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Strategic Master Plan

CHAPTER ONE – INTRODUCTION
1.1 Park District History
The Great Neck Park District, the oldest park system in Nassau County and one of the only park districts
in New York State, was formed by long-time resident, Roswell Eldridge. Just months before it was
established, a New York State law went into effect allowing towns to create park districts as special
districts within their borders. It was on Monday, August 14, 1916, that Roswell Eldridge of Great Neck
appeared before the Board of the Town of North Hempstead in Manhasset, NY, and filed a petition for
the establishment of the Great Neck Park District.
Its founding mission was to obtain and preserve open space. The community association was to be outside
any village or city and supported by taxes on District residents. Creation of the Great Neck Park District
was widely supported; ninety percent of the people approached about the petition signed it. In addition,
the petitioners collected $200,000 above the necessary one-half of the assessed value of the taxable real
property in the proposed district. The petition for the establishment of the Great Neck Park District was
then granted; it is comprised of the Villages of Great Neck, Great Neck Plaza, Kensington, Thomaston,
Kings Point and Russell Gardens, as well as the unincorporated areas of Great Neck, within the Town of
North Hempstead, Great Neck Gardens and Saddle Rock Estates. The District originally served 750 families,
whereas today the Great Neck Park District serves more than 13,500 families living within its borders.
The first commissioners were appointed for one, two and three years consecutively, thus setting the
pattern for the future of three-year elected officials. While the petition was presented by Roswell Eldridge,
his wife Louise Eldridge was also committed to creating the Great Neck Park District, and both of them
were loyal supporters. Louise was an early commissioner of the Park District; she was also instrumental
in opening the first library in Great Neck and the first woman mayor in the state, serving in Saddle Rock.
Louise and Roswell Eldridge led the first acquisition by the Park District. In 1916, the couple and their
friends financed the purchase of Hayden's Coal Yard at the western end of Steamboat Road (where the
United Merchant Marine Academy stands today) and transformed the land into a public park and beach.
This was the first park operated by the District.
The 20s and 30s were highlighted by the acquisition of Allenwood Park, Memorial Field, and the Village
Green. Additionally, the Park District began leasing Kings Point Park. By the 1940s, the Park District was
busy obtaining land to create neighborhood parks. These included Cutter Mill, Firefighters (formerly Grace
Avenue), and Wyngate Parks. These parks enhanced the central part of the community that had spread
southward from the Old Village to the Plaza area, where commuting to New York City changed from
catching the steamboat to catching the train.
In 1942, the bathing beach property at the end Steamboat Road was bought by the United States
Merchant Marine Academy. This sale was offset by the purchase of the present Steppingstone Park and
Marina from Walter Chrysler, Jr. Shortly after 2000, Steppingstone Park was expanded to include land that
had been part of the George M. Cohan estate.
After World War II, Great Neck prospered. Many new residents who worked and commuted to
Manhattan, asked the town government for a parking facility near the railroad station. In lieu of starting
a new agency, the Town turned to the Park District to take on the task. The Board agreed and to this day
operates three parking fields servicing commuters for a nominal fee.
Parks were added to the District in the early 1960s and ‘70s including Upland (1963), Lakeville (1966),
Ravine (1968), Manor (1970), and Thomaston (1978). In 1964, the Parkwood Sports Complex was
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constructed with a pool and ice rink. Since then, several renovations have been made including enclosure
of the rink (1970) and the expansion of the pool which is now called the Parkwood Family Aquatic Center.
The Parkwood Indoor Tennis Center was built in 1991. After the September 11, 2001 attacks, the iceskating rink was renamed the Andrew Stergiopolous Ice Rink, in honor of Andrew Stergiopoulos, a Great
Neck resident who grew up playing hockey at the rink, and who perished in the attack.
Great Neck House is the Park District's community center. It was acquired in 1973 and was the beginning
of a new wave of expansion during the ‘70s. The building is an English Tudor style structure which was
built by Roswell Eldridge at the turn of the century, as the original location of the Great Neck Library. He
made sure to stipulate that if and when the library no longer housed the building, it must be used by the
community and not sold for private use. Today, the programs and facilities at Great Neck House have
become a vital and integral part of the Great Neck community.

1.2 Vision and Mission Statements
1.2.1 Mission
The Great Neck Park District is committed to enhancing community by enriching the lives of our
diverse residents through exceptional park spaces, facilities, recreational experiences and
preserving the environment.

1.2.2 Vision
Connecting, Creating, Celebrating!

1.3 Strategic Master Plan
The Great Neck Park District has never completed and adopted a Strategic Master Plan. Since this is the
inaugural planning process for the District, the Strategic Master Plan was created to serve three purposes:
1. Identify current and possible future programming and facility opportunities at each park;
2. Consider the acquisition of future parkland; and
3. Ensure the District is recognized by the local community as a vital and necessary asset to the
community for which financial support through taxes, fees, charges, donations, and bonds are
both necessary and appropriate.
This Strategic Master Plan strives to strengthen the existing inventory of parkland and amenities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Parkland (253 acres);
Unpaved trails (5.5 miles);
Picnic shelters (2);
Baseball fields (7);
Multi-use fields (6);
Outdoor basketball courts (15);
Outdoor tennis courts (29);
Pickleball courts (4);
Playgrounds (16);
Dog parks (1);
Splashpads (7);
Aquatic centers (1);
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•
•

Indoor ice rinks (1); and
Indoor tennis courts (4).

1.4 Planning Process
The Great Neck Park District Strategic Master Plan followed an iterative process of data collection, public
input, on-the-ground study, assessment of existing conditions, market research, and open dialogue with
local leadership and key stakeholders. This process is illustrated by the Community Values ModelTM. The
CVM represents the six core areas all parks and recreation agencies need to understand in order to gain
alignment with the community (Figure 1). The framework is used for developing or reaffirming the vision,
mission, and strategic objectives for the Strategic Master Plan.

Figure 1: Community Values ModelTM

The community was involved throughout the development of the Strategic Master Plan, and the planning
process sought public input to identify their visions and expectations for the future of the District’s parks
system. Stakeholder interviews and focus group meetings were held early in the process and were
followed by public forums. A statistically-valid community needs survey was distributed to a random
sample of District residents, and an online survey was offered to help prioritize and identify the issues
that need to be addressed in the plan and key recommendations that need to be implemented over the
next five to ten years. The information gleaned from the community engagement process was combined
with technical research to produce the final Strategic Master Plan.
It should be noted, however, that the Strategic Master Plan is not an end product in itself. The plan is
rather a means to guide the provision of parks and recreation and advance the overall mission and vision
of the District. The goal is to guide in the delivery of excellent parks, trails, public facilities, activities,
programs, and services that will contribute to community prosperity and improve the quality of life for
residents and visitors to Great Neck.
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This, ultimately, will guide the District in an appropriate direction for current and future programs and
services, and provide specific means to meet its vision and mission. This is essentially a process of
answering, “Where are we? Where do we want to go? and, How do we get there?”

1.5 Key Recommendations
The following sections summarize the high-level strategies recommended in this Strategic Master Plan.
Strategies are categorized into five topic areas:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Park and facility development;
Park and facility management;
Programs and services;
Financial and budgetary capacity development; and
Policies and practices.

Each topic area presents a “vision” followed by corresponding strategies. All strategies have specific
tactics associated with implementation and can be found in Chapter 7.

1.5.1 Park and Facility Development
The Great Neck Park District will ensure the parks and recreation system is enhanced by identifying and
addressing community needs.
Strategies
• Prioritize land acquisition for recreation needs and preservation of nature due to the increase of
development pressure and impact on the GNPD system.
• Develop system-wide site plans for signature parks.
• Ensure the existing system is maintained to the public's expectation.
• Elevate the Village Green to create a central hub for community gathering.

1.5.2 Park and Facility Management
The Great Neck Park District will adopt Total-Cost-of-Ownership (TCO) concepts and functionally align
itself to best deliver parks and recreation services to current and future residents.
Strategies
• Establish consistent and comprehensive maintenance and design standards for parks, trails, and
facilities to uphold the quality of user experience and promote financial sustainability.
• Invest in human capital to help functionally align the District to meet community needs.
• Strengthen the system advocacy through a Commissioner development focus.
• Ensure maintenance and operations are positioned to manage the existing and future park
system.

1.5.3 Programs and Services
The Great Neck Park District will activate the park system through recreational programming that is
commensurate with community needs.
Strategies
• Align program offerings with community needs and priorities.
• Treat core program areas as core businesses.
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•
•

Leverage the waterfront area as a unique system destination.
Establish volunteerism as a core program area.

1.5.4 Financial and Budgetary Capacity Development
The Great Neck Park District will enact fiscally responsible financial practices to ensure a sustainable park
and recreation system exists for current and future residents.
Strategies
• Develop a consistent approach to financing the system.
• Incorporate different funding strategies to finance the system.

1.5.5 Policies and Practices
The Great Neck Park District will enact policies and procedures to position itself as an industry leader.
Strategies
• Elevate general awareness of park/District rules and responsibilities.
• Formalize needed policies and procedures.
• Ensure the District's sustainable future is documented through planning and a concerted effort
toward being an industry leader.
• Invest in human resources and supporting systems infrastructure.

1.6 COVID-19 Statement
The planning process took place during the COVID-19 pandemic. The information contained in this
document is not outdated, but is rather further supported by the emphasis placed on parks and recreation
during mandatory quarantines and public restrictions. People all across the country turned to public parks
as a safe haven and outlet for physical, emotional, and spiritual health. In fact, a recent study identified
only two cases (out of 1,245) were attributed to outdoor transmission, strengthening the case for outdoor
public space support both during and post-pandemic times.
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CHAPTER TWO – COMMUNITY PROFILE
2.1 Parks and Recreation
There are currently 13 parks in the Great
Neck Park District (GNPD) system.
Additionally, GNPD manages and operates
six special use facilities: Great Neck House
(indoor recreation program space),
Parkwood Sports Complex (home to the
ice arena, tennis center, and aquatics
center), three commuter parking fields,
and a dog park. Three other parkland
areas are classified as open space.
The District is overseen by a threemember Board of Commissioners. The
Board is responsible for adopting policy
related to the District and ensuring the
financial sustainability of the system. The
day-to-day operations are managed and
overseen by the Superintendent. The
Superintendent manages recreation
programming, park operations, and
financial implementation.

2.1.1 Parks and Park Facilities
Allenwood Park
Allenwood Park (13 acres) is a community
park with amenities such as: softball
diamonds, all-weather tennis courts
Figure 2: GNPD Park System Map
(which are striped for Pickleball as well),
two playgrounds, swings, a water pad, and a sandbox. This park is a location for a School District summer
camp. Additionally, full-time staff are dedicated to Allenwood Park as there are three garages and internal
maintenance storage available.
Commuter Parking Fields
The District owns and manages three commuter parking fields. Only Great Neck Park District residents are
allowed to use the parking fields. The fields are located near the Long Island Railroad Station and are often
used for residents commuting into Manhattan to work.
Cuttermill Park
Cuttermill Park (2.5 acres) is a neighborhood park with amenities such as: restrooms, a water pad,
playground, basketball courts, WWII memorial, and picnic tables. Residents enjoy this park because of its
nice green space and distinct recreation experiences. Additionally, there are dedicated staff assigned to
the park area.
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Dog Park
The Dog Park (3 acres) is a special use park/facility that caters to residents and their dogs. Site amenities
include: benches, a dog obstacle course, a dog water fountain, gazebo, ample parking, and picnic tables.
The Dog Park generally has a staff attendant onsite and users are required to obtain an annual Pooch Pass
from Great Neck House before using the site.
Firefighters Park
Firefighters Park (2 acres) is a neighborhood park named after Jon Ielpi who was a Great Neck resident
and NYC firefighter who perished at the World Trade Center during the September 11, 2001 attack.
Concerts take place at the park on Tuesday evenings during the summer. Site amenities include:
restrooms, picnic areas, a playground, water pad, gazebo, and the Jonathan L. Ielpi Memorial.
Additionally, this park has a strong custom “theme” as the playground resembles a firetruck. Residents
also use this park passively as a thoroughfare for commuting.
Great Neck House
Great Neck House (.5 acres) is a special use facility located adjacent to the District’s main office and the
Village Green. Great Neck House is the primary location for the District’s indoor recreation activities. The
main level is used for card/board games, movies, and musical performances (among other activities) while
the lower level has classroom space for registered activities.
Kings Point Park
Kings Point Park (175 acres) is a regional park that is home to the District’s sledding hill. Site amenities
include: more than five miles of hiking and cross-country skiing trails, 26 picnic areas with tables and
outdoor grills, four softball diamonds, four har-tru tennis courts, two all-weather basketball courts, a
soccer field, horseshoe pitch, and restrooms. The District actually leases Kings Point Park from the Village
of Kings Point.
Lakeville Park
Lakeville Park (1 acre) is a neighborhood park that includes restrooms, basketball courts (half), two
playgrounds, and a water pad. This park has a strong local community use and a small summer camp
utilizes the site.
Manor Park
Manor Park (.5 acres) is a small neighborhood park with a strong park design and clear sightlines. Site
amenities include: restrooms, playground, water pad, and picnic tables.
Memorial Field
Memorial Field (7.5 acres) is a community park that is home to the District’s vast majority of outdoor
tennis courts (16 har-tru courts). Additional site amenities include: a baseball/softball diamond, basketball
courts, benches, play areas, playgrounds, restrooms, soccer field, handball courts, and public WiFi.
Open Space
The Great Neck Park District’s open space (7.7 acres) is largely untouched and consists of Creek Park,
Woodland Preserve, Udall’s Pond Park, and Wooleys Lane. There are no amenities at these sites.
Parkwood Sports Complex
The Parkwood Sports Complex (11.8 acres) is a special use park home to the Andrew Stergiopoulos Ice
Rink, Parkwood Family Aquatic Center, Parkwood Indoor Tennis Center, and a seasonal recreation center
conversion within the ice rink. Understandably, the Parkwood Sports Complex is a heavily used, yearround location.
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Ravine Park
Ravine Park (1 acre) is a neighborhood park boasting tall, mature trees that produce natural shade. Site
amenities include: benches, a playground, Asian garden, loop trail, and a small gazebo.
Steppingstone Park
Steppingstone Park (12.8 acres) is a signature park within the Great Neck Park District. This park receives
heavy year-round use. As a waterfront park, users can take advantage of the marina and viewsheds. There
are three dedicated staff members onsite. The District’s mobile stage is stored at the park and is used for
the major summer concert series and special events. Site amenities include: benches, chairs, gardens,
meeting rooms, picnic areas, play areas, playgrounds, a kiddy pool, indoor playscape, party room,
restrooms, snack bar, spray pad, and public WiFi.
Thomaston Park
Thomaston Park (2.5 acres) is a neighborhood park built into the hilly landscape. Site amenities include: a
basketball court, gazebo, playground, and sitting areas (with checkers/chess tables).
Upland Park
Upland Park (1 acre) is a neighborhood park that seems larger than 1 acre due to its layout. Site amenities
include: a basketball court, playground, and benches.
Village Green
The Village Green (6.5 acres) is a community park adjacent to the District’s main office. Many different
experiences are available here as the site boasts a rose garden, fountain, tree carvings, and a playground.
Additionally, the Village Green is utilized for summer night movies in the park, and a seasonal outdoor ice
rink.
Wyngate Park
Wyngate Park (2 acres) is a neighborhood park adjacent to a road on all sides. Site amenities include: two
half basketball courts, two play areas, and restrooms.
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2.2 Demographic Analysis
The Demographic Analysis describes the population within GNPD. This analysis is reflective of the District’s
total population and its key characteristics such as gender, age segments, income levels, race, and
ethnicity. The District’s demographic figures are then compared to the population within the villages
surrounding GNPD and the U.S. population. This type of analysis allows GNPD to see how their population
compares on a local and national scale.
It is important to note that future projections are based on historical patterns and unforeseen
circumstances during or after the time of the analysis could have a significant bearing on the validity of
the projected figures.

2.2.1 Demographics Overview

Figure 3: GNPD Demographics Overview

2.2.2 Methodology
Demographic data used for the analysis was obtained from U.S.
Census Bureau and from Environmental Systems Research Institute,
Inc. (ESRI), the largest research and development organization
dedicated to Geographical Information Systems (GIS) and specializing
in population projections and market trends. All data was acquired in
November, 2018, and reflects actual numbers as reported in the 2010
Census as well as estimates for 2018 and 2023 as obtained by ESRI.
Straight line linear regression was utilized for 2028 and 2033
projections. The District and surrounding villages’ boundaries shown
to the right were utilized for the demographic analysis.
Figure 4: GNPD and Surrounding
Villages' Boundaries
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Race and Ethnicity Definitions
The minimum categories for data on race and ethnicity for Federal statistics, program administrative
reporting, and civil rights compliance reporting are defined as below. The Census 2010 data on race are
not directly comparable with data from the 2000 Census and earlier censuses; therefore, caution must be
used when interpreting changes in the racial composition of the US population over time. The latest
(Census 2010) definitions and nomenclature are used within this analysis.
•

American Indian – This includes a person having origins in any of the original peoples of North and
South America (including Central America), and who maintains tribal affiliation or community
attachment.

•

Asian – This includes a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,
Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan,
Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam.

•

Black – This includes a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa.

•

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – This includes a person having origins in any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.

•

White – This includes a person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle
East, or North Africa.

•

Hispanic or Latino – This is an ethnic distinction, a subset of a race as defined by the Federal
government; this includes a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, South or Central American,
or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race.

Please Note: The Census Bureau defines Race as a person’s self-identification with one or more of the
following social groups: White, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian and Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, some other race, or a combination of these. While Ethnicity is
defined as whether a person is of Hispanic / Latino origin or not. For this reason, the Hispanic / Latino
ethnicity is viewed separate from race throughout this demographic analysis.
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2.2.3 GNPD and Surrounding Villages Populace
Population
The District has recently experienced a slight increase in population growth (0.38%, per year, since 2010),
while the surrounding villages as a whole have experienced a modest decrease (-0.14%, per year, since
2010). Both of which are below the national annual growth rate of 0.86% (from 2010-2018). Currently,
GNPD is estimated to have 33,396 residents; with an additional 8,140 people living within the surrounding
villages. Projecting ahead, the total populations of both the District and the surrounding villages are
expected to remain relatively stagnant over the next 15 years. Based on predictions through 2033, GNPD
is projected to have 35,079 residents living within 13,280 households (Figure 5); while the surrounding
villages are expected to total 8,064 individuals living within 2,402 households (Figure 6). The impact of
the COVID-19 Pandemic may alter projections significantly if early patterns of urban dwellers relocating
to suburban areas continues or intensifies.

