a decentralization of the population where citizens have
been departing the older, more urban core for new developments in the rural outskirts of the city. An
example of this is most readily available in the downtown area, where businesses and residences alike
have been boarded up and left vacant. In planning for an efficient park and recreation system, service
areas must be established that will provide optimum service levels without spreading the system too
thin, thereby taxing it.

As Alexandria’s population went into recession, it was noted that the younger contingent of the
population was leaving the City. As a result, projected statistics regarding the age of the population
show that within the next decade, a surplus of senior citizens will be present in the City. Unlike
previous seniors, this group is generally more active and participatory and will require a realignment of
public services, particularly in parks and recreation, to provide for the needs of these active adults.
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A study of the City’s ethnic profile revealed that during this population decline, the racial majority in
the city changed from predominantly White/Caucasian to Black/African American. No evidence was
provided to show that this was also linked to the closing of the military base. Further analysis showed
that the City is geographically segregated, having Black majorities in the older urban core and a White
majority in the new rural areas.

Similar disparities between these geographic locations were revealed during an analysis of the City’s
average household income, employment profile and education levels. When compared to other
benchmark populations, Alexandria’s average household income level and education level is consistently
one of the lowest. These statistics do not hold true to the population as a whole, however, as further
studies show. Residents of the older, urban core rate substantially lower in income and education levels
when compared to other parts of the state, whereas the contingent located in the new, rural areas is
well above similar statistics for Louisiana. These findings translate into other aspects of the population,
as well.

While Alexandria is, statistically, in stride with other areas of Louisiana and the nation in terms of
private transportation, a deeper analysis reveals an all too familiar trend. Vehicular availability for
private transportation is lower in the urban core than the areas of new growth. As a result, special
consideration must be given to provide local, accessible recreation opportunities to the urban core,
which is less likely to have transportation to more distant parks and recreation services.

If the parks and recreation system in Alexandria is to be successful during the transition implemented
by the master plan, additional effort must be placed on providing equal recreation opportunities to
all citizens. Current service levels are biased towards the rural population and lack and emphasis on
a central location accessible to all. Amending the divisions within the population through a quality,
streamlined level of service will assist providing a sense of community and civic pride. Alexandria
stands poised for success; it only needs to take the proper steps in order to achieve it.
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SECTION 3
PusLic INPUT

Public input is the driving force behind all parks and recreation master plans. For the plan to be effective
it must accurately reflect the facilities and programs most desired by the citizens of the community.
The citizens are the participants in and users of the parks system and recreation programs, and without
strong support and usage by them, the parks system becomes ineffective. The recommendations
contained later in this master plan were driven by public input gathered through a variety of forums—
input recorded in interviews with City staff, key government employees, community leaders, other
recreation providers, public meetings and a user survey. Quotes throughout this section are selected
from the comments on the returned surveys.

One of the key objectives expressed by the City of Alexandria for conducting a master plan was to gain a
clear understanding of public opinion and desires regarding the programs and facilities offered through
parks and recreation services. Gathering this public input is, by far, the most valuable component of the
master planning process; it provided the planning team with a basis upon which they could formulate
recommendations.

We used other methods of obtaining the necessary amount of public input, as well. A Steering
Committee, comprised of city residents and stakeholders, volunteered to participate in an evening
workshop to help planners determine a direction for the park system’s future. In addition, a system-
user survey was distributed in February 2009, providing the opportunity area residents to offer opinions
about community parks and recreation. Furthermore, six public meetings were held between October
and December 2008, offering residents the opportunity to come out and speak on issues that were
important to them. The wealth of information gathered through these processes has been recorded
and assimilated as follows:

Interviews

Interviews with parks staff, city officials, and government employees were conducted over a four-day
period from August 11-14, 2008. These interviews and subsequent follow-up interviews and telephone
conversations explored administrative, maintenance, and support staff responsibilities, as well as
factors related to funding and park usage. These interviews served to provide an internal evaluation
of the system as well as a historical perspective of the evolution of parks and recreation in the city.
Additional information about relationships with leagues and organizations was also provided, as well as
recommendations for existing and new facilities.

In general, these interviews reflected an overall assumption that a key ingredient to stimulate the city
is a rejuvenation of the entire parks system. Over the years, the administration overseeing parks and
recreation has become compartmentalized, adding confusion over the jurisdiction and responsibilities
of staff members. Much of the city’s funding for recreation programs and facilities is scattered through
various sources, with little or no control over how such funds are allocated. As a result, this inefficiency
has resulted in old, worn facilities requiring high levels of maintenance and limited programming to
meet the needs of the community. With so many individuals controlling the direction of the system,
a common goal is lost and the overall perspective by the community is degraded. However, current
leaders are looking towards the future, displayed through strong support by the Mayor and associated
department heads, and Alexandria is eager to accept a revitalized system to better serve its citizens.
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Steering Committee Workshop

A steering committee workshop was held on October 7, 2008 at the Public Safety Complex to obtain
additional community input. This committee was composed of 25 community members selected for
their involvement in parks and recreation activities and/or their ability to provide good representation
for a particular segment of the population. Committee members were divided up into five teams
of five and asked to work though a series of sessions lasting approximately four hours. Directions
for this activity were, among others, that each member participate fully, listen to others and accept
responsibility for making the meeting a success. Participants were encouraged to present fresh ideas,
new perspectives and even crazy notions. The resulting information provided by the steering committee
workshop helped identify specific focus areas for future public input and provided a basis for survey
questions. The following are the results that were recorded the day of the workshop:

1) What are the five most critical issues facing the city of Alexandria’s Division of Community
Services and Parks and Recreation Department?

Group 1:

Lack of Parks and Recreation staff (programs and maintenance)
Bigger Parks and Recreation budget (programs included)

Parks and Recreation pride! City taking “ownership” of complexes
Complex policies and procedures

Focus on sports diversity (or lack of focus)

U A~ W N =

Group 2:

1. Funding

2. Maintenance issues

3. Leadership

4. Community Support

5. Providing recreation for teens/ seniors
6. Accessibility

Group 3:

1. Organized parks and recreation department for fulfilling enthusiastically our mission and vision.
2. More sports facilities, indoor and outdoor- Little league, soccer, basketball, swimming, etc.

3. Bike trails and walking trails in safe areas- well maintained

4. More activities for children and teens especially on weekends and summers

5. More facilities- amphitheater for concerts (fix coliseum), world-class zoo with Africa experience

Group 4:

Lack of funding

Personnel to man the facilities
Not enough facilities
Disconnected geographically
Outdated facilities

Need to address all age groups

Ul W=
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Group 5:

1. Limit staff available for current facilities (maintenance/ security)

2. City’s vision needs to be clearly defined and communicated to the community.

3. Clear communication plan focused on access and usage of city facilities

4. Define recreation- what is the scope of proposed programs? (understand community needs!)
5. Facilities are outdated and limited

6. “$$%”

2) Identify the strengths and weaknesses of the Division of Community Services and Parks and
Recreation Department’s programs and facilities.

Group 1:

Strengths

1. Lots of programs: YMCA and YWCA swimming, Community center summer programs, ASH sports
camp, RJR, soccer camps (Rapsa & Crossroads)

Weaknesses

1. No staff person 100% dedicated to gathering info regularly for programs
2. Most involved COA department in APD

3. Park and Recreation Emblem Needed!

Group 2:

Strengths

1. Elected officials’ support
2. Community support

3. Red River potential

Weaknesses

1. Can everyone agree on what the community wants?

2. Outdated facilities

3. Poor maintenance

4. Too many small parks

5. Didn’t know there was a Director of Parks & Recreation

Group 3:

Strengths

1. Rachel of Parks and Recreation and Thompson and Tompkins of Public Works CARE but lack staff
and money.

2. Strong programs- Little League, Soccer, Swimming and excellent golf course- Links on Bayou

Weaknesses

1. Lack of Leadership- lending to lack of mission and organization

2. Lack of coordination

3. Lack of needed facilities

4. Lack of maintenance and control

5. Lack of diversity in programs- do not meet the needs of all of the community

A
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Group 4:

Strengths

Very dedicated staff

Compton Park- excellent example

Existence of strong athletic groups/ clubs

Political climate that encourages growth and community involvement
Private/ public agreement for lawn care

Gl B~ W =

Weaknesses

1. No coherent long-range plan

2. Small volunteer base

3. Not enough equipment to go around

4. Decentralized approach to recreation/ development

Group 5:

Strengths

1. The city has identified the need to create an effective Parks and Recreation program and is taking
action to improve it.

Weaknesses

1. No leadership for Parks and Recreation- need a director

2. No mechanism to find out what the community wants (on an on-going basis)

3. City needs to take the lead on recreational activities rather than depending on residents to run
programs and bring tournaments to community

4. Transportation and accessibility needs to improve with the facilities

3) Working with your team, determine if the standard suggested by NRPA is an appropriate standard
that should be achieved by the City of Alexandria or if the standard is too high or too low.

For this exercise, the group worked as a whole to discuss appropriate facility standards that should be
used as benchmarks for future park development. As mentioned, the discussion took into consideration
the standards developed by the National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA). The NRPA standards
were developed in the 1980s and were intended as guidelines for communities to follow when
determining the appropriate number of facilities provided for residents. These standards have not been
updated since their original inception, and even though recreation trends have changed over the past
three decades, most of their guidelines are still applicable. Table 3.1 represents the new standards that
were suggested by the group. As shown, several of the standards were determined to be too high while
others were considered too low.

According to this table, workshop participants determined that the park system should encompass and
area nearly twice the national standards. Furthermore, soccer fields were also increased from 1 per
10,000 to 1 per 1,500, over six times the NRPA standard. These standards will also be used to assess
the current condition of the parks system in comparison to the desired goals outlined in this chart.
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Table 3.1: NRPA Standards and Community-based Desired Level of Service or Park Facilities

NRPA Standards for
Park Facilities

Developed Standards for
Park Facilities**

Skate Park

NRPA Recommended
Level of Service

Recommended
Level of Service

1/100,000

*NRPA standards only address outdoor pools.
**Standard developed by Lose & Associates, Inc. to respond to recreation trends and growth in

certain sports since 1983.

“‘-—**
Alexandria
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4) If money and politics were not issues, what programs would you include in the ideal park
system for Alexandria? What facilities would you include?