Figure 5: GNPD Total Population
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Figure 6: Surrounding Villages Population
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Age Segment
Evaluating the populations by age segments, both GNPD (44.8) and the surrounding villages (49.4) exhibit
significantly older populations when compared to the national median age (38.3) (Figure 7). Assessing the
District’s population as a whole, GNPD is projected to continue its current aging trend. Over the next 15
years, the 55+ population is expected to grow to represent 41% of the District’s total population. Similarly,
the surround villages’ population is also expected to age at a comparable rate, with 47% of its total
population being 55+ by 2033. This is largely due to the increased life expectancies and the remainder of
the Baby Boomer generation shifting into the senior age groups.
Due to the continued growth of the older age segments, it is useful to further segment the “Senior”
population beyond the traditional 55+ designation. Within the field of parks and recreation, there are two
commonly used ways to partition this age segment. One is to simply segment by age: 55-64, 65-74, and
75+. However, as these age segments are engaged in programming, the variability of health and wellness
can be a more relevant factor. For example, a 55-year-old may be struggling with rheumatoid arthritis and
need different recreational opportunities than a healthy 65-year old who is running marathons once a
year. Therefore, it may be more useful to divide this age segment into “Active,” “Low-Impact,” and/or
“Social” Seniors.

Population by Age Segment
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Figure 7: Population by Age Segment
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Race
Analyzing race, both populations are predominately white alone (Figure 8). The 2018 estimate shows that
73% of the District’s population falls into the white alone category, while the Asian (16%) category
represents the largest minority. Likewise, the surrounding villages’ population is 70% white alone, with
the Asian populace (24%) representing the largest minority. The predictions for 2033 expect both
populations to continue diversifying with the white alone population projected to decrease, while all other
race categories, especially the Asian population, experience increases.

Population by Race
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28%
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Surrounding Villages

Great Neck Park District
Figure 8: Population by Race

Ethnicity
Both populations were also assessed based on
Hispanic/Latino ethnicity, which by the Census Bureau
definition is viewed independently from race (Figure
9). It is important to note that individuals who are
Hispanic / Latino in ethnicity can also identify with any
of the racial categories from above. Based on the 2010
Census, those of Hispanic/Latino origin currently
represent just above 9% of GNPD’s total population,
and 4% of the surrounding villages’ population. Both
of which are significantly lower than the national
average (18% Hispanic/Latino). The Hispanic/Latino
population is expected to grow over the next 15 years,
increasing to 14% of the District’s total population by
2033.
Figure 9: Hispanic/Latino Population
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Household Income
The District’s per capita income ($67,706) and median household income ($115,559) are both significantly
above the national averages ($31,950 & $58,100). Similarly, the surrounding villages’ income
characteristics are also notably high ($78,450 & $175,334).
Projecting ahead, both GNPD’s and the surrounding villages’ per capita income and median household
income are expected to continue growing over the next 15 years reaching $93,251 & $148,280 and
$100,332 & $219,101 (respectively) by 2033, as seen in Figure 10.

Income Characteristics

2018

$78,450

$100,332

$148,280

$175,334

$219,101

Median Household Income

$93,251

$67,706

$115,559

Per Capita Income

2033

2018

Great Neck Park
District

2033

Surrounding
Villages

Figure 10: Income Characteristics
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2.2.4 Demographic Comparative Summary
Figure 11 below is a summary of District’s demographic figures. These figures are then compared to the
surrounding villages and U.S. populations. This type of analysis allows GNPD to see how its population
compares on a local and national scale. The highlighted cells represent key takeaways from the
comparison between the District and the national population.
= Significantly higher than the national average
= Significantly lower than the national average

2018 Demographic
Comparison

-0.14%

0.86%

0.34%

-0.06%

0.88%

0.27%

-0.33%

0.79%

2.55

3.08

2.59

21%
18%
24%
25%
12%
72.9%
3.0%
0.2%
16.5%
0.0%
3.3%
4.1%

22%
14%
21%
28%
15%
70.2%
2.3%
0.1%
23.5%
0.0%
1.7%
2.2%

22%
24%
25%
22%
7%
69.9%
12.9%
1.0%
5.7%
0.2%
6.9%
3.4%

Hispanic / Latino
Origin (any race)

9.4%

4.3%

18.3%

All Others

90.6%

95.7%

81.7%

Per Capita
Income

$67,706

$78,450

$31,950

Median Household
Income

$115,559

$175,334

$58,100

Race Distribution

Age Segment
Households
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U.S.A.
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(2018-2033)
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Ages 0-17
Ages 18-34
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Asian
Pacific Islander
Some other Race
Two or More Races

Great Neck Surrounding
Park District
Villages

Figure 11: Demographic Comparison Summary
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2.2.5 Key Demographic Findings
•

The District’s population annual growth rate (0.38%) is well below the national growth rate
(0.87%).

•

GNPD’s household annual growth rate (0.27%) is also below U.S. growth rate (0.79%).

•

When assessing age segments, the District’s 18-34 segment percentage (18%) is relatively low,
when compared to the national population, while the 75+ segment percentage (12%) is rather
high.

•

GNPD’s racial distribution has a greater Asian population and a smaller black alone population
when compared to national percentage distribution.

•

The District’s percentage of Hispanic/Latino population (9.4%) is significantly lower than the
national average (18.3%).

•

The service area’s per capita income ($67,706) and median house income ($115,559) are both
notably higher than the U.S. income characteristics ($31,950 & $58,100).

2.3 Recreation Trends Analysis
The Trends Analysis provides an understanding of national, regional, and local recreational trends. This
analysis examines participation trends, activity levels, and programming trends. It is important to note
that all trends are based on current and/or historical patterns and participation rates.

2.3.1 National Recreation Trends
Methodology
The Sports & Fitness Industry Association’s (SFIA) Sports, Fitness & Recreational Activities Topline
Participation Report 2018 was utilized in evaluating the following trends:
•

National trends in sport and fitness participation;

•

Core vs. casual participation; and

•

Activity by generation .

The study is based on findings from surveys carried out in 2017 and the beginning of 2018 by the Physical
Activity Council, resulting in a total of 30,999 online interviews (individual and household surveys). A
sample size of 30,999 completed interviews is considered by SFIA to result in a high degree of statistical
accuracy. A sport with a participation rate of five percent has a confidence interval of +/- 0.27 percentage
points at a 95% confidence interval. Using a weighting technique, survey results are applied to the total
U.S. population figure of 298,325,103 people (ages six and older). The purpose of the report is to establish
levels of activity and identify key participatory trends in recreation across the U.S.
Core Vs. Casual Participation
In addition to overall participation rates, SFIA further categorizes active participants as either core or
casual participants based on frequency. Core participants have higher participatory frequency than casual
participants. The thresholds that define casual versus core participation may vary based on the nature of
each individual activity. For instance, core participants engage in most fitness and recreational activities
more than 50 times per year, while for sports, the threshold for core participation is typically 13 times per
year. In a given activity, core participants are more committed and tend to be less likely to switch to other
activities or become inactive (engage in no physical activity) than casual participants. This may also explain
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why activities with more core participants tend to experience less pattern shifts in participation rates than
those with larger groups of casual participants.
In recent years, the percent of core participants has decreased in nearly every sport/activity as casual
participation continues to become more common among today’s generation. This is expected to be a
result of several factors including time restraints, financial barriers, and the introduction of new activities.
All of these factors are contributing to participants trying out new activities and casually participating in a
wide variety of sports and recreation endeavors versus the former trend of dedicating all of one’s time
and finance to one (or two) activities.
Inactivity Rates/Activity Level Trends
SFIA also categorizes participation rates by intensity, dividing activity levels into five categories based on
the caloric implication (i.e., high calorie burning, low/med calorie burning, or inactive) and the frequency
of participation (i.e., 1-50 times, 50-150 times, or above) for a given activity. Participation rates are
expressed as ‘super active’ or ‘active to a healthy level’ (high calorie burning, 151+ times), ‘active’ (high
calorie burning, 50-150 times), ‘casual’ (high calorie burning, 1-50 times), ‘low/med calorie burning,’ and
‘inactive.’ These participation rates are then assessed based on the total population trend over the last
five years, as well as breaking down these rates by generation.

2.3.2 National Trends in General Sports
The sports most heavily participated in the United States were golf (23.8 million in 2016) and basketball
(23.4 million), which have participation figures well in excess of the other activities within the general
sports category. The popularity of golf and basketball can be attributed to the ability to compete with
relatively small number of participants. Even though golf has experienced a recent decrease in
participation, it still continues to benefit from its wide age segment appeal and is considered a life-long
sport. Basketball’s success can be attributed to the limited amount of equipment needed to participate
and the limited space requirements necessary, which make basketball the only traditional sport that can
be played at the majority of American dwellings as a drive-way pickup game.
Since 2012, rugby and other niche sports, like boxing, lacrosse, and roller hockey have seen strong growth.
Rugby has emerged as the overall fastest growing sport, as it has seen participation levels rise by 82.8%
over the last five years. Based on the five-year trend, boxing for competition (42.6%), lacrosse (35.1%),
and roller hockey (34.2%) have also experienced significant growth. In the most recent year, the fastest
growing sports were boxing for competition (13.1%) and pickleball (11.3%).
During the last five years, the sports that are most rapidly declining include ultimate frisbee (-39.1%),
touch football (-22.8%), tackle football (-16.0%), and racquetball (-13.4%). For the most recent year,
ultimate frisbee (-14.9%), badminton (-12.6%), gymnastics (-10.7%), and volleyball-sand/beach (-9.9%)
experienced the largest declines.
In general, the most recent year shares a similar pattern with the five-year trends. This suggests that the
increasing participation rates in certain activities have yet to peak in sports like rugby, lacrosse, field
hockey, and competitive boxing. However, some sports that increased rapidly over the past five years
have experienced recent decreases in participation, including squash, ice hockey, roller hockey and
volleyball-sand/beach. The reversal of the five-year trends in these sports may be due to a relatively low
user base (ranging from 1-5 million) and could suggest that participation in these activities may have
peaked.
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Core Vs. Casual Trends in General Sports
The most popular sports, such as basketball and baseball, have a larger core participant base (engaged
13+ times annually) than casual participant base (engaged at least 1 time annually). Less mainstream, less
organized sports such as ultimate frisbee, roller hockey, squash, and boxing for competition have larger
casual participation. Although these sports increased in participation over the last five years, the
newcomers were mostly casual participants that may be more inclined to switch to other sports or fitness
activities, resulting in the declining one-year trends.

Figure 12: General Sports National Participatory Trends
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2.3.3 National Trends in Fitness
Overall, national participatory trends in fitness have experienced strong growth in recent years. Many of
these activities have become popular due to an increased interest among Americans to improve their
health and enhance quality of life by engaging in an active lifestyle. These activities also have very few
barriers to entry, which provides a variety of options that are relatively inexpensive to participate in and
can be performed by most individuals.
The most popular fitness activity, by far, is fitness walking, which had about 110.8 million participants in
2017, increasing 2.7% from the previous year. Other leading fitness activities based on total number of
participants include treadmill (52.9 million), free weights (52.2 million), running/jogging (50.7 million),
weight/resistance machines (36.2 million), and stationary cycling (36.0 million).
Over the last five years, the activities growing most rapidly are non-traditional / off-road triathlons
(74.7%), trail running (57.6%), and aerobics (32.7%). Over the same time frame, the activities that have
undergone the most decline include: boot camps style cross training (-11.3%), stretching (-7.5%), and
weight/resistance machines (-6.9%).
In the last year, activities with the largest gains in participation were triathlon non-traditional/off road
(10.1%), running/jogging (7.1%), and trail running (6.6%). From 2016-2017, the activities that had the most
decline in participation were traditional/road triathlon (-8.9%), cardio kickboxing (-3.0%), and
calisthenics/bodyweight exercise (-2.6%).
Core Vs. Casual Trends in General Fitness
It should be noted that many of the activities that are rapidly growing have a relatively low user base,
which allows for more drastic shifts in terms of percentage, especially for five-year trends. Increasing
casual participants may also explain the rapid growth in some activities. For instance, core/casual
participation trends showed that over the last five years, casual participants increased drastically in nontraditional/off road (119.6%) and tai chi (26.9%), while the core participant base of both activities
experienced significantly less growth.
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Figure 13: General Fitness National Participatory Trends

2.3.4 National Trends in Outdoor Recreation
Results from the SFIA report demonstrate a contrast of growth and decline in participation regarding
outdoor / adventure recreation activities. Much like the general fitness activities, these activities
encourage an active lifestyle, can be performed individually or within a group, and are not as limited by
time constraints.
In 2017, the most popular activities, in terms of total participants, from the outdoor / adventure
recreation category include: day hiking (44.9 million), road bicycling (38.8 million), freshwater fishing (38.3
million), and camping within ¼ mile of vehicle/home (26.2 million).
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From 2012 to 2017, BMX bicycling (83.4%), adventure racing (56.3%), backpacking overnight (38.3%), and
day hiking (30.1%) have undergone the largest increases in participation. Similarly, in the last year,
activities growing most rapidly include: BMX bicycling (10.0%), backpacking overnight (8.1%), and day
hiking (6.6%).
The five-year trend shows activities declining most rapidly were in-line roller skating (-20.7%), camping
within ¼ mile of home/vehicle (-16.5%), and birdwatching (-9.2%). More recently, activities experiencing
the largest declines were adventure racing (-15.7%), traditional climbing (-9.4%), and in-line roller skating
(-2.1%).
Core Vs. Casual Trends in Outdoor Recreation
National participation trends for outdoor activities are on the rise; however, in-line roller skating and
freshwater fishing only experienced increases in casual participation over the last five years. Any decline
in participation over the last five years was mainly ascribed to decreases in core participants for activities
such as in-line roller skating (-32.6%), skateboarding (-10.7%), road bicycling (-10.4%), camping
recreational Vehicle (-10.0%), and archery (-3.2%).

Figure 14: Outdoor Recreation National Participatory Trends
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2.3.5 National Trends in Aquatics
Swimming is unquestionably a lifetime sport, which is most likely why it has experienced such strong
participation growth among the American population. In 2017, fitness swimming is the absolute leader in
overall participation (27.1 million) for aquatic activities, due in large part to its broad, multigenerational
appeal. In the most recent year, fitness swimming reported the strongest growth (2.0%) among aquatic
activities, while aquatic exercise and competitive swimming experienced decreases in participation.
Aquatic exercise has had a strong participation base of 10.4 million, however it also has recently
experienced a slight decrease in participants (-1.1%). Based on previous trends, this activity could rebound
in terms of participation due largely to ongoing research that demonstrates the activity’s great therapeutic
benefit coupled with increased life expectancies and a booming senior population. Aquatic exercise has
paved the way as a less stressful form of physical activity, while allowing similar benefits as land-based
exercises, such as aerobic fitness, resistance training, flexibility, and balance. Doctors are still
recommending aquatic exercise for injury rehabilitation, mature patients, and patients with bone or joint
problems. Compared to a standard workout, aquaticeExercise can significantly reduce stress placed on
weight-bearing joints, bones, and muscles, while also reducing swelling.

Figure 15: Aquatic National Participatory Trends

Core Vs. Casual Trends in Aquatic Activity
While all activities have undergone increases in participation over the last five years, most recently, casual
participation (1-49 times) is increasing much more rapidly than core participation (50+ times). For the fiveyear timeframe, casual participants of competition swimming increased by 56.2%, aquatic exercise by
24.8%, and fitness swimming by 21.0%. However, core participants of competition swimming decreased
by -6.5% and aquatic exercise declined by -4.6% (from 2012 to 2017).

2.3.6 National Trends in Water Sports/Activities
The most popular water sports/activities based on total participants in 2017 were recreational kayaking
(10.5 million), canoeing (9.2 million), and snorkeling (8.3 million). It should be noted that water activity
participation tends to vary based on regional, seasonal, and environmental factors. A region with more
water access and a warmer climate is more likely to have a higher participation rate in water activities
than a region that has long winter seasons or limited water access. Therefore, when assessing trends in
water sports and activities, it is important to understand that fluctuations may be the result of
environmental barriers which can greatly influence water activity participation.
Over the last five years, stand-up paddling (138.9%) was by far the fastest growing water activity, followed
by white water kayaking (33.1%), recreational kayaking (28.7%), and sea/tour kayaking (20.8%). Although
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the five-year trends show water sport activities are getting more popular, the most recent year shows a
different trend. From 2016 to 2017 stand-up paddling and recreational kayaking reflect much slower
increases in participation (3.3% and 5.2%), while white water kayaking (-2.0%), sea/tour kayaking (-5.4%)
both show decreases in participation numbers.
From 2012 to 2017, activities declining most rapidly were jet skiing (-22.6%), water skiing (-19.4%), and
wakeboarding (-10.8%). In the most recent year, activities experiencing the greatest declines in
participation included: boardsailing/windsurfing (-9.4%), canoeing (-8.2%), and scuba diving (-7.6%).

Figure 16: Water Sports/Activities National Participatory Trends

Core Vs. Casual Trends in Water Sports/Activities
As mentioned previously, regional, seasonal, and environmental limiting factors may influence the
participation rate of water sport and activities. These factors may also explain why all water-based
activities have more casual participants than core participants, since frequencies of activities may be
constrained by uncontrollable factors.
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2.3.7 Activity by Generation
Analyzing participation by age for recreational activities reveals that fitness and outdoor sports were the
most common activities across all generations. Breaking down activity level by generation shows a
converse correlation between age and healthy activity rates.
Generation Z (born 2000+) were the most active, with only 17.6% identifying as inactive. Approximately
65% of individuals within this generation were active in 2017; with 26.3% being active to a healthy level,
18.5% being active & high calorie, and 20.1% being casual active & low/med calorie.
Almost half (46.7%) of millennials (born 1980-1999) were active to a healthy level (35.4%) or active & high
calorie (11.3%), while 24.0% claimed they were inactive. Even though this inactive rate is much higher
than Generation Z’s (17.6%), it is still below the national inactive rate (28%).
Generation X (born 1965-1979) has the second highest active to a healthy level rate (35.0%) among all
generations, only being 0.4% less than Millennials. At the same time, they also have the second highest
inactive rate, with 28.1% not active at all.
The Boomers (born 1945-1964) were the least active generation, with an inactive rate of 33.3%. This age
group tends to participate in less intensive activities. Approximately 34% claimed to engage in casual &
low/med calorie (4.3%) or low/med calorie (29.6%) burning activities.