The top five facilities desired are as follows:

1. Zoo Expansion (17)

Aquatic Center/Park (14)

Mega Recreation Center/ Community Park (12)
Biking/walking trails (11)

Sports facilities for youth (8)

Large Passive Park with walking/nature trails (8)

g b w N

Other facilities mentioned include:
Pavilions (7)

Skate Park (7)

Discovery Center on the River (4)
Fitness Facility (4)

Connected Mini Parks (3)
Indoor Swimming Pool (3)
Teen Center (3)

Covered Basketball Courts (3)
IMAX/Sciport (3)

Youth Arts Facility (3)

The top five programs desired are as follows:
1. Weekend Youth Activities (11)
2. Swimming (9)
Baseball/Softball (9)
4. Youth Art Programs (8)
Walking/ Running Clubs (8)
Fitness (8)

Other programs mentioned include:
After-school Programs (7)

Adult Sport Leagues (7)
Age-appropriate sport programs (6)
Teen program (6)

Martial Arts (5)

Inner City Youth Golf (5)

Arts and Crafts (5)

Inner City Youth Tennis (3)
Boxing (3)

Basketball (1)

Finally, the group collaborated on possible sources of funding for the previously discussed programs
and facilities. The following is a list of suggested funding options:

1. Taxing Authorities

2. Bonds

3. Public/ Private sources

4. User Fees
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5. Hotel Tax
6. Grants
7. Sponsorships — B16, Small

Public Meetings

In conjunction with the research phase of this plan, six open public meetings were held in various
locations across the city to gain input from the community about their needs and concerns about the
city’s parks and recreation services. Local city media sources were used to notify residents of the public
meetings. During this time, citizens were given a presentation on the usefulness of a Comprehensive
Parks and Recreation Master Plan and shown examples of what other parks and recreation providers
are doing around the country. Following this presentation, participants were presented with specific
questions, and the floor was then opened up to those present to answer these questions as well as to
provide any additional comments. Responses from each meeting are as follows:

Martin Community Center October 6, 2008
Approximately 25 citizens attended this meeting, including local police officers, senior citizens and
church representatives. Their comments expressed a distinct desire to enhance not only services geared
to their local community, but the entire system as well. As the responses below demonstrate, this group
is interested in overall safety, recreation opportunities for children and equal service levels.

Tell us what you would like to see improved or added to the Alexandria Parks System?
Skate Parks

Sports Fields- All ages and sports

Indoor/Outdoor Aquatics

Gymnasiums with fitness/exercise equipment

River Park- Available for various uses

Playgrounds for 2-5 yr olds

More permanent restrooms versus portable toilets

More structured programs everywhere

More community centers and recreation centers with specific programs identified with each kind
of facility

Better salaries to support the park system

e Provide more G.E.D. programs

What programs and facilities do you currently use most often?
e Johnny Downs

e Que-‘in on the Red

e Downtown Rocks

e Diamond #1

If you could change one thing about the parks and recreation delivery system, what would it be?
More structure in the system

More hands- on (7days/ week)

Provide more indoor facilities to accommodate desired programs

Better safety and security

More football fields needed

More senior programming (Arts/Crafts, social events)
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More community centers in Black communities

Safer access to Overton St. Park- heavily traversed road

Provide more park land through adjudicated property

Provide more bike racks

More security lighting

Provide recreation supply rental program (bikes, boats, sports equipment, etc.)
More involvement with police in inner neighborhoods (8 community police officers at this
location)

Safer pedestrian access to the parks is needed system-wide

Boys and Cirls Club needs to be revitalized/ relocated

Mason St. Park needs more play features and fencing (possibly relocate)

How do you feel about the current level of service with respect to park facilities?

Turf maintenance is good

Better distribution of parks and recreation services needed
Funding needs to be adjusted

There is a lack of events in blighted communities

“I really enjoy the meeting about addressing the parks situation.”
-from comment card

Public Safety Complex October 6, 2008

Over 20 citizens and community representatives were on hand at this second meeting of the evening.
Like the previous group, attendants at this meeting provided comments in terms of the system as a
whole, but they also noted a need for administrative restructuring.

Tell us what you would like to see improved or added to the Alexandria Parks System?

More and safer trails (could connect neighborhoods)

More fitness facilities than just baseball

Training for bicycle riding

Martin Park Area needs community center, exercise facility, walking trails, and after-school
programs

Link city and parks together

Levee trail - Make more usable, provide better maintenance, and have more interpretive signage
along the trail.

Need gathering places and walking areas for seniors

Skate facilities

Convert old rail lines to trails

Water Park - Spar facility nine thousand to ten thousand go through Aquatic Club in 2 months in
summer

Need bicycle/running lanes in streets

Trails do not have to be paved; Can follow drainage systems to connect

Community festival area/ central gathering area in City Park- with support facilities

Wedding and garden centers

Don't forget neighbors’ concern at City Park

Develop a Master Plan for the City
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What programs and facilities do you currently use most often?
Kinkade Lake Mountain Bike Trail

City Park

Johnny Downs (baseball, soccer)

Links on the Bayou

If you could change one thing about the parks and recreation delivery system, what would it be?
e Update the system, give it more centralized control

Address the look of the parks

Add more lighting in parks

Not a true department, needs more traditional recreation department with a true board
Define park boundaries and protect them

How do you feel about the current level of service with respect to park facilities?
e Parks are safer than people think

Broadway Resource Center October 7, 2008

This meeting, which was advertised as an input session for the senior citizen community, lived up to
the generalizations made in the community profile section of this report. Over 60 seniors attended this
session, all noting their need for both active and passive recreation opportunities, as well as a concern
for the lack of youth recreation.

Tell us what you would like to see improved or added to the Alexandria Parks System?

e Provide swimming pools on this side of town that are indoor/heated with health-oriented
programs

e The community needs a stand-alone Senior Activity Center

e Provide a Multipurpose Community Center - it may include a senior activity center - proposed
locations in the Rustin-Foundry Area or the Lower 3™ Area

e Frank O. Hunter Park- complete the planned phased projects

Teen Activity Center needed with strategy games and exercise equipment; suggested location at

Frank O. Hunter Park

Cheatham Park requires trails, lighting and restrooms

Need regular senior trips/ senior days

Summer Camp Programs

After-School Programs (4-6pm) — both youth programs should have sliding-scale costs, scholarships

and qualified staff

Summer Work programs for the youth

e Debra Bowman Park and other parks need updated facilities

What programs and facilities do you currently use most often?
e Senior Health/ Exercise Programs
e Meeting Space at the Martin Center

If you could change one thing about the parks and recreation delivery system, what would it be?

e Overall update of parks (immediate)

e Better/ more communication and advertising from parks system - those present suggested using the
following venues for communication - newspapers such as The Light, Town Talk, Alexandria News
Weekly, Focus (entertainment section); utility bills; quarterly schedule of events from the City;
radio; flyers from the school system
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How do you feel about the current level of service with respect to park facilities?

Insufficient park upgrades
Needs stronger promotion and transportation - shuttle to events
Needs to create interaction between age groups

Frank O. Hunter Park Gymnasium

October 7, 2008

Rather than respond to each question individually, this group of nearly 40 citizens from the local
neighborhood vocalized their opinions and concerns for the city’s park and recreation system. The
majority of their comments surrounded local issues rather than the system as a whole. Strong notions
of neglect and broken promises on the part of the city government were also brought forth as citizens
questioned the City’s willingness to implement changes recommended by this plan. Additional points
of discussion are as follows:

Riding trails for bicycles, tricycles and foot scooter

Need more public bathrooms, especially in Cheatham Park

Need wooden/ metal swings or benches under trees

Add landscaping to make parks look safe, inviting and peaceful

Add more water fountains

Need a large gazebo for fall and winter musical entertainment; handicapped people can not easily
access the levee amphitheater.

Propose mini parks on vacant lots in neighborhoods without sidewalks and large concentrations of
children where they can use portable basketball goals, bounce balls, etc.

Use vacant lots for neighborhood gardens (flower and vegetable) with gateway signage and different
forms of art. This can be incorporated with grants from local CENLA Pride and Keep America
Beautiful

More active policing by community police

More football facilities needed, could coordinate with schools. Alexandria has a growing semi-pro
football team called the Red River Raiders who are looking for a facility where they can play their
games. Would be great if this lighting, lockers rooms, auxiliary facilities were available as well.
Lincoln Road needs mini parks as well as Acadian Village.

Frank O. Hunter park needs better vehicular access; possible to have additional entrance?

Parks need to provide sufficient shelters/ pavilions at each location.

Ballfield maintenance varies between certain facilities. Standards need to be equal throughout the
system.

Proper park staffing required at all facilities

Provide shaded outdoor play areas; sun and heat makes outdoor facilities virtually unusable during
the summer.

Add aquatics facilities

Could a theme park be integrated into the park system - proposed one at Frank O. Hunter Park?
Gymnasium at Frank O. Hunter Park is outdated and needs upgrades to accommodate new
programming and beautify.

Better site drainage is needed at all parks

The lack of transportation in Alexandria is a serious issue; therefore, parks must be easily accessed
by all.

There needs to be a Youth Activity Center with structured programming at Frank O. Hunter Park.
Previously, such programs were provided by the Boys and Girls Club.
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Scott M. Brame Middle School
February 19, 2009

Approximately 15 citizens attended this meeting, including neighbors, area residents and school staff.
Their comments expressed a desire to enhance the recreation services and facilities within their local
community, with an emphasis on safe parks for all. Like other public meeting attendees, this group is
interested in overall safety, recreation opportunities for children and equal service levels. The most
discussed topics included:

e Paved trails are needed for biking and walking, but safety on the trails is a big issue. Many are not
using the City’s existing trails because they do not feel safe. They want to see more of a police
presence on the trails.

e Several meeting attendees noted that MacArthur Drive is a major divider and a boundary. They
would like to see someway to reconnect downtown and the neighborhoods on the “outside” of
MacArthur Drive.

e Compton Park is excellent, but it is the only park within the area (southwest of MacArthur Drive).
Citizens want more facilities like Compton Park.

e There should be more partnerships with schools for use of facilities and to provide programs for the

youth of Alexandria.

Compton Park would be a good site for a spray park.

A skate park is needed somewhere in Alexandria. The area near Civitan Field was suggested.