*Times per
year: Casual (150), Active (51150), Active to
Healthy Level
(151+)

Figure 17: Activity Level by Generation
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2.3.8 Regional Recreation Trends
Programs Offered by Park and Recreation Agencies (Mid-Atlantic Region)
NRPA’s Agency Performance Review 2018 summarizes key findings from NRPA Park Metrics, which is a
benchmark tool that compares the
management and planning of operating
resources and capital facilities of park and
recreation agencies. The report contains
data from 1,069 park and recreation
agencies across the U.S. as reported
between 2015 and 2017.
The report shows that the typical agencies
(i.e., those at the median values) offer 161
programs annually, with roughly 60% of
those
programs
being
fee-based
activities/events.
According to the information reported to the NRPA, the top five programming activities most frequently
offered by park and recreation agencies, both in the U.S. and regionally, are described in Figure 18. A
complete comparison of regional and national programs offered by agencies can be found in Figure 19.
When comparing Mid-Atlantic agencies to the U.S. average, team sports, themed special events, and
social recreation events were all identified in top five most commonly provided program areas offered
regionally and nationally.
Top 5 Most Offered Core Program Areas
(Offered by Parks and Recreation Agencies)
U.S. (% of agencies offering)

Mid-Atlantic Region (% of agencies offering)

•

Team sports (86%)

•

Themed special events (84%)

•

Themed special events (84%)

•

Social recreation events (80%)

•

Social recreation events (81%)

•

Individual sports (78%)

•

Fitness enhancement classes (78%)

•

Team sports (76%)

•

Health and wellness education (78%)

•

Trips and tours (73%)

Figure 18: Top Five Regional Core Recreation Program Areas
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In general, Mid-Atlantic park and recreation agencies offered programs at a slightly lesser rate than the
national average. However, based on a discrepancy threshold of 5% or more, Mid-Atlantic agencies are
offering programs such as individual sports, trips and tours, racquet sports, and golf at a higher rate than
the national average. Contradictorily, the agencies in the Mid-Atlantic are trailing the national average in
regards to team sports, fitness enhancement classes, health and wellness education, aquatics, martial
arts, and cultural crafts.
Core Program Areas Offered by Parks and Recreation Agencies
(Percent of Agencies)
U.S.

Mid-Atlantic

Team sports

86%

76%

84%
84%

Themed special events

81%
80%

Social recreation events
Fitness enhancement classes

71%

Health and wellness education

78%
78%

65%
70%
69%

Safety training
Aquatics

69%

61%

68%

Individual sports
64%

Trips and tours

62%

Racquet sports

78%
73%

69%

61%
61%

Performing arts

Martial arts

61%

49%

Cultural crafts

58%

47%

56%
55%

Visual arts

53%

Natural and cultural history activities
47%

Golf

57%

55%

Figure 19: All Regional Recreation Core Programs Offered

Targeted Programs for Children, Seniors, and People with Disabilities
For better understanding of targeted programs by age segment, the NRPA also tracks program offerings
that cater specifically to children, seniors, and people with disabilities, on a national and regional basis.
This allows for further analysis of these commonly targeted populations. According to the 2018 NRPA
Agency Performance Review, approximately 79% of agencies offer dedicated senior programming, while
62% of park and recreation agencies provide adaptive programming for individuals with disabilities.
Based on information reported to the NRPA, the top three activities that target children, seniors, and/or
people with disabilities most frequently offered by park and recreation agencies are described in Figure
20. A complete comparison of regional and national programs offered by agencies can be found in Figure
21.
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Top 3 Most Offered Core Program Areas
(Targeting Children, Seniors, and/or People with Disabilities)
U.S. (% of agencies offering)

Mid-Atlantic (% of agencies offering)

•

Summer camp (84%)

•

Summer camp (89%)

•

Senior programs (79%)

•

Senior programs (85%)

•

Teen programs (63%)

•

Teen programs (56%)

Figure 20: Top Three Core Program Areas

Agencies in the Mid-Atlantic Region tend to offer targeted programs at a lower rate than the national
average. Mid-Atlantic agencies are offering specific senior programs, specific teen programs, programs
for people with disabilities, and after school programs at a significantly lower rate than the national
average.

Figure 21: Targeted Programs for Children, Seniors, and People with Disabilities

2.3.9 Local Recreation Trends
Market Potential Index (MPI)
The following charts show sport and leisure market potential data for GNPD and the surrounding villages,
as provided by ESRI. A Market Potential Index (MPI) measures the probable demand for a product or
service within the service area. The MPI shows the likelihood that an adult resident of the target area will
participate in certain activities when compared to the U.S. national average. The national average is 100;
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therefore, numbers below 100 would represent lower than average participation rates, and numbers
above 100 would represent higher than average participation rates. The GNPD is compared to the
surrounding villages and the national average in four (4) categories – general sports, fitness, outdoor
activity, and commercial recreation.
Overall, GNPD and the surrounding villages both demonstrate above average market potential index (MPI)
numbers; this is particularly noticeable when analyzing the fitness and commercial recreation MPI charts.
All activities within both of these charts, besides overnight camping, have an MPI score greater than 100.
A large majority of the remaining activities also has high MPI numbers, well above the national average,
such as tennis, ice skating, hiking, bicycling, golf, mountain biking, canoeing/kayaking, and soccer.
These overall high MPI scores show that GNPD residents are very active and have a rather strong
participation presence when it comes to recreational activities. This becomes significant when the District
considers starting up new programs or building new facilities, giving it a strong tool to estimate resident
attendance and participation.
As seen in the charts below, the following sport and leisure trends are most prevalent for residents within
the District and the surrounding villages. The activities are listed in descending order, from highest to
lowest MPI score. High index numbers (100+) are significant because they demonstrate that there is a
greater potential that residents within the service area will actively participate in offerings provided by
GNPD.
GENERAL SPORTS MARKET POTENTIAL
When analyzing the general sports MPI chart, tennis, ice skating, golf, and soccer are the most popular
activities amongst both GNPD residents and the surrounding villages when compared to the national
average.

Figure 22: General Sports Local MPI
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FITNESS MARKET POTENTIAL
The fitness MPI chart shows Pilates, yoga, jogging/running, and weight lifting as the most popular activities
amongst the service area residents when compared to the national average.

Figure 23: General Fitness Local MPI

OUTDOOR ACTIVITY MARKET POTENTIAL
When analyzing the outdoor activity MPI chart, skiing (downhill), hiking, bicycling, and mountain biking
are the most popular activities amongst both GNPD residents and the surrounding villages when
compared to the national average.

Figure 24: Outdoor Activity Local MPI
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COMMERCIAL RECREATION MARKET POTENTIAL
The commercial recreation MPI chart shows went to art gallery, went to a museum (156 MPI), and did
photography as the most popular activities amongst service area residents when compared to the national
average.

Figure 25: Commercial Recreation Local MPI
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CHAPTER THREE – COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT
3.1 Overview
In order to establish a better understanding of Great Neck Park District’s parks and recreational offerings
and to help determine the needs and priorities for the future, the planning process began with soliciting
community input. Specifically, the initial community input process sought to understand a baseline
understanding of:
•

What is working well within the system?

•

What area(s) need improvement?

•

What recreation programs and services need enhancement?

•

What recreation facilities and amenities need enhancement?

•

What are the priority area(s) the District should focus on for the next 5-10 years?

To obtain the baseline understanding, the Consultant Team conducted a series of stakeholder interviews,
as well as an initial data gathering public forum. The following sections summarize and highlight the key
findings from the community input process.

3.2 Stakeholder Interviews
Over a two-day period in January 2019, the Consultant Team conducted interviews in person and by phone
that included more than 30 individuals. These interviews included key District staff, School District
representatives, surrounding village elected officials, non-profit groups, and a collection of residents and
user groups.
Based on feedback from these stakeholder interviews, the following key themes regarding Great Neck
Park District emerged. It should be noted, however, this summary reflects responses provided by
interview participants and comments do not necessarily constitute consultant recommendations.

3.2.1 Synthesis and Key Themes
•

Stronger enforcement of rules and staff presence is necessary. Many stakeholders articulated
that park rules and regulations are not being properly and consistently enforced. Specific
examples include rules pertaining to dogs and trail use, resident vs. non-resident ratios, and pool
rule enforcement. Additionally, staff structure was a theme as many stakeholders indicated that
staff are not scheduled/accessible during the busiest times. And those seasonal staff that are
present, inconsistently enforce park rules and regulations.

•

The District should consider its position in the commuter parking business. Owning and
operating commuter lots is a non-traditional Park District service across the country. The GNPD is
in a unique position as it currently monitors three commuter parking fields. Stakeholders
continued to bring forth the idea that the GNPD should re-evaluate its position and the future of
the commuter parking fields.

•

Marketing and communication can still be enhanced. Although acknowledging that the website
has been improved since an enhancement has occurred, many stakeholders still find the website
difficult to navigate, not being current/up to date, and missing some needed information (like a
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community calendar). Additionally, stakeholders believe that communication is not always timely
and alerting user groups about cancellations, postponements, etc. can be more efficient and
effective.
•

Maintaining and enhancing the existing system needs to be a focus. There are great facilities
within the District but there are challenges associated with field drainage issues, perceptions of
safety within parks, better signage, night lighting, leaking roofs, and fencing. Stakeholders
acknowledge that focusing on the existing park inventory should not be forgotten as new ideas
are brought forward for the District’s consideration.

•

Maximizing facility use and looking toward the future system. Stakeholders expressed a desire
to truly maximize existing facility spaces and reimagine underutilized spaces by incorporating
additional facilities/amenities in the park system. Existing spaces such as the ice rink, tennis
center, and Memorial Field courts can be maximized/utilized more if challenges such as parking,
seasonal recreation center, locker rooms, facility layout, and shade/coverings are addressed.
Additional or new facilities/amenities stakeholders believe the community needs include, but are
not limited to, a community recreation center, indoor pool, community gardens, and basketball
courts.

•

Enhancing the quality and types of service provision. Stakeholders expressed a strength of the
system is the number of programs offered. However, stakeholders addressed there are perceived
quality issues with some programs due to the quality of instruction and value received from the
program fee (e.g., summer camp, ice hockey, and sailing.) Additionally, programs and services
stakeholders believe the community needs include, but are not limited to, farmer’s markets,
performing arts, expanded pool hours/season, expanded rink operational season, more activities
for people after work hours, concentration on teen programming, and enhancing/activating the
waterfront through programs and services.

•

Developing partnerships to strengthen the community’s recreation needs. Many stakeholders
expressed a desire for a stronger relationship with the school district, villages, and County to
ensure recreation programs, services, and facilities are not directly (or indirectly) competing
against one another. Stakeholders indicate a holistic approach to meeting community needs is
necessary and should be formalized.

•

Great Neck Park District serves a diverse community. As with many communities, changing
demographics often necessitate an increased attention toward changing community needs. With
the GNPD constituency, there are more considerations than race, ethnicity, and economic
indicators (although these are all important). Specifically, there are many special interest groups,
religious affiliations, and faith-based values that need to be represented through the GNPD’s
parks and programs service provision.
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3.3 First Public Forum
An open public forum was held on January 10,
2019. The intent of the public forum was to
provide a process overview followed by an
opportunity for residents to offer feedback on
the current system and provide opinions on
its future development. Approximately 130
participants, representing a variety of
interests, were present at the public forum.
Feedback was captured through interactive
electronic polling, open-response flip chart
stations and comment cards, and interactions
with District staff, elected officials, and the
Consultant Team. The meeting was live
streamed for those unable to attend in person and the recording is posted on the Master Plan website.

3.3.1 Electronic Polling
The Consultant Team handed out “clickers” to attendees as they entered Great Neck House and signed in
to record their attendance. Clickers allow for a different sort of interaction by soliciting feedback on a
variety of topics via multiple choice and multiple answer questions. Using clickers is a convenient way to
ensure respondents remain anonymous through the process. Using clickers also has the added benefit of
being a little more fun and engaging than traditional public input methods.
Key Findings
The electronic polling exercise revealed several interesting points, including:
•

71% of attendees report using GNPD parks or facilities at least weekly; 2% report not using GNPD
parks or facilities at all.

•

Respondents were asked to select the park/facility types they use most often. Four answer
choices were the most popular:
o

Major parks (24%);

o

Parkwood Family Aquatic Center (16%);

o

Neighborhood parks (15%); and

o

Great Neck House (13%).

•

91% of attendees report the overall quality of GNPD parks and facilities as at least “good” (67%
“excellent” and 24% “good”).

•

43% of attendees report participating in any GNPD recreation program at least monthly; 17%
report not participating in any GNPD recreation program at all.

•

Of those who participated in GNPD recreation programs, 75% report the overall quality of them
as at least “good” (45% “excellent” and 30% “good”).

•

Respondents were asked to select all the programs/services that they are most interested in. Six
answer choices were the most popular:
o

Fitness and wellness (15%);

o

Special events (15%);

o

Arts and culture (14%);
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o

Aquatics (13%);

o

Nature/environmental education (12%); and

o

Outdoor/adventure recreation (11%).

•

The most popular method used to travel to the parks and recreation facilities/programs attendees
use are driving (50%), walking (36%), and biking (10%).

•

Respondents were asked to select their preferred ways to learn about GNPD programs and
events. Five answer choices were the most popular:

•

•

•

o

Email (19%);

o

Parks and Recreation Guide (17%);

o

District website (14%);

o

Fliers, posters, kiosks, etc. in facilities/parks (13%); and

o

Newspaper (11%).

Respondents were asked to select the parks and recreation services that should receive the most
attention from the GNPD over the next two years. Five answer choices were the most popular:
o

Park maintenance (25%);

o

Quality of programs (15%);

o

New amenities/facilities (14%);

o

More community events (12%); and

o

More recreational programming (10%).

Respondents were asked to select all the reasons that prevent them from using parks, recreation
facilities, or programs offered by GNPD more often. Four answer choices were the most popular:
o

I am too busy (19%);

o

Program/facility not offered (18%);

o

Program/facility times not convenient (18%); and

o

I do not know what is being offered (16%).

87% of attendees report being at least “somewhat satisfied” with the overall value they receive
from GNPD (64% “very satisfied” and 23% “somewhat satisfied”).

3.3.2 Open Comment Period
After completing the electronic polling exercise, attendees transitioned to an open comment period. The
open comment period provided an opportunity for attendees to record their thoughts on flip charts. This
exercise served as an opportunity to provide additional feedback not captured through the electronic
polling exercise or to provide additional support for the answer choices they selected via the clickers.
Specifically, attendees were asked to record responses at four different flipchart stations that focused on
the following topics/discussion points:
1. The most important park or facility features/amenities;
2. The most important programs and services;
3. The top unmet needs not currently provided by GNPD; and
4. General comments that do not necessarily “fit” into one of the three points above.
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Park or Facility Amenities/Features
• More coordination with schools and other villages to share community facilities;
•

Night lighting in parks;

•

Second sheet of ice;

•

Workout/training room at rink;

•

All year ice rink;

•

Commuter parking;

•

New tennis facility;

•

Why is District owning parking lots, is operating parking in its charter?

•

Indoor pool;

•

Concerned about safety in Steppingstone as there is no office there in case of emergency;

•

Heated indoor pool (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Allenwood Park: need safe walking paths without bicyclists, skateboards, and dogs; also
meditation garden (quiet area);

•

Outdoor ping pong table;

•

Better use of parks;
o

Night fields for soccer;

o

Bubble in winter; and

o

Pickup soccer games for kids and adults;

•

Recreation center year round (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Basketball courts at Firefighters Park;

•

More parking;

•

Firefighters Park: gazebo deteriorating;

•

Kings Point Park: water fountain by trails;

•

Community gardens and raised beds (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Enhancement of safe walking trails;

•

Mountain bike trails;

•

Under 10 tennis courts; and

•

Waterfront walkway.

Programs and Services
• More activities at Great Neck House besides playing cards (*several additional comments
recorded);
•

More diverse adult classes choices (*several additional comments recorded);
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•

More activities for teens;

•

STEM programs;

•

Video game competitions;

•

Chess games for youth at Great Neck House;

•

Ping pong/table tennis;

•

Lego robotics program

•

Teen programs at Great Neck House or at the pool;

•

Would like to see “separate” swim slots available for males and females who have religious needs;

•

Advanced ice hockey classes;

•

Please communicate and coordinate with School District and PAL program regarding youth
programming as there is a lot of overlap and as a result, poor attendance and decreased quality;

•

Spend less money for Steppingstone Park summer concert programs;

•

Eliminate movies (at Great Neck House) as these are costly – very few attendees, poor choices,
fewer films if at all, better choices;

•

Great Neck House: Sundays @ 3 series – send out emails. We signed up for them, but none are
sent to remind residents of programs;

•

State-of-the-art indoor golf simulators;

•

A structured program offered by skate school for hockey rather than the current one which
doesn’t provide a testing system for students;

•

More times offered for kids’ programs in Great Neck House;

•

Longer pool season (start earlier and open during the week);

•

Improve communication with members;

•

Lease commuter parking lots to operators of parking garages (ground rent);

•

Better website;

•

Local residents who buy apartments by the commuter lots pay $200-$600K for an apartment and
see empty lots they cannot use. Offer permits (for a fee) and allow local tax paying citizens the
ability to park a car until 5am (M-F) and all day on Saturday and Sunday;

•

Parkwood Family Aquatic Center: poor behavior; small children use big pool which is NOT
supervised;

•

Kings Point Park: dogs MUST be on leash – better signage and fines for owners who do not comply.
This is serious. No motorbikes on paths. This has happened a few times. Not that serious;

•

Parkwood Family Aquatic Center: re-institute bathing caps for men and women. Pool surface is
unpleasant. If possible, extend the season even further. Greater enforcement and awareness of
parents of toddlers that swim diapers must be worn. It is criminal to shut a pool for three hours
due to selfishness of parent. Possibly fine the parent. Make it a priority;

•

Steppingstone Park: gardening tips from Master Gardeners there. Maybe two sessions;
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•

Coordination between Village of Great Neck and Park District; and

•

More programs in the Village Green.