More senior programs are needed, such as exercise classes.

A community center is needed within this area that also has park elements outside. Residents

pictured a place with indoor and outdoor facilities that appealed to all age groups and offered

active and passive recreation. A suggestion was made to convert the Fuhrer Branch Library into a

community center since the library has moved out of the building.

e Need a therapeutic pool.

e Residents want to feel safer in parks. Location and supervision were identified as being the key
issues relating to safety.

e Need a place where people can socialize and get outdoors.

St. Timothy’s Episcopal Church
February 19, 2009

Over 30 area residents attended this meeting, which was part of a regularly scheduled neighborhood
meeting. Meeting attendees shared their opinions regarding parks and recreation services in Alexandria,
but also provided a specific focus on the delivery of these services within their neighborhood community.
The concerns and needs discussed in the previous meetings were echoed here with the primary focus
being equal parks and recreation service levels within their community . Topics and issues discussed
included:

0 There are currently no parks or recreation service in this area of town. Residents want
facilities and programs, particularly walking/biking trails and passive park land.

e Need an off-leash dog park

e Need sidewalks to connect to parks and a safe crossing (underpass or overpass) at MacArthur
Drive.

e Need program space for meetings and activities for all ages. Space could be rented at local
churches.

e The Teen Center should have weekend programs

e Need a covered basketball court.
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Swings need to be added at Frank O. Hunter Park.

e Need a gymnasium, which would be part of a larger center, in the community. Martin Park was
suggested as a site for a gymnasium.

e The City should provide proper and balanced maintenance in all parks. Some residents feel that
certain parks are maintained better than others.

e The City should provide and distribute an annual resource guide that lists all parks and programs.
Offer parenting classes

Community Survey

In February 2009 a total of 2,500 surveys were mailed out to randomly selected Alexandria citizens.
Questions were derived from results of the interview process and the public meetings. A total of
144 of the surveys were returned and tabulated. Survey research shows that a statistical accuracy of
95% with a =10% sampling error can be achieved with a response of 144 completed surveys in a
community the size of Alexandria (Salant and Dillman, How to Conduct Your Own Survey). Survey
results were intended to provide a confirmation of the community’s desires for public recreation that
were expressed in the workshop, public meetings and interviews. The survey, which can be found in
the Appendix, contained 23 questions assessing the types of programs in which citizens are currently
participating and those that show a future interest of participation. Questions also assessed the priority
for future facility development and renovations that should be undertaken by the Department as well
as possible options for funding the improvements. The following charts and graphs provide a graphic
representation of survey results. Also included are selected comments respondents wrote on their
survey forms.

Program and Activity Preferences

After tallying the survey responses, a review of the results revealed that general recreation activities,
such as visiting the zoo or a park playground, currently have the strongest participation and preference
by a wide margin. In fact, 37% of responses to this question were among general park activities. Special
events were the second most popular, with 23% of all responses falling into this category. When asked
what programs, activities, events or services they or their families have participated in over the past five
(5) years, there were four clear winners:

Visit Zoo (105 responses)

Zoo Events (78 responses)

Special Event on the River (77 responses)
Visit a Park Playground (66 responses)

NN =

Respondents were asked to indicate their favorite park programs and activities from the same list as
used in the aforementioned questions. Again, visiting the zoo and zoo events ranked high as did other
general park activities. Among the favorites, five activities top the list:

Visit Zoo (48 responses)

Zoo Events (32 responses)

Special Event on the River (27 responses)
Fishing (22 responses)

Visit a Park Playground (21 responses)

Gl A~ W =

The passive activities that topped both lists are consistent with many other communities” preferences
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Figure 3.1: Program Participation over Past 5 Years

Identify the programs, activities, events or services that you or your family have participated in over the past five (5) years:

Tackle Football 18% Youth Sports
Tennis Programs
Winter Basketball Programs 23% Special Events

Golf Programs

Soccer League 37% General Park Activities

Baseball League

. Adult Sports
Swim Team
Cheerleading @ Youth Programs
Softball - Slow/Fast Pitch
Travel Team 9% Park Programs

Free Friday Teen Movie
Big Band & Jazz Events
Zoo Events

Special Event on the River
Visit Gym

Visit a Park Playground
Fishing

Mountain Biking

Family Reunion Picnic
Visit a City Swimming Pool
Park Shelter Facility Rental
Visit Zoo

Adult Softball League
Adult Basketball League
Golf

Adult Soccer

Summer Camps

After School Programs
Swimming Lessons

Senior Citizen Programs

Weight Training

Aerobic Exercise Program

Visit a Community Center Event . |

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Number of Responses
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Figure 3.2: Favorite Programs

Identify the programs, activities, events or services that you or your family’s favorites:

Tackle Football

Tennis Programs

Winter Basketball Programs
Golf Programs

Soccer League

Baseball League

Swim Team

Cheerleading

Softball - Slow/Fast Pitch
Travel Team

Free Friday Teen Movie
Big Band & Jazz Events
Zoo Events

Special Event on the River
Visit Gym

Visit a Park Playground
Fishing

Mountain Biking

Family Reunion Picnic
Visit a City Swimming Pool
Park Shelter Facility Rental
Visit Zoo

Adult Softball League
Adult Basketball League
Golf

Adult Soccer

Summer Camps

After School Programs
Swimming Lessons

Senior Citizen Programs
Weight Training

Aerobic Exercise Program

Visit a Community Center Event

18% Youth Sports

25% Special Events

41% General Park Activities
Adult Sports

@ Youth Programs

7% Park Programs

10 20 30

Number of Responses

2009 COMPREHENSIVE PARKS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN ® PusLic INPUT

40 50



SectioN 3: PusLic INPUT

Figure 3.3: Park Usage

Please indicate the Alexandria Parks and Recreation facility that you or your family uses the most often:

Note: Because of rounding, these totals may not add up to 100.

Figure 3.4: Frequency of Park Visits

How often do you normally visit any park in Alexandria?

3% Daily Once a month

A few times a year

A few times a week

Once a week

Once a year

A few times a month Never

Community Park

Park Open Space
3% Football Field
2% Swimming Pool
Baseball Field

Indoor Basketball Court

Outdoor Basketball Court

Neighborhood Park Soccer Field

City Colf Course
Playground

City Greenway Trail
Tennis Court

Zoo

the planning team has studied over the last
five years, reflecting a preference for activities
that do not require a special skill or athletic
ability, are available to people of all ages and
are family-oriented. Organized team sports and
athletics generally rank lower, where as general
or passive park activities rank higher because
they appeal to a broader audience.

Park and Program Usage

Survey respondents were asked to describe how
they use the programs and parks, if at all, and
what parks facilities they use most often. When
asked which facilities they and/or their families
use most often (Figure 3.3), the zoo topped
the list again. Of all the Alexandria parks and
facilities, the zoo was the most popular, while
all others received a much lower response.
Neighborhood and community parks trailed
behind the zoo, but all other park facilities
received approximately 10 responses or less.
These results are not surprising considering
many of the facilities that had a lower response
rate included specialized facilities (i.e., baseball
field, golf course, tennis court) that would
only be used by individuals participating in a
particular program or sport.
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Evaluation of how often respondents visited city parks Figure 3.5: Use of State Park Facilities
revealed that very few (3%) use a park daily, but 14%
use a park a few times per week and 7% use a park
once a week (Figure 3.4). These figures represent the
more active park users or those who may be involved in
an athletic league. Those who visit parks once a month
(6%) or a few times a month (11%) represent more
casual park users or those who may be attending league
games as a spectator. The largest response was among
those who use parks a few times a year (43%), which
typically represents individuals who only visit the parks
during special events. These results are consistent with
the responses to previous questions, but the overall
usage of parks is somewhat lower than what we have

How often do you use nearby state park facilities?

4%

. .. . . 55%
seen in other communities. For example, in Lexington,
Kentucky, less than 1% of respondents indicated that
they never use parks or park programs, while 24% of
respondents use parks once a week. <1% Daily A few times a year
This question was followed up by another that asked Weekly Never

whether respondents traveled to communities outside

of Alexandria to use park facilities or programs. Forty- ‘

six percent of respondents indicated “Yes.” Those who Monthly
answered “Yes” indicated that they use facilities such as

campgrounds, state parks, zoos and aquariums in other cities, and recreation facilities in nearby central
Louisiana communities. Use of state park facilities was measured on the survey. Respondents were
asked how often they use nearby state facilities. Less than 1% of respondents indicated “daily” but 55%
of respondents indicated that they use state park facilities a few times a year (Figure 3.5).

Note: Because of rounding,
these totals may not add
up to 100.

When asked how often they participate in passive park usage, a special event, an individual activity,
an organized group activity or a cultural arts event, responses were mixed though many indicated
“not at all.” As illustrated in Figure 3.6, passive park usage and individual activities yielded the highest
participation (“very often”) at 33% and 25%, respectively. Cultural arts events and organized group
activities appear to have the lowest participation. The responses to this question support the findings in
the first question, which asked respondents what programs they have participated in over the past five
years. Again, respondents are showing higher participation and involvement in general/passive park
activities and special events. This is not entirely surprising as these types of activities are typically free,
do not require a special skill or knowledge of a sport and appeal to a broader audience.
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Figure 3.6: Program Participation

Using the list below, rank how often you take part in the following park programs:

. Very Often Sometimes ‘ Not at All

Passive Park Usage 14% 27%

Individual Activity 11% 25%

Organized Group Activity 8% 21% [FiPAZ

A Special Event 18% 27%

A Cultural Arts Event 18% 17%

| | | | J
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Note: Because of rounding, these totals may not add up to 100.
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Program Adequacy

To determine program adequacy, survey respondents were about youth and adult recreation programs.
In regard to adequacy of youth programs (Figure 3.7), the majority of respondents (61%) indicated that
they felt that additional programs were needed for both girls and boys, while only 37% felt that youth
programming is adequate. With regard to adult programming, a large number of respondents (43%)
indicated that they did not participate at all in adult programs (Figure 3.8). Of those who did, only
19% felt that the program offerings were adequate while more (35%) felt that more programs were
needed for both men and women. The fact that many of the respondents participated in neither adult
nor youth programs but took the time and effort to send back the survey form indicated an interest in
having a voice about the future of Alexandria’s recreational offerings even though they were currently
non-users of the parks.