Top Unmet Needs
• Indoor heated pool and lap lanes (*several additional comments recorded);
•

Golf programs with mini golf and regular golf (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Year round skating;

•

Indoor recreation center (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Working adult evening classes;

•

Stone ping pong tables in all parks (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Management of equipment/machinery in Parkwood facing Wood Road;

•

Parkwood Family Aquatic Center: campers need their own building to change. Ladies locker room
is almost unusable during camp hours at the pool. Members are avoiding joining and coming when
camp is there in summer;

•

Basketball court at Allenwood Park (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Indoor basketball;

•

More Sunday programs so religiously observant can attend;

•

Public gardening area;

•

Plant trees/garden around Upland Park (trees destroyed by storm) and surrounding area;

•

Village Green: wood carvings need to be re-glazed;

•

More things at night;

•

Better website (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Thomaston Park needs updating – do not neglect the southern parks;

•

Great Parkwood Family Aquatic Center;

•

Am afraid of dogs and don’t want dogs allowed in parks – unhealthy;

•

More plastic chairs for Tuesday summer concerts at Firefighters Park;

•

Better communication of all events and rain dates;

•

Computer and video gaming tournaments;

•

More indoor tennis courts (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Kings Point Park: ropes and zipline course;

•

Raised beds for resident gardeners in a sunny location;

•

Label trees for identification;

•

Lakeville Park: new bathrooms open all year, new playground equipment, no gates around play
areas, change mulch to soft ground material, and cement under benches;
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•

Cuttermill Park: no sand;

•

Kayak rack at Steppingstone;

•

Outdoor adult exercise equipment (e.g., chinning bar) or course;

•

More net sports (volleyball, badminton, etc.) besides tennis;

•

More teen options;

•

Walking/running tracks, track sports;

•

Bigger sign at Kings Point Park saying dogs must be on leash; and

•

New basketball hoops and backboards at recreation center.

General Comments
• More commuter parking at a reasonable price; costs currently are ridiculously high;
•

Clear signage, rule enforcement, security improvement, and rules and regulations (drones,
vaping, etc.);

•

More opportunities for paddle boarding;

•

Mini golf course at dog park in Thomaston;

•

Heated indoor pool (*several additional comments recorded);

•

Extended recreation center into early fall season – don’t close in August or before school starts;

•

Needed enforcement of Kings Point Park rules:
o

Dogs must be leashed;

o

Leashed dogs only on dog trails; and

o

No bike riding on trails;

•

Go to dog park; and

•

Specific dog trail at Kings Point Park.

3.4 Statistically-Valid Community Survey
In order to test the themes and information learned through the initial public engagement process, a
statistically-valid survey was implemented to provide generalizable and defensible information.

3.4.1 Overview
ETC Institute administered a Community Interest and Opinion survey for the Great Neck Park District
during the Spring of 2019. The survey will aid the District in taking a resident-driven approach to making
decisions that will enrich the future of the community and positively affect the lives of residents.

3.4.2 Methodology
ETC Institute mailed a survey packet to a random sample of households in the Great Neck Park District;
each survey packet contained a cover letter, a copy of the survey, and a postage-paid return envelope.
Residents who received the survey were given the option of returning the survey by mail or completing it
online at www.gnparksurvey.org. Ten days after the surveys were mailed, ETC Institute sent emails and
placed phone calls to the households that received the survey to encourage participation. The emails
contained a link to the on-line version of the survey to make it easy for residents to complete the survey.
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To prevent people who were not residents of the Great Neck Park District from participating, everyone
who completed the survey online was required to enter his/her home address prior to submitting the
survey. ETC Institute then matched the addresses that were entered online with the addresses that were
originally selected for the random sample. If the address from a survey completed online did not match
one of the addresses selected for the sample, the online survey was not counted.
A total of 400 residents completed the survey. The overall results for the sample of 400 households have
a precision of at least +/-4.9% at the 95% level of confidence.

3.4.3 Major Findings
Park/Facility Use and Ratings
Respondents were asked to indicate if they have used any of 25 major recreation parks/facilities operated
by the Great Neck Park District and rate the condition of the parks/facilities they have used. The top three
most used parks/facilities are:
•

Steppingstone Park (85%);

•

Great Neck House (62%); and

•

Allenwood Park (60%).

Woodland Preserve, Steppingstone Park, and Firefighters Park (Grace Avenue) received the highest
percentage of “excellent” and “good” ratings among the 25 listed parks/facilities respondents were asked
to rate. Respondents were least satisfied with Udall’s Pond Park.
Barriers to Usage
Respondents were asked to indicate the reasons that prevent their households from using parks,
recreation, and sports facilities operated by the Great Neck Park District. Thirty percent (30%) of
respondents indicated that program times are not convenient, twenty-eight percent (28%) indicate that
they do not know what is being offered, twenty-one percent (21%) indicated fees are too high, and
twenty-one percent (21%) indicated the program or facility they would use is not offered.
Program Participation and Awareness
Respondents were asked to indicate all the organizations that their household uses for recreation
programs and services. The most used organizations include:

•

Great Neck Park District (61%),

•

Churches/places of worship (27%),

•

The Great Neck School District (27%),

•

Private clubs (27%)

Twenty-two percent (22%) of respondents indicate that members of their household between the age of
0 to 17 use the Great Neck Park District for recreation programs and services. Forty-two percent (42%) of
respondents indicate that members of their household 18 years or older use the Great Neck Park District
for recreation programs and services.
Facility Needs and Priorities
Facility Needs: Respondents were asked to identify if their household had a need for any of 29 recreation
parks and facilities and rate how well their needs for each were currently being met. Based on this analysis,
ETC Institute was able to estimate the number of households in the community that had the greatest
“unmet” need for various parks and facilities.
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The four recreation parks and facilities with the highest percentage of households that have an unmet
need were:

•

Walking and biking trails – 4,891 households (or 38%);

•

Indoor swimming pools & aquatics– 4,877 households (or 38%);

•

Indoor fitness & exercise facilities– 4,814 households (or 38%); and

•

Indoor running/walking tracks– 4,741 households (or 37%).

The estimated number of households that have unmet needs for each of the 29 parks and facilities that
were assessed is shown in Figure 26.

Q3-3. Estimated Number of Households Whose Needs for Facilities
Are Being Met 50% or Less
by number of households based on an estimated 12,765 households in the Great Neck Park District
4,891
Walking & biking trails
4,877
Indoor swimming pools & aquatics
4,814
Indoor fitness & exercise facilities
4,741
Indoor running/walking tracks
3,208
Miniature golf courses
2,959
Nature centers
2,775
Commuter parking fields
2,635
Community gardens
2,578
Indoor playground
2,521
Picnic areas & shelters
2,055
Sledding hills
1,736
Indoor basketball courts
1,640
Meeting/rental facilities
1,414
Golf courses
1,344
Outdoor swimming pools
1,318
Indoor tennis
1,302
Indoor turf sports (soccer, football, lacrosse)
1,196
Indoor volleyball courts
1,152
Splash pads/spray grounds
1,130
Outdoor sand volleyball courts
1,092
Outdoor tennis courts
1,078
Dog parks
903
Indoor ice arena
902
Outdoor basketball courts
758
Outdoor playgrounds
751
Outdoor multi-purpose/rectangular fields
730
Outdoor pickleball courts
404
Outdoor diamond fields (baseball/softball)
292
Other
0
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2,000

3,000

4,000
0% Met

25% Met

Source: ETC Institute (2019)

Figure 26: Number of Households with Unmet Needs (Facilities)
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Facility Importance: In addition to assessing the needs for each park and facility, ETC Institute also
assessed the importance that residents placed on each park and facility. Based on the sum of respondents’
top four choices, the four most important parks and facilities to residents were:

•

Walking and biking trails (39%);

•

Outdoor swimming pools (30%);

•

Indoor Swimming pools and aquatics (26%); and

•

Outdoor playgrounds (24%).

The percentage of residents who selected each facility as one of their top four choices is shown in Figure
27.

Q4. Parks/Facilities That Are Most Important to Households
by percentage of respondents who selected the items as one of their top four choices
Walking & biking trails
Outdoor swimming pools
Indoor swimming pools & aquatics
Outdoor playgrounds
Commuter parking fields
Indoor fitness & exercise facilities
Indoor running/walking tracks
Picnic areas & shelters
Indoor playground
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Miniature golf courses
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Indoor basketball courts
Sledding hills
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Indoor turf sports (soccer, football, lacrosse)
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Outdoor diamond fields (baseball/softball)
Indoor volleyball courts
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39%
30%
26%
24%
21%
20%
15%
13%
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10%
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9%
8%
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6%
5%
5%
4%
3%
3%
3%
3%
2%
2%
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4%
0%

10%

20%
1st Choice

30%
2nd Choice

40%
3rd Choice

50%

4th Choice

Source: ETC Institute (2019)

Figure 27: Most Important Facilities to Households

Priorities for Facility Investments: The Priority Investment Rating (PIR) was developed by ETC Institute
to provide organizations with an objective tool for evaluating the priority that should be placed on
recreation and parks investments. The Priority Investment Rating (PIR) equally weights (1) the importance
that residents place on facilities and (2) how many residents have unmet needs for the facility.
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Based on the Priority Investment Rating (PIR), the following six facilities were rated as high priorities for
investment:

•

Walking and biking trails (PIR=200);

•

Indoor swimming pools & aquatics (PIR=166);

•

Indoor fitness & exercise facilities (PIR=149);

•

Indoor running/walking tracks (PIR=135);

•

Commuter parking fields (PIR=112); and

•

Outdoor swimming pools (PIR=103).

Figure 28 shows the Priority Investment Rating for each of the 28 facilities/amenities that were assessed
on the survey.

Figure 28: Priority Investment Ratings for Facilities
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Programming Needs and Priorities
Programming Needs. Respondents were also asked to identify if their household had a need for any of 25
recreational programs and rate how well their needs for each program were currently being met. Based
on this analysis, ETC Institute was able to estimate the number of households in the community that had
“unmet” needs for each program.
The three recreation programs with the highest percentage of households that have an unmet need were:

•

Farmer’s Market – 6,083 households (or 48%);

•

Fitness and wellness programs – 4,682 households (or 37%); and

•

Enrichment programs 3,173 households (or 25%).

The estimated number of households that have unmet needs for each of the 25 programs that were
assessed is shown in Figure 29.

Q5-3. Estimated Number of Households Whose
Needs for Programs Are Being Met 50% or Less
by number of households based on an estimated 12,765 households in the Great Neck Park District
Farmer's Market
Fitness & wellness programs
Enrichment programs
Adult programs
Senior programs
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2,921
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Source: ETC Institute (2019)

Figure 29: Number of Households with Unmet Needs (Programs)
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Program Importance. In addition to assessing the needs for each program, ETC Institute also assessed the
importance that residents place on each program. Based on the sum of respondents’ top four choices, the
two most important programs to residents were:

•

Farmer’s market (32%); and

•

Fitness and wellness programs (27%).

The percentage of residents who selected each program as one of their top four choices is shown in Figure
30.

Q6. Programs That Are Most Important to Households
by percentage of respondents who selected the items as one of their top four choices
Farmer's Market
Fitness & wellness programs
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Water fitness programs
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Enrichment programs
Theater & performing arts programs
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Trips to special events & attractions
Summer camp programs
Environmental education/nature programs
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Arts & crafts
Dance programs
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Youth sports leagues
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Adult sports leagues
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Sports conditioning
Birthday parties
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7%
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Source: ETC Institute (2019)

Figure 30: Most Important Programs to Households
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Priorities for Programming Investments. Based the priority investment rating (PIR), the following three
programs were rated as “high priorities” for investment:

•

Farmer’s Market (PIR=200);

•

Fitness & wellness programs (PIR=161); and

•

Adult programs (PIR=103).

Figure 31 shows the Priority Investment Rating (PIR) for each of the 24 programs that was rated.

Figure 31: Priority Investment Ratings for Programs
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Taxes Vs. User Fees for Programs
From a list of 13 programs and services, respondents were asked to indicate what they believe is the
appropriate mix of support from taxes versus user fees. Most respondents indicated that the services and
programs listed should either be supported by user fees or an even mix of taxes and user fees.
Respondents were significantly less inclined to indicate that taxes should be the primary support
mechanism. Figure 32 on the next page shows the distribution of responses.

Q18. Tax Versus User Fee Support for Programs
by percentage of respondents
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Source: ETC Institute (2019)

Figure 32: Taxes Vs. User Fees for Programs
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Information Sourced
Respondents were asked how they learn about Great Neck Park District from a list of 10 sources. Seventyseven percent (77%) of respondents indicated they prefer Park District program catalog/brochure, forty
percent (40%) of respondents indicated the Park District website, and thirty-eight percent (38%) of
respondents indicated from friends and neighbors. Respondents were then asked the top 3 sources they
use to learn about Great Neck Park District programs and activities. Sixty-seven percent (67%) of
respondents indicated they prefer the Park District program catalog/brochure, thirty-five percent (35%)
prefer Park District email bulletins, thirty-one percent (31%) prefer the Park District website.
Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Services
The highest levels of satisfaction with parks and recreation services, based upon the combined percentage
of “very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses, were: the number of parks (90%) and the
maintenance of parks (86%). Respondents were least satisfied with the rentals of shelters, gyms, or
meeting rooms (74%).
Potential New Developments to the Park System
The potential program spaces that received the highest levels of support were: the development of
walking and jogging track (53%), an indoor pool (53%), and an exercise facility for adults 50 years/older
(46%). The action respondents would be most willing to fund with their tax dollars was the development
of an indoor pool (41%). Respondents were least supportive of developing diamond fields (baseball and
softball).
Conclusions
Seventy-four percent (74%) of respondents indicated they are either “very satisfied” or “somewhat
satisfied’ with the overall value their household receives from Great Neck Park District. To ensure the
District continues to meet the needs and expectations of the community, ETC Institute recommends that
they sustain and/or improve the performance in areas that were identified as “high priorities” by the
Priority Investment Rating (PIR). The facilities and programs with the highest PIR ratings are listed below.
PARK AND FACILITY PRIORITIES
•

Walking and biking trails (PIR=200);

•

Indoor swimming pools and aquatics (PIR=166);

•

Indoor fitness and exercise facilities (PIR=149);

•

Indoor running/walking tracks (PIR=135);

•

Commuter parking fields (PIR=112); and

•

Outdoor swimming pools (PIR=103).

PROGRAMMING PRIORITIES
•

Farmer's market (PIR=200);

•

Fitness and wellness programs (PIR=161); and

•

Adult programs (PIR=103).
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3.5 Online Community Survey
An online survey (powered by SurveyMonkey) was deployed to gain a better
understanding of the characteristics, preferences, and satisfaction levels of
Great Neck Park District users. The survey was available for nine weeks and was
closed on July 7, 2019. A total of 572 responses was received.
The online survey emulated the statistically-valid survey questions distributed
by ETC. This allowed other residents another opportunity to provide input even if they did not receive the
statistically-valid survey.
An important distinction is made between the general online community survey and the statistically-valid
survey completed (besides the statistical validity of the results); that is, 36% of the statistically-valid survey
were current or recent users of the system compared with 58% of the general online survey were current
or recent users. Therefore, the statistically-valid survey provides a more representative sample of the
District’s population as a whole and the general online survey provides (potentially) more insight to
existing user opinion.
Overall, the findings from the online community survey are rather similar to the statistically-valid survey
results. In many instances, the results mirror each other. Below are some of the key takeaways from both
the surveys.

3.5.1 Key Survey Similarities
The following response areas generated similar results between both surveys.
Barriers to Use
The top five barriers reflect the same barriers as the statistically-valid survey with only two areas reversed.
The top barrier indicated was:
Online Community Survey
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Statistically-Valid Survey

Program times not being convenient
Programs/facilities not being offered
I do not know what is being offered
Fees are too high
Lack of quality programs

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Program times not being convenient
I do not know what is being offered
Fees are too high
Programs/facilities not being offered
Lack of quality programs

Park/Facility Needs
The top six most “needed” facilities/amenities were the same as the statistically-valid survey with only
two areas reversed:
Online Community Survey
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Statistically-Valid Survey

Walking and biking trails
Outdoor swimming pools
Indoor fitness and exercise facilities
Indoor swimming pools and aquatics
Outdoor playgrounds
Picnic areas & shelters

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
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Program Needs
The top six most “needed” programs were also very similar with only a couple areas out of order and the
omission of special events for the online survey and senior programming for the statistically-valid survey:

Online Community Survey
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Statistically-Valid Survey

Farmer’s Markets
Fitness and wellness programs
Enrichment programs
Adult programs
Special Events
Theater/performing arts programs

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Farmer’s Markets
Fitness and wellness programs
Adult programs
Senior programs
Enrichment programs
Theater/performing arts programs

Tax Support VS. User Fees
Both surveys indicate very similar perceptions to the degree of tax subsidy provided for various program
areas.
Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation Services
Both surveys indicated the same three services as having the highest level of satisfaction:
1. Number of parks
2. Maintenance of parks
3. Amount of open spaces
Level of Support for Various Actions
Both surveys indicate high support for two actions:
1. Develop new facilities (indoor/outdoor pool, community/recreation center, gyms, etc.)
2. Improvements/maintenance of existing parks and recreation facilities
Both surveys indicate low support (along with the most “not sure” response) for:
•

Construction of new sports fields (softball, soccer, baseball, etc.)

Actions Most Willing to Support with Tax Dollars
Both surveys indicate a high willingness to fund the same amenities/facilities with tax dollars:

Online Community Survey
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Statistically-Valid Survey

Indoor pool
Exercise facility for adults 50+ years
Indoor workout/fitness area
Indoor recreation/community center
Walking and jogging track

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
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Preferred Communication Methods
Both surveys resulted in the same top three and bottom two preferences regarding preferred
communication methods:
Online Community Survey
1.
2.
3.
1.
2.

Statistically-Valid Survey

Park District program catalog/brochure
Park District website
Park District e-mail bulletins
Conversations with parks/rec. staff
Flyer distributed at school

1.
2.
3.
1.
2.

Park District program catalog/brochure
Park District e-mail bulletins
Park District website
Flyer distributed at school
Conversations with parks/rec. staff

3.5.2 Implications
After analyzing the data collected from the public engagement process, there are several public priorities
that rose to the surface:
•

Fitness programming and re-instituting a Farmer’s Market are top community priorities.

•

The community understands there is a need for tax subsidy and user fees to help sustain the
system; additionally, there is commonality among the type of services that should be more user
fee-based and those that should be funded more with tax dollars.

•

Aquatics, fitness, trails, playgrounds, and picnic shelters are important facility needs.

•

There is a willingness to financially support developing new facilities and maintaining the existing
system.

•

Focusing on the District’s website will be an important communication method.

3.6 Second Public Forum
A second public forum was held at Great
Neck North High School on the evening
of Thursday, July 25, 2019. This meeting
was again an open invite to District
residents. In total, 125 people attended
the meeting. The meeting’s purpose
was to share the Consultant Team’s
findings
and
preliminary
recommendations.
This
allowed
attendees to hear the information
learned through the public engagement
process and then react to it by providing
comments and feedback in five key categories:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Park and facility development improvements;
Park and facility management;
Programs and services;
Financial and budgetary capacity development; and
Policies and practices.
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3.6.1 Park and Facility Development Improvements
•

Remove all sand playgrounds, except sandboxes, ok for parents of young children

•

Kayak club

•

Separate dog path at Kings Point Park;

•

Park app to let people know what is going on in the parks;

•

Dog area for off-leash in Allenwood Park;
o

Off-leash dog area;

o

Accessible dog park; and

o

Dogs allowed in all parks on leash; and
▪

•

Off leash area in Allenwood and Kings Point parks.