Figure 3.7: Youth Program Adequacy

Do you believe there are adequate youth recreation programs for both boys and girls in Alexandria?

37% Yes, programs are adequate for boys and girls
3% No, additional programs are needed for girls

No, additional programs are needed for boys and girls

619 .
% Note: Because of rounding, these totals may not

add up to 100.

Figure 3.8: Adult Program Adequacy

Do you believe there are adequate adult recreation programs for both men and women in Alexandria?

19% Yes, programs are adequate for men and women
2% No, additional programs are needed for women
1% No, additional programs are need for men
No, additional programs are needed for men and women
- ‘ I am not sure about programs for men and women
o
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Access to the Parks and Safety Figure 3.9: Travel to/from Parks
Respondents were asked about their mode
of travel to and from the parks (Figure 3.9).
Currently, 82% travel by car, 11% walk
to the parks, 5% cycle and 2% use public
transportation. These responses are similar
to what the planning team has seen in other

How do you currently travel to the park facility you use most often?

Walk
communities; however, we have found
that communities with more sidewalks, Drive
rails and/or greenways have a much higher
trails and/or greenways have a much highe Ride 4 bike

response for walking and cycling to parks.
2%  Public transportation
Survey respondents were also asked how
far they would be willing to walk, drive or
bike to parks and recreation facilities (Figure
3.10). Forty-four percent of respondents
indicated they would not walk, but 50% indicated they would walk up to two miles. The high response
rate of those who would not walk may be influenced by the lack of sidewalks, trails and greenways
within the city. As previously noted, it has been our experience that respondents in communities with
trail and greenway systems respond in higher favor of walking. Biking yielded similar results and likely
for the same reason. Thirty-six percent of respondents would not bike, while 39% would up to two
miles and 20% would bike two to five miles. This kind of response to walking and biking demonstrates
the need for the development of greenways and trails throughout the city.

Figure 3.10: Travel Time Preferences

How far would you be willing to walk, drive or ride a bike to park and recreation facilities?

Walk Bike Drive

6%

44%
46%
Would not walk Would not bike Would not drive
. Up to 2 miles ‘ Up to 2 miles . Under 15 minutes
2-5 Miles 2-5 miles 15-30 minutes

. 5-10 miles ‘ 30-45 minutes
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When asked about drive times, an equal percentage of respondents indicated a drive under 15 minutes
(46%) or 15 to 30 minutes (46%). The city’s current park distribution permits a 15 to 30 minute drive,
but some may have to travel farther for specific facilities. Travel time willingness may also be dependent
upon the type of activity at a particular park.

To gain an understanding of how safe individuals felt in the parks, the survey asked respondents to
rate their perceived safety. Only 23% of respondents felt “safe” in parks, followed by 43% who felt
“somewhat safe.” Nineteen percent indicated they felt ‘somewhat unsafe,” while 15% said “unsafe.”
Compared to responses on other community surveys we have conducted, the park users in Alexandria
have a much lower perception of safety.

Safety in parks and on trails was addressed in the public meetings as well, though it was not identified
as being a major issue. Some meeting public attendees indicated that they avoid certain parks because
they do not feel safe there, but others noted that the parks are much safer than some believe. This issue
could be addressed with regular police patrols through the city’s parks.

Figure 3.11: Overall Grade for Park Programs Overall Performance

Alexandria Parks and Recreation provides a wide range of Respondents‘ were asked to give Alexandria Parks
programs, events, activities and services. Using the scale and Recreation an overall grade as to whether park
below, please give the division an overall grade as to programs meet their needs (Figure 3.11). Forty-one

whether or not park programs meet your needs. percent gave a grade of ‘good’ or better, but 59%
gave a grade of ‘average’ or lower.

4%

The overall grade is lower than what we have seen
in many communities, but it is consistent with the
responses to other programming questions and what
we heard in public meetings, which is that Alexandria
Parks and Recreation is not reaching the people who
want more program variety nor are they getting their
message out to the public. That said, the Department
should be proud of the fact that 41% give them a
grade of ‘good’ or higher, but should work on adding
more variety to the parks system in terms of both
programs and facilities.

31%

28%

3% Excellent . Fair Questions  directed at evaluating the overall
performance and quality of the parks and recreation
. Very Good . Poor are sh‘own i'n Figure 3:1 2. Perhaps the most significgnt
tally in this figure is the strong belief that high
quality parks and recreation facilities are important
to attracting and maintaining new business in
Alexandria (79% when “strongly agree” and “agree”
Average are combined). This is further supported by the score
of 72% who feel that a good parks and recreation
system is just as important as schools, fire and police
protection. Compared to other communities we have

worked in, these are relatively high scores.