New indoor tennis facility; building is old and out of date;
o

Indoor tennis and pickleball building;

•

Table tennis in Allenwood;

•

Improve area for fishing at Steppingstone (too close to boats);
o

More fishing opportunities;

•

Farmer’s market in Village Green;

•

Concerts in Village Green;

•

Trolley to Long Island Railroad (LIRR);
o

Commuter parking/shuttle to LIRR;

•

Eliminate permit use of parks (especially Steppingstone Park) during the weekends (for parties,
not for shows);

•

Memorial Fields soccer field Improvements;

•

Volleyball court;

•

Want indoor pool with aerobic exercise and lap lanes (will provide non-resident revenue);

•

Add filtered water fountains;

•

Safe way for kids to walk/bike to parks;

•

Some parks do not have enough picnic tables or poor location;

•

Indoor recreation: important to have non-program activities such as pool, ping pong, bowling, and
basketball all year round for all ages;
o

Need indoor pool, indoor soccer turf, and indoor basketball;

o

Need indoor pool with lap lanes; and

o

Indoor Pool – take into account religious sensitivities/requirements.
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•

Complete overhaul of pathways in Allenwood (inside & outside). The asphalt patching is both a
safety hazard and aesthetically lackluster. However, need something that lets the kids still make
chalk drawings and ride bikes; but not more pathways as we need grass/open spaces.

3.6.2 Park and Facility Management
•

Off-leash area;
o

Allenwood - not a dog run; and

o

Allenwood - a grassy space where the dogs can run around.

•

More dog parks;

•

Allow dogs in all parks (on leash);

•

Basketball hoops/courts at Allenwood (already had them once);

•

Keep rec center open after or until Labor Day;

•

Kings Point - refurbish picnic areas, BBQ;

•

Improve/increase commuter parking;
o

Commuter Parking - needed and source of revenue; add more and open to nonresidents
at higher fees; this will help with congestion, pricing, and driving into the city;

•

Renovate Great Neck House;

•

Indoor pool; and

•

Steppingstone - fix sprinkler pad (only 1 of 3 sprinklers running, floor deteriorating).

3.6.3 Programs and Services
•

Cottonwood tree – upland Park (butterfly and bee area around the Upland Park;

•

Beautify other parks in the area;

•

Grassy dog park- simple just a gated area in the dead zone of South Area in Allenwood Park
(mentioned multiple times);

•

Indoor pool should be a high priority (mentioned multiple times);
o

Worried about cost;

o

Aquatic exercise Classes for seniors;

o

Huge cost North Hempstead has a pool; and

o

Indoor lazy river for walking.

•

Farmer’s market;

•

On website for each park- times, type of availability for use of each activity;
o

Get equipment support and supervision;

•

Indoor pickleball;

•

Indoor exercise facility;

•

Warming and cooling stations;
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•

A program to actively acquire open space should be implemented;

•

Disagree with the idea of adding ice skating in the Village Green; and

•

Babies with diapers must not be in big pool.

3.6.4 Financial and Budgetary Capacity Development
•

HR is necessary and should be a part of this expansive Park District;

•

Unsure on the need for three superintendents plus 2 HR (multiple individuals agreed);
o

Do not need my taxes to increase;

o

Agree the Superintendent and Deputy do a great job; funding should go to programs, not
administration;

o

It is great that one person does the job of 3;

o

Worried about cost;

o

Don’t think we need HR person. P

•

Tax implication an issue. No corresponding financial info given during presentation. Explore
Sponsorships; and

•

Prevent lawsuits by having an HR department.

3.6.5 Policies and Practices
•

Need to enforce pool regulations and rules especially for visitors. Too many babies with diapers
& too small to stand in pool;

•

Programs that serve a segment of the community should be funded by that segment;

•

All dogs must be on leash in parks;

•

Limited programs and facilities to residents, taxpayers should benefit not non-residents of the
GNPD;

•

We need more dog friendly parks. We need dog parks with grass in Allenwood Park and free
parking around the train station, we pay enough taxes;

•

Lifeguards need better training & preparation, more involved and attentive;

•

No food on deck of pool - bees attracted by sweet fruits, drinks etc.;

•

Need more resident feedback on pool. Send pool surveys after season;

•

Keep rec center open until Labor Day; and

•

Parkwood Family Aquatic Center should offer a daily rate at least for residents (5x pass not same).
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CHAPTER FOUR – SYSTEM ASSESSMENT
4.1 Evaluating the Current System: Infrastructure
Park properties and facilities are the physical backbone of a parks and recreation system. They support
and facilitate programming and user experiences while creating access to recreational opportunities. It is
paramount that these properties and facilities be well maintained, meet current standards, and
accommodate the highest and best use. Periodic assessment of their physical condition is critical to the
District’s ability to budget and implement priority repairs and improvements in an organized and timely
manner.
As part of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan, the Great Neck Park District desired an inventory and
comparison of existing facilities/programs. As part of that item, a site assessment was conducted for each
District park. District staff and the Consultant Team visited 16 parks and facilities over a two-day period.
At each location, the Consultant Team asked staff questions, toured the site, inventoried and assessed
the overall conditions, and took photos. For documentation purposes, weather conditions during the tour
was mostly cloudy to overcast, cool, and slightly to moderately windy. While these conditions do not
impact the condition assessment, picture quality and aesthetics may be affected.

4.1.1 Methodology
The consultant team used a site assessment form to document each park visited. The form included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Design and usage;
First impressions;
Access and visibility;
Site structures/amenities;
Site furnishings;
General landscape/hardscape;
Overall condition;
Any identified corrective actions needed;
Any planned capital improvements; and
Strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities.

Park conditions were rated using a differential scale of excellent, good, fair, or poor. The table on the next
page provides the condition descriptions utilized in this analysis.
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Scale of Conditions
Assessment Finding
Excellent

•
•

Good

•
•

•
Fair

•
•
•

Poor

•

•

•

General Description
Park/amenities are in excellent condition with little or no maintenance
problems noted.
Park/amenities do not have any major design issues that contribute to
diminished use or maintenance.
Park/amenities are in good condition and feature only minor
maintenance problems.
Generally, most maintenance issues with these park/amenities appear to
be the result of age and/or heavy use but do not significantly affect
usability.
Park/amenities may only have minor design issues that contribute to
diminished use or maintenance (i.e. drainage, structural, utilities, etc.).
Park/amenities are in fair condition and indicate ongoing maintenance
problems.
Generally, most maintenance issues with these park/amenities appear to
be the result of age and heavy use resulting in some loss of usability.
Some maintenance issues may be compounded over time due to deferred
maintenance as a result of budget and/or resource limitations.
Park/amenities are in poor condition and clearly show ongoing
maintenance problems that ultimately may result in suspended use for
repair/replacement.
Maintenance issues with these park/amenities are the result of age and
heavy use, and generally are compounded over time due to chronic
deferred maintenance as a result of budget and/or resource limitations
resulting in significant loss of usability.
Park/amenities may feature major design or safety issues that contribute
to diminished use or maintenance (i.e. drainage, structural, utilities, etc.).

The following established sites were assessed during the tour:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Allenwood Park
Cuttermill Park
Dog Park
Jonathan Ielpi Firefighters Park
Kings Point Park
Lakeville Park
Manor Park
Marina
Memorial Fields
Parkwood Sports Complex
Ravine Park
Steppingstone Park
Thomaston Park

55

GREAT NECK PARK DISTRICT
•
•
•

Uplands Park
Village Green
Wyngate Park

4.1.2 System Summary
Strengths
• Diverse park system with many experiences included at each site;
•

Waterfront access is a part of the system;

•

The system includes one signature park (Steppingstone) and one signature special use facility
(Parkwood Sports Complex);

•

In lieu of indoor space, the ice arena is used as a seasonal recreation center;

•

Neighborhood parks have strong usage from surrounding households;

•

The District has a dedicated staff presence in many parks;

•

Park identity signage is consistently used (albeit in different formats); and

•

Events help activate the parks via the mobile stage.

Challenges
• Limited indoor recreation space;
•

Parking is limited at many of the parks;

•

Design standards are not consistent throughout the system;

•

Americans with Disability Act (ADA) challenges are prevalent;

•

Inconsistent lighting use;

•

Inconsistent fencing;

•

Matching community demand and playability with turf maintenance and existing conditions;

•

Dated facilities; and

•

Park rule enforcement and oversight, especially with the park passes.

Opportunities
• Incorporating consistent branding and design standards throughout the system;
•

Updated lighting to help curb any potential illicit user behavior;

•

More activation of the Village Green through a farmer’s market/winter ice rink;

•

Addressing ADA challenges;

•

Adding indoor recreation space to the system;

•

Site-specific master/business/program plans;

•

A maintenance management plan would help the system in terms of staffing and maintenance
levels; and

•

Identifying how to strengthen park rule awareness and enforcement.
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4.2 Evaluating the Current System: Recreation Programs
The Consultant Team conducted a Recreation Program Assessment of the programs and services offered
by the Great Neck Park District. The assessment offers an in-depth perspective of program and service
offerings and helps identify strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities regarding programming. The
assessment also assists in identifying core programs, program gaps within the community, key systemwide issues, areas of improvement, and future programs and services for residents.
The Consultant Team based these program findings and comments from a review of information provided
by GNPD including program descriptions, financial data, program registrations, facility rental statistics,
website content, web survey feedback, demographic information, and discussions with staff. This
narrative addresses the program offerings from a systems perspective for the entire portfolio of programs,
as well as individual program information.

4.2.1 Framework
A major tenet of the Strategic Master Plan is to define strategies, services, and direction for public
recreation programming that is financially sustainable and meets the needs of GNPD residents in
alignment with District goals. Historically, the GNPD’s founding mission was to obtain and preserve open
space. Therefore, the following sections expand upon the District’s understanding of recreation
programming.

4.2.2 Core Program Areas
To help analyze GNPD’s programming, it is important to identify core program areas to create a sense of
focus. Typically, core program areas are foundational program categories that are of greatest importance
to the community. Public recreation is challenged by the premise of being all things to all people. The
philosophy of the core program area assists staff, policy makers, and the public focus on what is most
important. Program areas are considered core if they meet a majority of the following categories:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The program area has been provided for a long period of time (over 4 to 5 years) and/or is
expected by the community;
The program area consumes a relatively large portion (5% or more) of the organization’s overall
budget;
The program area is offered 3 to 4 seasons per year;
The program area has wide demographic appeal;
There is a tiered level of skill development available within the programs area’s offerings;
There is full-time staff responsible for the program area;
There are facilities designed specifically to support the program area; and
The organization controls a significant percentage (20% or more) of the local market.

Existing Core Program Areas
In consultation with GNPD staff, the Consultant Team identified the following core program areas
currently being offered:
ADULT PROGRAMS
The adult program core program area includes programs designed to increase muscle strength, range of
movement, and improve activities for daily living. This core program area aims to provide programs and
facilities for all age segments to have a measurable positive impact on physical and mental health; provide
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entry-level programs at low cost; and achieve full cost recovery for advanced skill programs and
specialized facilities. Example programs include:
•
•
•

Outdoor yoga;
Cardio fitness; and
Indoor soccer.

AQUATICS
The aquatics core program area includes exercise, wellness, and therapeutic activities and programs for
patrons of all ages. This core program area aims to provide programs and facilities for all age segments to
have a measurable positive impact on physical and mental health for the community; provide entry-level
programs at low cost; achieve full cost recovery for advanced skill programs and specialized facilities;
develop life skills in introductory-level programming; and offer therapeutic programming to patrons
requiring aquatic rehabilitation. Example programs include:
•
•
•

Learn to swim
Aqua exercise
Winter swim team

CAMPS
The camps core program area provides the GNPD community with exciting, safe, and top-notch quality
seasonal programs for children over the age of three. This core program area aims to design an experience
for each child to attain his/her personal best while having the most fun as possible. Example camps
include:
•
•
•
•

Camp Parkwood;
Tennis Camp;
Sailing; and
Sports Camp.

COMMUNITY (SPECIAL) EVENTS
The community (special) events core program area includes programs designed for all ages to bring the
community together. This core program area aims to provide programming for a diverse community that
will enhance and enrich their lives through cultural and community-building activities. Example events
include:
•
•
•

Beer & Wine Festival;
Great Neck House Movies; and
Harvest Festival.

ICE RINK/SKATING
The ice rink/skating core program area includes exercise, fitness, and personal development activities for
individuals and groups of all ages. This core program area aims to provide programs and facilities for all
age segments to have a measurable positive impact on physical and mental health for the communities
to provide introductory-level programs at a low cost; and to achieve full cost recovery for advanced skill
programs and specialized facilities. Example programs include:
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•
•
•
•

Bruins travel hockey;
Adult lessons;
Learn to play hockey – NY Rangers; and
Synchronized figure skating.

NATURE/CONSERVATION
The nature/conservation core program area includes environmental and preservation programs that
exemplify the District’s commitment to conservation including implementing policies and overseeing
passive parkland. GNPD provides free nature programs for adults over the age of 16. This core program
area aims to protect open space, connect children to nature, and engage communities in conservation
practices. Example programs include:
•
•
•

Nature programs;
Flower plantings; and
Vegetable garden.

TENNIS
The tennis core program area is dedicated to providing year-round service to meet the instructional and
recreational needs of tennis players of all ages and abilities. This core program area aims to provide quality
tennis instruction for all ages of the community while generating revenue to offset the costs to run the
programs and facilities. Example programs include:
•
•
•

Junior lessons
Tennis camp
Cardio tennis

YOUTH PROGRAMS
The youth programs core program area includes activities designed to involve people between the ages
of 1.5 and 13 years old. Activities included are generally oriented toward youth development through
recreation, social life, sports, or education. This core program area aims to create a respectful, positive,
healthy learning environment; foster the development of a positive mental health attitude and good
sportsmanship; and improve each individual’s technical skills and conditioning. Example programs
include:
•
•
•

Exploring clay;
Gymnastics; and
Basketball clinics.

4.2.3 Community Survey
It is important to understand existing core programs and any areas that the public may want to see added
to GNPD’s program inventory. Figure 33 presents the Priority Investment Rating (PIR) for recreation
programs. The PIR graph shows different program categories in three categories (high, medium, and low).
Essentially, programs that are in the High Priority category represent those areas that would “benefit the
most amount of people through investment in these areas.” Conversely, programs in the Low Priority
category represent areas that would impact the fewest number of residents. These ratings are derived by
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combining how many GNPD residents have a need for a program, the degree in which those needs are
met, and the importance level of those programs to each household. When looking at the PIR chart, of
the top five listed programs, farmer’s market and senior programs are the only two areas not necessarily
included in GNPD’s existing core program areas.

Figure 33: Priority Investment Rating (PIR) for Programs

4.2.4 Core Program Area Recommendations
Evaluate Core Program Area Relevance Regularly
These existing core program areas provide a generally well-rounded and diverse array of programs that
serve the community at present. Based upon the observations of the Consultant Team and demographic
and recreation trends information, GNPD staff should evaluate core program areas and individual
programs, ideally on an annual basis, to ensure offerings are relevant to evolving demographics and trends
in the local community. Implementing additional surveys to program participants and the larger
community is a good way to help differentiate between national vs. local trends and to ensure GNPD’s
programs are relevant to the local user.

4.2.5 Program Strategy Analysis
Age Segment Analysis
Figure 34 on the next page depicts each core program area and the most prominent age segments they
serve. Primary (noted with a ‘P’) and Secondary (noted with an ‘S’) markets are identified for each core
program area. Looking at blank boxes will help GNPD examine potentially “underserved” age segments.
Based on GNPD’s demographics, there will be a slight aging trend experienced over the next 15 years.
However, approximately 36% of the population is projected to be under the age of 35 by 2033. Therefore,
it will be imperative for GNPD to have a well-distributed age segment appeal for its programming.
Additionally, the District is projected to experience increased diversification with the White Alone
population decreasing from 73% to 59% of the population by 2033. Recognizing the diverse population,
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youth programming in particular will need to be flexible to adapt to local community trends and
programmatic needs.
Program staff should include this information when creating or updating program plans for individual
programs. An age segment analysis can also be incorporated into mini-business plans for comprehensive
program planning.

Figure 34: Core Program Area Age Segment Analysis

Program Lifecycle
A program lifecycle analysis involves reviewing each program offered by GNPD to determine the stage of
growth or decline for each. This provides a way of informing strategic decisions about the overall mix of
programs managed by the District to ensure that an appropriate number of programs are “fresh” and that
relatively few programs, if any, need to be discontinued. This analysis does not need to be based on strict
quantitative data but, rather, can be based on staff members’ knowledge of their program areas. Figure
35 shows the percentage distribution of the various lifecycle categories of GNPD. These percentages were
obtained by comparing the number of programs in each individual stage with the total number of
programs listed by staff. The figures are broken into core program areas for ease of analysis.
GNPD’s program lifecycle distribution is close to the recommended distribution for “1 st stage”
programming. That is, there is a healthy number of programs being introduced, taking-off, or growing.
However, there are more programs in the “3rd stage” than the best practice distribution. This can be a
result of several factors such as:
1. There is a lack of programmable indoor recreation space and so there is a need for expanded
space.
2. Programs have reached the end of their lifecycle and are now needed to either be re-programmed
or be subject for sunset.
3. New topics and activities need to be introduced in the core program area.
Lifecycle Stage

Description

Acutal Program
Distribution

Introduction

New program; modest participation

8%

Take-Off

Rapid participation growth

11%

Growth

Moderate, but consistent population growth

26%

Mature

Slow participation growth

29%

Saturation

Minimal to no participation growth; extreme competition

20%

Decline

Declining participation

6%

Figure 35: Program Lifecycle Distribution
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Distribution

45%

50-60%

29%

40%

26%

0-10%
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It is important to move programs across the lifespan (especially moving programs into the maturation
stage). It is useful to have a strong percentage in the early stages to make sure there is innovation in
programming and that GNPD is responding to changes in community need. If a program is in Saturation
stage, it may not necessarily need to be retired – it could be that it is a legacy program that is beloved by
the community. However, it is useful to look at attendance trends – do you have fewer participants over
the last few offerings? If so, the community may be looking for a different type of program. While there
are exceptions (such as facility space), most programs in the Saturation and Decline stages are ready to
retire.
GNPD staff should complete a Program Lifecycle Analysis on an annual basis and ensure that the
percentage distribution closely aligns with desired performance. Furthermore, GNPD could include annual
performance measures for each core program area to track participation growth, customer retention, and
percentage of new programs as an incentive for innovation and alignment with community trends. Figure
36 below can assist staff with completing a Program Lifecycle Analysis.

Figure 36: Program Lifecycle Decision Matrix

Program Classification
Conducting a classification of services for all programs informs how each program contributes to fulfilling
GNPD’s mission. It is important to recognize the goals and objectives of each core program area, who the
program areas serve, and how the program areas should be funded with regard to tax dollars and/or user
fees and charges. How a program is classified can help to determine the most appropriate management,
funding, and marketing strategies.
Program classifications are based on the degree to which the program provides a public benefit versus a
private benefit. Public benefit can be described as everyone receiving the same level of benefit with equal
access, whereas private benefit can be described as the user receiving exclusive benefit above what a
general taxpayer receives.
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The Consultant Team uses a classification method based on three indicators: Essential, Important, and
Value-Added. Where a program or service is classified depends upon alignment with the organizational
mission, how the public perceives a program, legal mandates, financial sustainability, personal benefit,
competition in the marketplace, and access by participants. Figure 37 below describes each of the three
program classifications.
ESSENTIAL
Programs

IMPORTANT
Programs

VALUE-ADDED
Programs

Public interest;
Legal Mandate;
Mission Alignment

• High public
expectation

• High public
expectation

• High individual
and interest
group
expectation

Financial
Sustainability

• Free, or nominal fee
tailored to public
needs
• Requires public
funding

• Fees cover some
direct costs
• Requires a balance
of public funding and
a cost recovery
target

• Fees cover most
direct and
indirect costs
• Some public
funding as
appropriate

Benefits (i.e.,
health, safety,
protection of
assets).

• Substantial public
benefit (negative
consequence if not
provided)

• Public and individual
benefit

• Primarily
individual benefit

Competition in the
Market

• Limited or no
alternative providers

• Alternative
providers unable to
meet demand or
need

• Alternative
providers readily
available

Access

• Open access by all

• Open access
• Limited access to
specific users

• Limited access to
specific users

Figure 37: Classification of Services Criteria Definitions

Another way to describe these three classifications is to analyze the degree to which the program provides
a community versus an individual benefit. These categories can then be correlated to the Essential,
Important, and Value-added classifications (Figure 38).
Classification

Typical CR

Notes

I

PURE COMMUNITY

0-25%

Basic services intended to be accessible and of
benefit to all; supported wholly or significantly by
tax subsidies.

III

MIX

25-75%

Benefit accrued to both individual and general public
interests, but to a significant individual advantage.

V

PURE INDIVIDUAL

75-100%+

Exclusive benefit received by individual(s) and not
the general public; individual pays at least the full
cost of service provision.

Figure 38: Program Cost Recovery by Classification Definitions
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Figure 39 below shows how the two classification systems correlate, and includes example programs that
fall into each category. To increase granularity, the classification system is expanded into five categories
for GNPD to consider in the future.
I

II

Essential
PURE
COMMUNITY
Basic services
intended to be
accessible and
of benefit to
all; supported
wholly or
significantly by
tax subsidies.

Sled Hill

III

IV

Important

Value-Added

MOSTLY
COMMUNITY
Benefit accrued to
both the general
public and
individual
interests, but to a
significant
community
advantage.

Learn-to-Skate

MIX
Benefit accrued to
both individual and
general public
interests, but to a
significant individual
advantage.

Junior Lessons

V

MOSTLY
INDIVIDUAL

PURE
INDIVIDUAL

Nearly all benefit
received by
individual(s),
with benefit
provided to the
community only
in a narrow
sense.

Exclusive
benefit
received by
individual(s)
and not the
general public;
individual pays
at least the full
cost of service
provision.

Beer & Wine
Festival

Tennis Parties

Cost Recovery
0%
100%+

25%

50%

75%

100%

Figure 39: Program Cost Recovery by Classification Combined

With assistance from staff, a classification of programs and services was conducted for all of the recreation
programs offered by GNPD (Figure 40 on the next page). The programs were classified using a threetiered system. Approximately 48% of all programs were categorized as Value-Added. The Important
category had the second most with 29% followed by Essential with 23%. This range indicates that current
GNPD programming is tilted more toward individual benefit. This also means that approximately 77% of
all programming should have a decent cost recovery expectation associated. This is an important
distinction to understand because these classifications should help GNPD align programs with community
values while paying attention to cost recovery levels.
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Figure 40: Program Classification Distribution

Cost of Service and Cost Recovery
The Recreation Program Assessment is designed to help begin the conversation and process for identifying
programmatic costs. Any future philosophical shifts should be made based on data-driven decisions and
with an understanding of full costs of delivering programs and services.
Therefore, cost recovery targets should be identified and tracked for each core program area (at
minimum) and for specific programs or events where possible. The previously identified core program
areas would serve as an effective breakdown for tracking cost recovery metrics, which would theoretically
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group programs with similar cost recovery and subsidy goals. Determining cost recovery performance and
using it to inform pricing decisions involves a three-step process:
1. Classify all programs and services based on the public or private benefit they provide (as
completed in the previous section)
2. Conduct a cost of service analysis to calculate the full cost of each program
3. Establish a cost recovery percentage, through GNPD policy, for each program or program type
based on the outcomes of the previous two steps, and adjust program prices accordingly
The following provides more detail on steps 2 & 3 above.
UNDERSTANDING THE FULL COST OF SERVICE
To develop specific cost recovery
targets, full cost of accounting
needs to be created on each class
or program that accurately
calculates direct and indirect costs.
Cost recovery goals are established
once these numbers are in place,
and program staff should be
trained on this process.
A cost of service analysis should be
conducted on each program, or
program type, that accurately
calculates direct (i.e., programspecific)
and
indirect
(i.e.,
comprehensive,
including
administrative overhead) costs.
Completing a cost of service
analysis not only helps determine
the true and full cost of offering a
program, but provides information
that can be used to price programs
Figure 41: Program Cost Recovery Model
based upon accurate delivery costs.
Figure 41 illustrates the common types of costs that must be accounted for in a cost of service analysis
The methodology for determining the total cost of service involves calculating the total cost for the
activity, program, or service, then calculating the total revenue earned for that activity. Costs (and
revenue) can also be derived on a per unit basis. Program or activity units may include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Number of participants;
Number of tasks performed;
Number of consumable units;
Number of service calls;
Number of events;
Required time for offering program/service.
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Agencies use cost of service analyses to determine what financial resources are required to provide
specific programs at specific levels of service. Results are used to determine and track cost recovery as
well as to benchmark different programs provided by GNPD between one another. Cost recovery goals
are established once cost of service totals have been calculated.
CURRENT COST RECOVERY
With regard to GNPD’s programs, services, and events, the method used to document cost recovery is
different for each core program area as some take into account indirect costs while others account for
direct costs only. Figure 42 below shows current cost recovery levels based on the most recent fiscal year
data. It should be noted that the number provided for both the cost recovery goal and actuals is an average
based on all identified programs within each area. The figure also presents recommended cost recovery
goals, based on best-practice, that are in line with parks and recreation systems. Additionally, the
recommended cost recovery goal ranges are including indirect cost calculations. Setting, tracking, and
reaching cost recovery goals for every core program area will continue to help GNPD justify program
expense and make a case for additional offerings in the future.

Figure 42: Program Cost Recovery Goals
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Pricing
The pricing of programs should be established based on the cost of service analysis, overlaid onto
programs areas or specific events, and strategically adjusted according to market factors and/or policy
goals.
Overall, there are core pricing strategies used by GNPD: residency, by competition (market rate), by cost
recovery goals, and by the customer’s ability to pay (Figure 43). Lesser used tactics include by
family/household status and age segmentation.
GNPD should consider adding (or enhancing) dynamic pricing to its pricing strategies. Dynamic pricing
considers weekday/weekend rates, prime/non-prime time rates, and the activity’s location. Program
experiences can be different depending on what facility houses the program; therefore, pricing should be
differentiated as such to reflect the potential differences in user experience. Additionally, these pricing
tactics would be useful to help stabilize usage patterns and help with cost recovery for higher quality
amenities and services. These pricing tactics are generally associated with indoor recreation facilities and
outdoor athletic fields.
These pricing tactics should be added in combination with any financial philosophical shifts. Staff should
continue to monitor the effectiveness of the various pricing strategies they employ and make adjustments
as necessary within the policy frameworks that guide the overall pricing philosophies. It is also important
to continue monitoring for yearly competitor and other service providers benchmarking.

Figure 43: Program Pricing Tactics Used

4.2.6 Program Strategy Recommendations

In general, GNPD’s program staff should begin a cycle of evaluating programs on both individual merit as
well as the program mix as a whole. This can be completed at one time on an annual basis, or in batches
at key seasonal points of the year, as long as each program is checked once per year. The following tools
and strategies can help facilitate this evaluation process:
Mini Business Plans
The planning team recommends that Mini Business Plans (2-3 pages) for each core program area be
updated on a yearly basis. These plans should evaluate the core program area based on meeting the
outcomes desired for participants, cost recovery, percentage of the market and business controls, cost of
service, pricing strategy for the next year, and marketing strategies that are to be implemented. If
developed regularly and consistently, they can be effective tools for budget construction and justification
processes in addition to marketing and communication tools.
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Program Evaluation Cycle
Using the age segment and lifecycle analyses, and other established criteria, program staff should evaluate
programs on an annual basis to determine program mix. This can be incorporated into the Mini Business
Plan process.
Program Decision-Making Matrix
When developing program plans and strategies, it is useful to consider all of the core program areas and
individual program analyses. Lifecycle, age segmentation, classification, and cost recovery goals should all
be tracked, and this information along with the latest demographic trends and community input should
be factors that lead to program decision-making. A simple, easy-to-use tool similar to the table below will
help compare programs and prioritize resources using multiple data points, rather than relying solely on
cost recovery. In addition, this analysis will help staff make an informed, objective case to the public when
a program in decline, but beloved by a few, is retired.
Program

Core Program
Area

Age
Segment

Lifecycle

Classification

Cost
Recovery

Other
Factors

Figure 44: Program Decision-Making Matrix

4.2.7 Program Standards and Performance Measures
GNPD recreation staff were asked to answer questions related to seven program standard categories:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Performance measures;
HR practices;
Marketing and promotion;
Public input;
Volunteerism;
Partnerships; and
Competitors and similar providers.

Figure 45 on the next page provides the breakdown for each core program area. There are many areas of
congruence between the core program areas such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Tracking of total participants;
Adhering to participant to staff ratios;
Tracking customer satisfaction level;
Using a program evaluation system;
Training and tracking total cost of service; and
Using various mediums for marketing and promotion.

However, there are areas that would benefit GNPD if adopted as a best practice including:
•
•
•

Adding performance measures such as cancelation rates and customer retention rates;
Monitoring and checking instructor quality;
Training for basic life safety;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Full-time employee performance reviews;
Implementing diversity training for staff;
Institutionalizing a more robust public engagement process that includes lost customer/user
surveys and crowdsourcing tools;
Adopting formalized partnership policies and having written agreements;
Growing the volunteer program for recreation services;
Formalizing all partnership policies/agreements; and
Maintaining a list of or database of direct competitors and similar providers.

Figure 45: Program Standards Analysis by Core Program Area
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4.2.8 Findings Discussion
After reviewing all the data provided by GNPD, several points of distinction, or emphasis, are presented
as part of GNPD’s ability to deliver recreation programs and services:
Core Program Relevancy
It is important to regularly review core program areas for relevancy. One of the biggest challenges for park
agencies is to cater services to existing residents while also keeping a mindful eye toward the future and
new residents coming into the District. After examining the existing core programs, it is clear that GNPD
provides the key services most desired by the community. However, through the public engagement
process, it is revealed that two program areas can be added to GNPD’s portfolio: farmer’s market and
senior programming.
Farmer’s Markets provide a conduit for community gathering, add to the social fabric of the community,
and can also contribute to food nutrition education and healthy eating habits within the community.
Senior programming is essential for delivering services across the lifespan. This is important for retaining
residents while also attracting new residents as a place that caters to life-long recreation.
Key Performance Indicators
After reviewing all available data and having conversations with staff, it is recommended to adopt
additional key performance indicators (KPIs). KPIs serve as a modality in which programmers (or even nonprogrammers) can look at a metric and instantly gauge the “health” of recreation programming. This, in
turn, allows for quicker decisions and more decisive actions to take place regarding program design,
creation, and sunset. The following five KPIs are recommended for GNPD:
1) Program lifecycle;
2) Program classification and corresponding cost recovery percentage;
3) Age segment analysis and how it corresponds to demographic projections;
4) Cancellation rates; and
5) Participation trends.
These five KPIs will provide a foundation for GNPD recreation programming. When used in tandem, there
will be supporting data to inform decision making. In addition to the recommended KPIs, it would also
benefit GNPD to document and annually update a list of direct competitors and similar providers for each
core program area. This will also help inform general market trends and GNPD market niche.
Program Pricing
Based on the pricing analysis, it is recommended that GNPD consider adding dynamic pricing tactics.
Offering pricing by weekend/weekday, prime/nonprime time, and location would add an additional
revenue mechanism to the system.
Classification of Services and Cost Recovery
The GNPD does a great job having financial data available for tracking revenues and expenses for
recreation programs. Two things are offered for GNPD’s consideration:
1. Aligning cost recovery targets with program classification; and
2. Ensuring both direct and indirect costs are tracked and calculated for all core program areas.
It will be important for GNPD to adhere to a program classification process that allows GNPD to articulate
why programs are priced the way they are and how they are each expected to achieve a certain cost
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recovery target/goal. Additionally, it is recommended to make tracking direct and indirect costs for all
program areas consistent across all core program areas and translating a combined cost recovery number
to a cost recovery goal.
Staff Alignment and Investment
In order to ensure the GNPD program portfolio is delivered in the most efficient and appropriate way
possible, the Consulting Team offers the following recommendations:
1. Hire/transition to a Director/Assistant Superintendent of Recreation; and
2. Invest in staff training (life safety, diversity, and marketing).
Although examining the organizational structure is not necessarily a part of this Recreation Program
Assessment, through the data collection process it was made apparent to the Consulting Team that a
directed emphasis on the “recreation side of the house” would greatly assist the GNPD in its program
delivery, consistency, training, and cost recovery targets. Additionally, making more of a concerted effort
to invest in training such as life safety (and advanced life safety), diversity (due to the District’s
demographics), and marketing (so staff are all on the same page as the overall GNPD marketing vision)
would enhance GNPD’s service provision implementation.
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4.3 Evaluating the Current System: Benchmarking
The Consultant Team identified operating metrics to benchmark against comparable parks and recreation
agencies. The goal of the analysis is to evaluate how GNPD is positioned among peer agencies, as it applies
to efficiency and effectiveness practices. The benchmark assessment is organized into specific categories
based on peer agency responses to targeted questions that lend an encompassing view of each system’s
operating metrics as compared to the District.

4.3.1 Methodology
Information used in this analysis was obtained directly from each participating benchmark agency, when
available, and supplemental data was collected from agency / municipality websites, Comprehensive
Annual Financial Reports (CAFR), and information available through the National Recreation and Park
Association’s (NRPA) Park Metrics Database. Due to differences in how each system collects, maintains,
and reports data, variances may exist. These variations can impact the per capita and percentage
allocations, and the overall comparison must be viewed with this in mind. The benchmark data collection
for all systems was complete as of June 2019, and it is possible that information in this report may have
changed since the original collection date. The information sought was a combination of operating metrics
that factor budgets, staffing levels, and inventories. In some instances, the information was not tracked
or not available.
Figure 46 below lists each benchmark agency in the analysis, arranged by total population served, and
reveals key characteristics of each jurisdiction. Peer agencies represent broad geographical coverage from
coast to coast, and those selected have demographic and organizational characteristics similar to GNPD.
It should also be noted that GNPD is unique within the State of New York. It was necessary to search for
comparable agencies across the country due to the difficulty comparing the District to New York agencies.
The Town of North Hempstead was included due to demographics and location, but the populations are
vastly different. For all agencies examined, Great Neck represents the benchmark median for total
population (33,396), but has the highest population density (4,861 residents per sq. mi.) due to a relatively
small jurisdiction size (6.87 sq. mi.).

Agency

State

North Hempstead Parks & Recreation
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
Great Neck Park District
Northbrook Park District
Southlake Parks & Recreation
Winnetka Park District

Jurisdiction
Type

NY
Town
CA
City
CT
Town
NY Special District
IL Special District
TX
City
IL Special District

Population

Jurisdiction
Size (Sq. Mi.)

Population
per Sq. Mi.

231,085
70,667
62,782
33,396
33,170
29,580
15,000

53.51
19.45
67.20
6.87
17.25
21.88
4.80

4,319
3,633
934
4,861
1,923
1,352
3,125

Figure 46: Benchmark Agency Overview
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4.3.2 Benchmark Comparison
Park Acres
Figure 47 provides a general overview of each system’s park acreage, including acres of ballfields, and
expresses the key performance metric of total acres per 1,000 residents. GNPD ranks near the bottom of
the benchmark for number of park sites (18) and total acres owned or managed (260) among its peers.
Further dissecting park acreage, Great Neck represents the median for percentage of ballfield acreage
(5%). Assessing level of service for park acres, GNPD is also below the benchmark and NRPA medians with
7.79 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.
Total Acres
Total Park
Owned or
Sites
Managed
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
70,667
22
3,250
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
62,782
76
1,888
Southlake Parks & Recreation
29,580
29
570
Winnetka Park District
15,000
26
245
Northbrook Park District
33,170
23
511
Great Neck Park District
33,396
18
260
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation
231,085
52
885
NRPA Median 2016-2018 = 10.1 Acres per 1,000 Residents
Agency

Population

Ballfield
Acres
n/a
68.0
n/a
18.2
34.3
13.6
46.0

Ballfield Total Acres
Acres as % per 1,000
of Total
Residents
n/a
45.99
4%
30.07
n/a
19.27
7%
16.35
7%
15.41
5%
7.79
5%
3.83

Figure 47: Park Acres

Trail Miles
Figure 48 reveals the service levels for trails within each system. By comparing total trail mileage to the
population of the service area, the level of service provided to the community can be determined, which
is expressed as trail miles for every 1,000 residents. GNPD represents the benchmark median for total trail
mileage (5.5 total miles), but has the second highest trail mileage per capita (0.16 miles per 1,000) among
benchmark agencies. This level of service for trail mileage falls below the national best practice of 0.250.5 of trail miles per 1,000 residents. Understandably, trail miles per 1,000 residents is a challenge for
these densely populated communities as many may not have the opportunity to create pathways along
roads. Therefore, trail miles may be limited to within parks.