Good Very Poor
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Figure 3.12: Overall Performance

Using the scale below, please indicate if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree or neither agree nor disagree with the
following statements:

. Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree . Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree
Neither Agree nor )
. Agree Disagree Disagree

I get all the information | need about

programs, events, activities, l?nd services from 10% 21% 10% 21%

Parks and Recreation

Programs offered by Parks and Recreation

8 adequately r¥1eet my family's needs 13% 19% 10% 15%
High quality parks and recreation facilities 4% 3%

are important to attract and keep new b 7% - 2%

business in Alexandria

Paks and recration fcics o | gDy o0 KA % %
4%

I think the city needs more parks 21% 16% 5% 3%

Current parks and athletic programs for boys
and girls are well organFi)zeé and well ruyn 15% 21% 39% 6% 5%

Alexandria needs more football, baseball,

softball, and soccer fields to meet 18% 19% 9% 7%

community needs
Recreaion e e sl ) T O o o
A B o T e commeny 15% 19% 14% 8%

Alexandria needs an indoor community

swimming facility that meets the needs of the 19% 14% 7% 13%

entire city

Park's top priority should be to renovate

existing facilities instead of building new ones 15% 22% 8% 6%
The kind of recreation facility that | use the

most is not conveniently located neﬁr my 14% 12% 10% 7%

ome
I would register for activities, leagues, camps

and swimming lessons on-line through the 18% 13% 9% 8%

parks web site
4%

fecrent
RN proBramS A A oablc (E s I T o 2

Alexandria needs an indoor walking/runnin

trac A 0% 8% 7%

2% 4%

A good parks and recreation system is just as
important as good schools, fire and police 22% BV 7%
protection ‘
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Note: Because of rounding, these totals may not add up to 700.

Other higher ranking responses (combining “strongly agree” and “agree”) include 47% of respondents
who feel Alexandria needs an indoor walking/running track, 42% who believe Alexandria needs
an indoor swimming facility that meets the needs of the entire community, and 41% who think the
city needs more parks. When you add in the “somewhat agree” category all of these surpass a 50%

response.
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The most negative response and the one receiving the largest number of “disagree” or “strongly disagree”
votes concerns parks maintenance (32%), advertising of events and programs (31%), program adequacy
(25%), and supervision and safety of parks and recreation facilities (25%). In all the communities we
have worked, these three items typically receive the most "disagree” responses. It should be noted that
throughout the public input process, citizens said they want more information and communication
from the City about Alexandria Parks and Recreation.

The neutral responses to some of the statements that were program-related likely represent respondents
who do not participate in any programs or know about them. This often indicates individuals who
are not being reached by a parks and recreation department due to lack of program diversity and/
or communication from the department to the public. Based on the public input process and our
observations, both of these issues exist in Alexandria.

Facility Priorities

Survey respondents were given a list of 25 new park facilities, programs and activities, and were asked
to rank whether each item should be started and completed in one year, started in completed in two
years, started in three to five years, put into a long-term plan (five to 10 years) or not started at all.
A new indoor pool and aquatic center was ranked highest (48%) followed closely by renovation of
existing park facilities (47%), modern playgrounds (44%), a new senior citizen center (42%) and a gym/
weightlifting facility (39%). Figure 3.13 illustrates these survey responses.

In order to determine what the top priority projects should be over the first five years after the adoption
of this master plan, we combined the responses for projects that should be started and completed in
one, two and three to five years. The resulting ten "high priority” items were echoed in other forms of
public input and our team’s assessment of the current parks system, indicating a strong support for the
prioritized action steps:

1. Modern playgrounds 89%
2. Expand the zoo 86%
3. Renovate existing park facilities 83%
4. New indoor pool and aquatic center 79%
5. Large gym/community center complex 78%
6. Indoor basketball/volleyball facility 76%
7. New senior citizen center 73%
8. New skate park 67% (tie)
8. Gym/weightlifting facility 67% (tie)
8. More walking trails in existing parks 67% (tie)

Renovation of existing park facilities has been consistently ranked high in all communities we have
studied in recent years. Aquatic facilities and community centers are also typically ranked higher in
communities that do not currently have those facilities. The only surprising result is that walking trails
did not rank higher. Trails and greenways have been among the top three options in the majority of the
community surveys we have conducted over the past five years.

The items receiving the least support (“not started at all”) included splash pads (40%), mountain biking
trails (34%), BMX bike trail/jump course (31%), fenced area for paintball competition (31%), and both
options related to child care centers. The response to splash pads was likely swayed by the City’s recent
addition of splash pads to three parks; respondents may have felt that it was no longer a demonstrated
need.
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Figure 3.13: Development Priorities

Indicate if you think the following new facilities, programs and activities for Alexandria Parks and Recreation should be
(1) started and completed in one year, (2) started and completed in two years, (3) started and completed in 3-5 years,
(4) put in a long-term (5-10 year) plan or (5) not started at all.

o ’ : [+ o

Expand the zoo 25% 30% W73
Modern playgrounds 29% 16%

New skate park 20% 27%
Splash pads 2% 12%
Indoor tennis courts 13% 12%
Youth golf facility 18% 16%
BMX bike trail/jump course 22% 20%
Before and after school care center 349% 23%
Adult multi-use sports fields 20% 28%
Fenced area for paintball competition 26% 11%
Youth football complex 23% 23%
Gymj/weightlifting facility 16% 13%
Mountain biking trails 22% 20%
Indoor soccer complex 16%  10%
Develop bike paths through city 14% 23%

New senior citizen center 20% 11% 3%
Renovate baseball stadium 25% 20%
Public infant-preschool child care center 11% 5%
New nature sanctuary/preserve 19% 26%
Large gym/community center complex 26% 24%
Fishing lake with accessible pier 15% 21%
More walking trails in existing parks 19