Agency

Population

Total Trail
Miles

Trail Miles
per 1,000
Residents
0.24
0.16
0.15
0.10
0.02

Southlake Parks & Recreation
29,580
7.0
Great Neck Park District
33,396
5.5
Winnetka Park District
15,000
2.3
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
70,667
7.0
Northbrook Park District
33,170
0.7
Best practice = 0.25-0.5 trail mile per 1,000 residents
Note: Trail mileage was not available for Greenwich and North Hempstead.
Figure 48: Trail Miles
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Staffing
Figure 49 compares levels of staffing for each system by comparing full-time equivalents (FTEs) to total
population. Total FTEs per 10,000 residents is a key performance metric that assesses how well each
system is equipped, in terms of human resources, to serve its jurisdiction. In general, agencies
participating in the benchmark analysis are very well staffed, and all but one are well above the national
median of 8.3 FTEs per 10,000 residents. Among peer agencies, GNPD is just above the median for staffing
relative to the population served, with 47.37 FTEs per 10,000 residents.

Agency

Population

Total FTEs

Winnetka Park District
15,000
Northbrook Park District
33,170
Great Neck Park District
33,396
Southlake Parks & Recreation
29,580
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
62,782
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
70,667
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation
231,085
NRPA Median 2016-2018 = 8.3 FTEs per 10,000 Residents

123
159
158
115
178
120
177

FTEs per
10,000
Residents
82.21
47.94
47.37
38.80
28.39
16.99
7.64

Figure 49: Staffing

Operating Expense per Capita
Agencies participating in the benchmark analysis are spending on parks and recreation operations at a
substantial rate (Figure 50). Dividing the annual operational budget by each service area’s population
allows for a comparison of how much each agency is spending on a per resident basis. GNPD ranks third
among peer agencies for both total operating expense (~$18 M) and expense per resident ($547.87), and
is well above the NRPA median of $78.69 per resident.

Agency

Population

Winnetka Park District
15,000
Northbrook Park District
33,170
Great Neck Park District
33,396
Southlake Parks & Recreation
29,580
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
70,667
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
62,782
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation
231,085
NRPA Median 2016-2018 = $78.69 Operating Expense per Resident
Figure 50: Operating Expense per Capita
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Total
Operating
Expense
$ 10,435,624
$ 18,635,747
$ 18,296,697
$ 9,117,899
$ 16,565,429
$ 13,110,154
$ 22,516,313

Operating
Expense per
Resident
$
695.71
$
561.83
$
547.87
$
308.25
$
234.42
$
208.82
$
97.44
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Distribution of Expenditures
Figure 51 compares the distribution of expenditures for each agency across personnel, benefits,
operations, capital, and other expenses. The median distribution for all agencies reporting to the NRPA
database is also provided for additional perspective. GNPD is spending a lower percentage on operations
and has the highest percentage of other expenses related to debt / bond payments.

Agency

Personnel

Benefits

Operations

Capital
Expense not
in CIP

Great Neck Park District
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation
Northbrook Park District
Southlake Parks & Recreation
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
Winnetka Park District
NRPA Median 2016-2018

43%
82%
49%
42%

18%
0%
23%
12%

22%
15%
28%
34%
48%
47%
26%
38%

4%
0%
0%
0%
5%
1%
0%
5%

47%
38%
46%

14%
28%
55%

Other
13%
3%
0%
12%
0%
0%
0%
2%

Figure 51: Distribution of Expenditures

Contract Services
The Department was also interested in understanding to what extent peer agencies were contracting out
services and maintenance as part of the benchmark analysis (Figure 52). Comparing total contracted
services to the total operational expense reveals that GNPD has one of the lowest percentages among
peer agencies reporting figures, with only 2% of operational expenditures tied to contracted services.

Total
Contracted
Services
$ 1,019,107
$
356,255
$
278,000
$
274,738

Agency
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
Winnetka Park District
Great Neck Park District
Northbrook Park District

Total
Contracted
Operating Service as % of
Expense
Operations
$ 13,110,154
8%
$ 10,435,624
3%
$ 18,296,697
2%
$ 18,635,747
1%

Note: North Hempstead, Southlake, and Walnut Creek contracted services figures were not available.
Figure 52: Contract Services

Debt / Bonds Principal Interest
The Consultant Team also evaluated whether each agency is currently paying down principal and interest
from debt and/or bonds. Only two agencies reported debt / bond obligations, which included Winnetka
and Northbrook with annual payments of $831,518 and $2,082,248, respectively. GNPD is currently
paying the most in debt / bonds among peer agencies, paying $2,333,436 annually.
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Revenue per Capita
By comparing each agency’s annual non-tax revenue to the population, the annual revenue generated on
a per resident basis can be determined (Figure 53). Similar to the analysis of operating expenditures,
benchmark agencies demonstrate very high levels of earned income. Although GNPD’s $162 of revenue
generated per resident represents the benchmark median, this level of earned income is significantly
higher than the national median of $20 of revenue per resident.

Agency

Population

Winnetka Park District
15,000
Northbrook Park District
33,170
Southlake Parks & Recreation
29,580
Great Neck Park District
33,396
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
70,667
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
62,782
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation
231,085
NRPA Median 2016-2018 = $20.11 Revenue per Resident

Total Non-Tax Revenue per
Revenue
Resident
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

6,344,325
10,070,421
4,830,224
5,418,000
11,371,024
7,036,192
8,870,233

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

422.96
303.60
163.29
162.23
160.91
112.07
38.39

Figure 53: Revenue per Capita

Ballfield Revenue
Figure 54 examines how effective each agencies’ ballfields are in terms of generating revenue by
comparing income from ballfield use to the total ballfield acreage. Compared to its peers, GNPD is
earning a significantly lower level with only $734.75 of revenue per ballfield acre.
Peer agencies were also asked to share their pricing philosophy as to whether they charge different user
fees for groups using ballfields. GNPD’s limited revenue from ballfields is largely due to it being the only
agency reporting no differential pricing based on the type of group (i.e., non-profit, public, private) and
it is the lone agency that does not collect fees for resident use of ballfields. Peer agencies reporting
information typically provide a discounted rate for residents and non-profit groups for ballfield use.

Agency
Winnetka Park District
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation
Northbrook Park District
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
Great Neck Park District
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation

Ballfield
Acres
Managed
18
46
34
68
14
n/a

Figure 54: Ballfield Revenue
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Ballfield
Revenues
$
$
$
$
$
$

172,000
415,984
193,367
152,868
10,000
250,000

Revenue per
Ballfield Acre
$
$
$
$
$

9,450.55
9,043.14
5,645.75
2,248.06
734.75
n/a
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Fee-Based Parking
Currently, GNPD manages three commuter parking areas comprised of 377 total spaces, with total
revenue totaling $361,900 in 2018. Many of the benchmark agencies also manage fee-based parking
areas, including:
•
•
•
•

North Hempstead – over 3,000 total spots with revenue of $275,855
Winnetka – doesn’t manage directly, but has 60 total spots that generate $27,000
Greenwich – non-residents pay park entrance fees at beaches totaling $207,165 YTD in 2019
Walnut Creek – separate City-run Parking Enterprise for garages and meters

Sponsorship Revenue
As seen in Figure 55, each peer agency provided information on sponsorship opportunities provided and
the amount of revenue generated from sponsorships. Sponsorship revenues were then compared to the
total non-tax revenue for each agency to determine the percentage of total earned income attributed to
sponsorships. GNPD currently offers tree plaques and dasher boards, which were two of the most
common forms of scholarship opportunities provided by peer agencies. The total revenue generated by
sponsorships accounts for 0.22% of non-tax revenue, which is just below the benchmark median. Peer
agencies earning higher levels of sponsorship revenues are typically doing so by offering opportunities for
special events and sports.
Agency

Sponsorship Types

Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
Winnetka Park District
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
Great Neck Park District
Northbrook Park District
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation

Movies Under the Stars, Regional Arts Association
Events, tree/brick/bench program, dasher board
Youth scholarship, memorial bench, sports
Tree plaque, dasher board
Tree plaque, memorial bench
Memorial bench

Total
Sponsorship
Revenues
$
358,000
$
57,050
$
42,000
$
11,850
$
9,200
$
1,100

Sponsorships
Total Non-Tax
as % of NonRevenues
Tax Revenue
$ 11,371,024
3.15%
$ 6,344,325
0.90%
$ 7,036,192
0.60%
$ 5,418,000
0.22%
$ 10,070,421
0.09%
$ 8,870,233
0.01%

Note: Southlake sponsorship information was not available.

Figure 55: Sponsorship Revenue

Operational Cost Recovery
Operational cost recovery is derived from dividing total non-tax revenue by total operating expense
(Figure 56). This measures how well each agency’s revenue generation covers the total cost of operations.
Overall, agencies participating in the benchmark analysis exhibit high rates of cost recovery, with the top
performers achieving industry best practice levels. Although GNPD has the lowest cost recovery rate
among peer agencies, its 30% operational cost recovery is above the NRPA median (27%).

Agency

Total Non-Tax
Revenue

Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
$ 11,371,024
Winnetka Park District
$ 6,344,325
Northbrook Park District
$ 10,070,421
Greenwich Parks & Recreation
$ 7,036,192
Southlake Parks & Recreation
$ 4,830,224
North Hempstead Parks & Recreation $ 8,870,233
Great Neck Park District
$ 5,418,000
NRPA Median 2016-2018 = 27% Cost Recovery

Total
Operational
Operating
Cost
Expense
Recovery
$ 16,565,429
69%
$ 10,435,624
61%
$ 18,635,747
54%
$ 13,110,154
54%
$ 9,117,899
53%
$ 22,516,313
39%
$ 18,296,697
30%

Figure 56: Operational Cost Recovery
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Marketing
Marketing budgets for parks and recreation agencies are typically less than the private sector, but the
industry is beginning to realize the value of investing in marketing and the potential return on investment
(ROI) that can be achieved. Compared to peers reporting figures, GNPD ranks near the bottom for total
marketing expense ($69,858), marketing spending per resident ($2.09), and total FTEs dedicated to
marketing (0.5) (Figure 57).

Agency

Population

Northbrook Park District
Winnetka Park District
Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
Great Neck Park District
Greenwich Parks & Recreation

Total
Marketing
Expense

33,170
15,000
70,667
33,396
62,782

533,337
129,682
605,248
69,858
4,950

Marketing
Dollars per
Capita
$
$
$
$
$

FTE's
Dedicated to
Marketing

16.08
8.65
8.56
2.09
0.08

3.0
2.5
2.8
0.5
-

Note: Marketing expense and/or dedicated FTEs were not available for Greenwich, North Hempstead, & Southlake.

Figure 57: Marketing

Program Participation
Figure 58 assesses program participation for each agency by comparing total program participations to
the population of each service area to determine the average participation rate per resident. Program
activity is measured in participations (versus participants), which accounts for each time a resident
participates in a program and allows for multiple participations per individual. Walnut Creek is the clear
benchmark leader for participation per resident due to a significantly high number of participations from
its specialized performance venues and aquatic facilities. GNPD has the second highest participation rate
(1.26 per resident) among benchmark agencies, which highlights the District’s ability to connect with the
community through its various recreation programs and services.

Agency

Population

Walnut Creek Arts + Recreation
Great Neck Park District
Winnetka Park District
Northbrook Park District
Southlake Parks & Recreation
Greenwich Parks & Recreation

Total Program Participations
Participations per Resident

70,667
33,396
15,000
33,170
29,580
62,782

772,231
41,954
18,109
16,871
8,751
3,458

Note: North Hempstead participations were not available at time of study.

Figure 58: Program Participation
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10.93
1.26
1.21
0.51
0.30
0.06
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Online Registrations
GNPD recently implemented a new online registration system that has resulted in a much higher rate of
online program registrations, increasing from 25% in 2018 to 60% year-to-date in 2019. The new software
will also allow for facility rentals and field permits to be booked online in the near future. District services
that are not available for online reservation include commuter parking passes / permits, marina mooring
rental, and ice rental.
Benchmark agencies are typically generating between 40%-50% of program registrations online. Walnut
Creek has the highest percentage of all agencies, with 66% of program registrations occurring online. Most
peer agencies are limited or do not provide online capabilities for user groups to reserve facilities or book
field permits. According to peer agency responses, examples of services that are not available for online
reservation include (combined responses from all agencies, in no particular order):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pass registration
Facility rentals / registrations
Mooring permits
Dog Park Membership
Before/After School and Preschool
Private Lessons
Tennis (limited)
Picnic Rentals
Tennis Court Reservations
Ice Rental
Field Rentals
Special event permits

Frequency of park Board Meetings
GNPD was also interested in understanding how each peer agency’s park board meetings are structured.
The District currently has a Board of Commissioners comprised of three elected officials that meet for
total of six scheduled public meetings per month. This is much more frequent than all peer agencies that
provided responses, which indicated park boards only conduct one to two public meetings per month.

4.3.3 Summary of Benchmark Findings
As a whole, the peer agencies selected are high performing park systems which allowed GNPD to
benchmark itself against best practice agencies across the country. For any given performance indicator,
most (if not all) benchmark agencies far exceed the national median set forth by the NRPA. Specific areas
where benchmark participants perform to an exceptional level include: level of service for park acreage,
staffing levels, operational spending, earned income, and cost recovery levels.
The benchmark comparison validated the strong performance of GNPD in many areas, such as staffing
levels, operational spending per capita, earned income per resident, and program participation. These
strengths demonstrate a strong local market presence for GNPD and the District is engaging the
community to a high level.
The benchmark comparison also uncovered some limitations and opportunities for GNPD. The level of
service for park acreage and trail miles are two areas where GNPD falls below the benchmark median
and/or national best practices. This is largely attributed to Great Neck being an established community
that is has development constraints due to high density and the availability of land. As there is limited
availability of new greenspace, it could be more feasible to enhance the system through increased trail
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connectivity and accessibility of existing park sites. While GNPD is achieving a cost recovery level just
above the national median, it ranks last among peer agencies for this key performance indicator. The
District is generating strong non-tax revenue, but it is making much less revenue from its ballfields than
peer agencies and there could be an opportunity to revamp its pricing philosophy for ballfield rentals and
permits. Peer comparisons also indicate room for improvement in generating additional revenue through
sponsorship opportunities for special events and sports. Another contributing factor to its cost recovery
level is the large amount of bond / debt expense incurred by GNPD, which is much higher relative to its
peers.
The benchmark comparison reveals that GNPD is a solid park system that is comparable to some of the
better systems across the US. The perspective gained through the peer comparison is valuable in
identifying areas for improvement and establishing strategic goals to pursue. GNPD should use this
analysis as a baseline comparison that provides key performance indicators (KPIs) to be tracked and
measures over time.
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CHAPTER FIVE – LEVEL OF SERVICE AND EQUITY MAPPING
5.1 Overview
Level of Service (LOS) standards are guidelines that define service areas based on population and support
investment decisions related to parks, facilities, and amenities. LOS standards can and will change over
time as industry trends change and demographics of a community shift.
The consulting team evaluated park facility standards using a combination of resources. These resources
included market trends, demographic data, recreation activity participation rates, community and
stakeholder input, NRPA Park Metric data, the statistically-valid community survey, and general
observations. This information allowed standards to be customized to the Great Neck Park District.
It is important to note that these LOS standards should be viewed as a guide. The standards are to be
coupled with conventional wisdom and judgment related to the particular situation and needs of the
community. By applying these standards to the population of the District, gaps or surpluses in park and
facility types are revealed.

5.2 Per Capita “Gaps”
According to the LOS, there are multiple needs to be met in the Great Neck Park District to properly serve
the community today and in the future. The existing level of service meets and exceeds best practices and
recommended service levels for many items; however, there are a few areas that do not meet
recommended standards. For example, the District has a good overall park acreage per 1,000 service level;
however, given the community’s interests as derived from the community needs assessment portion of
the planning process, a need exists for additional neighborhood park acres.
For outdoor amenities, the Great Neck Park District shows a shortage of trails (paved and unpaved), picnic
shelters, multi-use fields, outdoor basketball court (full), sand volleyball courts, and skate board parks. In
terms of indoor space, the Great Neck Park District has a large shortage of indoor recreation space.
Currently, the Playscape at Steppingstone Park and Great Neck House are the only two locations within
the District that offer indoor recreation space (not counting the ice rink’s seasonal use as an indoor
recreation center). Since these two locations are limited in their use for indoor recreation space, general
indoor recreation space is a high need area for the District. Additionally, the LOS shows a shortage of
indoor tennis courts. This does not necessarily reflect the need to develop additional indoor courts;
instead, this need may be met or alleviated through the bubbling or covering of outdoor courts currently
located at the tennis center.
Great Neck Park District’s standards are based upon population figures for 2018 and 2023, the latest
estimates available at the time of analysis.
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Figure 59: Great Neck Park District Level of Service
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2018 Estimated Population
2023 Estimated Population
Notes:

PARKS:
Neighborhood Parks
Community Parks
Regional Parks
Special Use
Open Space
Total Developed Park Acres
Undeveloped Parkland
Total Park Acres
TRAILS:
Paved Trails
Unpaved Trails
OUTDOOR AMENITIES:
Picnic Shelters
Baseball Fields (90')
Baseball Fields (Little League)
Multi-Use Field
(Soccer/Lacrosse/Football/Rugby)
Outdoor Basketball Courts (Full)
Outdoor Basketball Courts (Half)
Tennis Courts
Pickleball Courts
Playground (Youth & Tot)
Dog Park
Sand Volleyball
Skate Board Park
Splashpad
Aquatic Center
RECREATION SPACE:
Indoor Programmable Recreation Space
Indoor Ice Rink
Indoor Tennis Courts

Inventory:

33,396
33,910

Need Exists
Meets Standard
Need Exists
person
35,000
6,000
SF per
site per
site per
2.00
1.00
1.00
person
33,396
8,349

SF per
site per
site per

0.43
1.00
1.00

14,514
1.00
4.00

-

52,278 Square Feet
- Site(s)
2 Site(s)

Need Exists
Meets Standard
Need Exists

53,306 Square Feet
- Site(s)
2 Site(s)

Court(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)

14,514
1.00
4.00

1
2
1
-

1 Field(s)
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard

6,000
3,000
1,500
12,000
2,500
35,000
15,000
40,000
5,000
35,000
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

6,679
2,783
1,012
8,349
1,855
33,396
#DIV/0!
#DIV/0!
4,771
16,698

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

5.00
12.00
33.00
4.00
18.00
1.00
7.00
2.00

2.00
4.00
2.00
1.00

3.00
12.00
29.00
4.00
16.00
1.00
7.00
1.00

Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard

Need Exists
1 Field(s)
Need Exists

4,000

field per
court per
court per
court per
court per
site per
site per
site per
site per
site per
site per

1.00

4,771

field per
court per
court per
court per
court per
site per
site per
site per
site per
site per
site per

1.00

7.00

1.00

6.00

Court(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)

2 Site(s)
- Field(s)
- Field(s)
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
2 Site(s)
- Field(s)
- Field(s)
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard

8,000
25,000
6,000

site per
field per
field per

1.00
1.00
1.00

16,698
16,698
5,566

site per
field per
field per

1.00
1.00
1.00

2.00
2.00
6.00

1.00
-

2.00
1.00
6.00

1
2
1
-

5 Mile(s)
3 Mile(s)
Need Exists
Need Exists
5 Mile(s)
3 Mile(s)

Need Exists
Need Exists

1,000
1,000

miles per
miles per

0.20
0.25

1,000
1,000

miles per
miles per

0.06
0.16

1.86
5.50

1.86
-

Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)

5.50

4
-

Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard

Additional Facilities/
Amenities Needed

acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per

Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)

Meet Standard/
Need Exists

0.50
2.00
5.00
0.50
0.20
8.20
0.00
8.20

4
-

Additional Facilities/
Amenities Needed

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

Meet Standard/
Need Exists

acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per

Recommended Service Levels

0.37
2.32
5.62
0.54
0.23
9.09
9.09

Current Service Level based upon
population

12.50
77.50
187.80
18.20
7.70
303.70
303.70

Total
Inventory

Forecasted Five-Year Facility Needs

51.00
51.00
51.00

Town of
North
Hempstead

Current Facility Needs

12.50
26.50
187.80
18.20
7.70
252.70
252.70

GNPD

2019 Inventory - Developed Facilities

Great Neck Park District Level of Service (LOS) Standards
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5.3 Service Area Analysis/Equity Mapping
Service area maps and standards assist management staff and key leadership in assessing where services
are offered, how equitable the service distribution is across the community, and how effective the service
is as it compares to the demographic densities. In addition, looking at guidelines with reference to
population enables the District to assess gaps in services, where facilities are needed, or where an area is
over saturated. This allows the District to make appropriate capital improvement decisions based upon
need for the system as a whole and the ramifications that may have on a specific area.
The maps contain several circles. The circles represent the recommended per capita LOS found on the
previous page. The size of the circles varies dependent upon the quantity of a given amenity (or acre type)
located at one site and the surrounding population density. The bigger the circle, the more people a given
amenity or park acre serves and vice versa. Additionally, some circles are shaded a different color which
represents the “owner” of that particular amenity or acre type. There is a legend in the bottom left-hand
corner of each map depicting the various owners included in the equity mapping process. The areas of
overlapping circles represent adequate service, or duplicated service, and the areas with no shading
represents the areas not served by a given amenity or park acre type.
It should be noted that the Town of North Hempstead was considered a similar provider. Two parks in
particular, Manhasset Valley Park and Whitney Pond Park, are close to the District’s boundaries and were
included in the level of service analysis because District residents can use these facilities.
Figures 60-69 on the following pages show select service area maps. In all, equity maps were developed
for the following major categories:

5.3.1 Park Acres
•
•
•
•
•
•

Neighborhood parks;
Community parks;
Regional parks;
Special use parks;
Open space; and
Trails (paved and unpaved).

5.3.2 Facilities/Amenities
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Picnic shelters;
Baseball fields (90’ and Little League);
Multi-use fields;
Outdoor basketball courts (full and half);
Tennis courts;
Pickleball courts;
Playgrounds (youth & tot);
Dog parks;

•
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Sand volleyball courts;
Skate board parks;
Splashpads (or interactive water play);
Aquatic centers;
Indoor programmable recreation space;
and
Indoor tennis courts.

Strategic Master Plan

5.3.3 Community Parks

Figure 60: Community Parks Equity Map
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5.3.4 Neighborhood Parks

Figure 61: Neighborhood Parks Equity Map
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5.3.5 Regional Parks

Figure 62: Regional Parks Equity Map
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5.3.6 Unpaved Trails

Figure 63: Unpaved Trails Equity Map
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5.3.7 Paved Trails

Figure 64: Paved Trails Equity Map
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5.3.8 Open Space

Figure 65: Open Space Equity Map

6

Strategic Master Plan

5.3.9 Picnic Shelters

Figure 66: Picnic Shelters Equity Map

7

GREAT NECK PARK DISTRICT

5.3.10 Splashpads

Figure 67: Splashpad Equity Map
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5.3.11 Tennis Courts

Figure 68: Tennis Courts Equity Map
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5.3.12 Indoor Programmable Recreation Space

Figure 69: Indoor Programmable Recreation Space Equity Map
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CHAPTER SIX – FINANCING AND FUNDING
6.1 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
This section of the plan reflects the capital improvement recommendations that are necessary to fulfill
the facility needs of the community. In order to plan and prioritize capital investments, the consulting
team recommends that the District apply specific guiding principles that balance the maintenance of
current assets over the development of new facilities. The framework is also utilized to determine and
plan CIP projects and make budget decisions that are sustainable over time. These criteria (e.g., safety
compliance, commitment, efficiency, revenue) and priorities are also focused on maintaining the integrity
of the current infrastructure and facilities before expanding and/or enhancing programs and facilities.
Even with the indications of a strong tax base and local economy, funding is not always sufficient to take
care of all existing assets and build new facilities. The result is the recommendation to develop a threetier plan that acknowledges a conservative reality, leading to the continuous rebalancing of priorities and
their associated expenditures. Each tier reflects different assumptions about available resources.
•

The Critical Alternative has plans for prioritized spending within existing budget targets. The
intention of this alternative is to refocus and make the most of existing resources with the primary
goal being for the District to maintain services. The actions associated with these projects address
deferred maintenance, accessibility issues, and other critical needs at existing facilities and is
funded through existing tax dollars. These projects are typically prioritized for years 1 and 2;
however, they are spread out over years 1 through 5 due to the expense. The subtotal for the
Critical Alternative is $3,325,800.

•

The Sustainable Alternative describes the extra services or capital improvement that should be
undertaken when additional funding is available. This includes strategically enhancing existing
programs, beginning new alternative programs, adding new positions, or making other strategic
changes that would require additional operational or capital funding. It is imperative for the
District to evaluate and analyze potential sources of additional revenue, including but not limited
to capital bond funding, partnerships, program income, grants, maintaining the District’s existing
bond capacity, and/or new taxes for funding these capital projects. These projects are typically
prioritized for years 3 through 5. The subtotal for Sustainable Alternative is $1,745,240.

•

The Visionary Alternative represents the complete set of services and facilities desired by the
community. It is fiscally unconstrained but can help provide policy guidance by illustrating the
ultimate goals of the community and by providing a long-range look to address future needs and
deficiencies. In this Strategic Master Plan, the Vision Alternative addresses adding new recreation
experiences to the community as identified by level of service (LOS) gaps and specific park site
enhancements derived from the community needs assessment process. Funding for visionary
projects would be derived from partnerships, private investments, maintaining the District’s
existing bond capacity, and/or new tax dollars or bonds. These projects are typically prioritized
for year 5 and beyond. The subtotal for Visionary Alternative is $34,529,498.

The following pages detail the recommended capital improvement projects – developed in conjunction
with staff - for the three-tier spending plan. It should be noted that the District should have leeway for
addressing Sustainable or Visionary projects before completing Critical projects if project funding
becomes suddenly available. The intent of the prioritized CIP is to provide a guide for the District, but the
District should also retain the latitude to be flexible as project dollars become available.
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6.1.1 Critical Projects

CRITICAL PROJECTS (Repair Existing)
Estimated Total Project Cost

Year in which to be
completed

$115,000

3

-

-

$100,000

1&2

$5,000
-

1
-

$97,500

1

$1,131,000

1 (site master plan);
4 (everything else)

$55,000

1

-

1

N/A

-

-

Repair

Pool deck lounge furniture replacement
($20,000)

$20,000

2

Repair

Roof replacement ($200,000)

$200,000

5

Repair
Repair
Repair

N/A
N/A
Boat ramp ($500,000)
Roof replacement ($185,000); brick wall
repair ($35,000); railing and fence
($23,500); sprinkler repair ($10,000)
*See Visionary
*See Sustainable
Replace benches ($10,000); address
living sculptures ($5,000)

$500,000

1

$253,500

4

-

-

$15,000

1

Repair

N/A

-

-

Repair
Repair

N/A
N/A
Signage ($30,000); recycling and trash
receptacles ($170,000)
ADA improvements ($200,000)
N/A
N/A

-

-

$200,000

1

$200,000
-

4
-

Asset

Project Type

Allenwood Park

Repair

Canterbury Road
Creek Park

Repair
Repair

Cuttermill Park

Repair

Dog Park
Firefighters Park

Repair
Repair

Great Neck House

Repair

Kings Point Park

Repair

Lakeville Park

Repair

Manor Park
Memorial Field
North Station Plaza
Parkwood Sports
Complex (Ice)
Parkwood Sports
Complex (Pool)
Parkwood Sports
Complex (Tennis)
Ravine Park
Shoreward Drive
Steppingstone Marina

Repair
Repair
Repair

Athletic field renovation ($75,000);
pond/drainage ($10,000); bathroom
replacement ($30,000)
N/A
N/A
Basketball court update and re-size
($25,000); new bathroom ($30,000);
bathroom update ($25,000); park
furniture updates ($20,000)
Automatic gate/entry ($5,000)
N/A
New carpet, curtains, and paint
($30,000); entry way enhancement
($7,500); new heating system ($60,000)
Site master plan ($50,000); entry way
enhancement ($15,000); tennis court
replacement ($360,000); athletic field
turf renovation ($684,000); roof
replacemet ($22,000)
Basketball court resurface ($35,000);
pathways update ($20,000)
N/A
N/A
Signage (covered in total system cost)

Repair

Steppingstone Park

Repair

Thomaston Park
Upland Park

Repair
Repair

Village Green

Repair

Woodland Preserve &
Udall's Pond Park
Wooleys Lane
Wyngate Park
System-wide
Equipment/Vehicles
IT

Repair
Repair
Repair
Repair

Description

Total w/ 15% Contingency

$3,325,800

Figure 70: CIP Project Breakdown: Critical Projects
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6.1.2 Sustainable Projects

SUSTAINABLE PROJECTS (Improving What We Have)
Asset

Project Type

Allenwood Park

Upgrade

Canterbury Road

Upgrade

Creek Park

Upgrade

Cuttermill Park

Upgrade

Dog Park

Upgrade

Firefighters Park

Upgrade

Great Neck House

Upgrade

Kings Point Park

Upgrade

Lakeville Park

Upgrade

Manor Park

Upgrade

Memorial Field

Upgrade

North Station Plaza

Upgrade

Parkwood Sports
Complex (Ice)

Upgrade

Parkwood Sports
Complex (Pool)
Parkwood Sports
Complex (Tennis)

Site master plan ($50,000); parking
enhancement ($80,000); staff office
space enhancement ($20,000); tennis
court resurface ($25,000); pond
improvement ($10,000)
Landscape beautification/plantings
($5,000)
N/A
Playground lifecycle replacement
($100,000)
N/A
Flower plantings ($2,500); additional
seating ($7,500)
N/A
Field lighting ($200,000); trails and
pathways ($200,000); parking
enlargement ($60,000); potential
location for picnic shelter ($25,000);
irrigation ($15,000); new backstops
($75,000); safety netting ($50,000);
fencing ($15,000)
Bathroom remodel ($25,000)
Bathroom remodel ($25,000); lighting
upgrades ($7,500)
Basketball court enlargement ($35,000);
irrigation ($65,000)
N/A
Upgrade lounge concession area
$10,000); office area redesign and
possible expansion ($25,000); concrete
work ($22,500); new rink mats
($30,000)

Estimated Total Project Cost

Year in which to be
completed

$185,000

1&3

$5,000

2

-

-

$100,000

3

-

-

$10,000

1

-

-

$640,000

3

$25,000

4

$32,500

2

$100,000

1

-

-

$87,500

3

Upgrade

Floor deck ($7,500)

$7,500

4

Upgrade

Storage space ($15,000)

$15,000

4

$10,000

4

-

-

$65,000

1&3

-

-

$40,000

1

$150,000

5

Ravine Park

Upgrade

Shoreward Drive

Upgrade

Steppingstone Park

Upgrade

Thomaston Park

Upgrade

Upland Park

Upgrade

Village Green

Upgrade

Woodland Preserve &
Udall's Pond Park
Wooleys Lane

Description

Invasive species management
(knotweed) ($10,000)
N/A
Site master plan ($50,000); lighting
($15,000)
N/A
Basketball court resurfacing ($20,000);
new park furniture ($10,000); landscape
plantings ($2,500); shed
removal/replacement ($7,500)
Playground lifecycle replacement
($150,000)

Upgrade

N/A

-

-

Upgrade

N/A
Lighting ($7,500); pavers/pathways
($10,000); park furniture ($10,000)
N/A
N/A
Equipment upgrades ($17,600); New
DVR System at Parkwood Tennis Center
($39,000)

-

-

$27,500

2

-

-

$56,600

3

Wyngate Park

Upgrade

System-wide
Equipment/Vehicles

Upgrade
Upgrade

IT

Upgrade

Total w/ 15% Contingency

$1,790,090

Figure 71: CIP Project Breakdown: Sustainable Projects
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6.1.3 Visionary Projects
VISIONARY PROJECTS (Developing New Opportunities)
Asset

Project Type

Allenwood Park

Upgrade

Canterbury Road

Upgrade

Creek Park

Upgrade

Cuttermill Park

Upgrade

Dog Park

Upgrade

Firefighters Park

Upgrade

Great Neck House

Upgrade

Kings Point Park

Upgrade

Lakeville Park

Upgrade

Manor Park

Upgrade

Memorial Field

Upgrade

North Station Plaza
Parkwood Sports Complex (Ice)

Upgrade
Upgrade

Parkwood Sports Complex (Pool)

Upgrade

$415,000

3

$2,000,000

5

$20,000

5

-

-

$200,000

5

Playground ($375,000); fitness equipment ($20,000);
pathways and trails (cost included below); entrance redesign ($20,000); location for shelter (cost included below)
Could be a location for another parking deck/level
($2,000,000)
Need to examine its potential use and future use ($20,000)
Potential shelter location (cost included below); potential
basketball location (cost included below)
Could be a location for maintenance but dog park would
have to be relocated
Could be a location for a shelter (cost included below);
fitness equipment ($20,000)
Lower level re-design ($100,000)
Location for paved pathways (cost included below);
environmental center ($200,000); re-purpose adult diamond
field (cost included below); high ropes course ($50,000);
replace men's restroom ($70,000); additional bathroom
replacement ($380,000)
Entrance beautification ($15,000); site master plan
($25,000)
Possible shelter location (cost included below); splashpad
and playground ($100,000)
Possibly 90' diamond conversion to rectangular field (cost
included below); bathroom addition ($75,000)
N/A
N/A
Upgrade/change play features ($45,000)

$20,000

4

$100,000

2

$700,000

3

$40,000

2

$100,000

1

$75,000

1

-

-

$45,000

5

$145,000

2

$30,000
-

2
-

$280,000

2

New

$39,000

1

Trail mileage - 4 miles

$2,000,000

3

NEW

Park acreage - 4 acres

$200,000

3

NEW
NEW
NEW
NEW
NEW
NEW
NEW

Picnic shelter (two)
Multi-purpose rectangular field
Outdoor basketball court (full)
Pickleball court
Sand volleyball court (two)
Indoor tennis courts (two)
Recreational indoor space/facility

$70,000
$200,000
$75,000
$10,000
$15,000
$125,000
$22,800,000

4
3
2
2
5
5
3

Ravine Park
Shoreward Drive
Steppingstone Park
Thomaston Park
Upland Park

Upgrade
Upgrade
Upgrade
Upgrade
Upgrade

Village Green

Upgrade

IT
Land Acquisition and Trail
Development
Land Acquisition and Trail
Development
Facility Development
Facility Development
Facility Development
Facility Development
Facility Development
Facility Development
Facility Development

Year in which to be
completed

NEW

Upgrade

Equipment/Vehicles

Estimated Total Project Cost

Site plan ($30,000); changing/locker room facility ($40,000);
possible bubble outdoor courts if not in recreation center
($75,000)
N/A
N/A
N/A
Site plan/re-design ($30,000)
N/A
Pathway improvements from pavers ($80,000); location for
shelter (cost included below); location for seasonal rink
($200,000)
Paved trail around the water (cost included below); nature
trails (cost included below); library partnership (staff time)
Site activation ($50,000)
N/A
Miniature golf ($75,000)
ATV 4X4 with plow and cab for Allenwood ($25,000);
landscape trailer for Allenwood ($7,500); new club car for
Kings Point ($18,150); bobcat at Cutter Mill ($72,000); John
Deere gator for Memorial Field and Village Green ($49,000);
electric tennis court roller ($20,000); new skates for the rink
($5,000)
New DVR System at Parkwood Tennis Center ($39,000)

Parkwood Sports Complex
(Tennis)

Woodland Preserve & Udall's
Pond Park
Wooleys Lane
Wyngate Park
System-wide

Description

Upgrade
Upgrade
Upgrade
New

New

Total w/ 15% Contingency

-

-

$50,000
$75,000

5
3

$196,650

1-4 years

$34,529,498

Figure 72: CIP Project Breakdown: Visionary Projects
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6.2 Funding and Revenue Strategies
6.2.1 Existing Funding Strategies
The following is a summary of current and historical funding sources used by Great Neck Park District to
pay for operational and capital improvements within the park system.
Taxes: Great Neck Park District currently operates under a park district status approved by the votes of
Great Neck to operate and maintain the Park District parks, facilities, and programs. The General Fund is
used to cover expenses related to the general administration, operation, and maintenance of the park
system.
User Fees: User fees support programs and facilities. User fees generally occur for programs, services, and
facilities when the user receives a higher level of benefit above the general taxpayer. Example facilities
and programs that have user fees include the aquatic center, ice rink, tennis center, sports fields, general
programs like day camps, sports lessons and clinics, and individual-based program services. Program fees
are based on the true cost to provide the service and the level of private good a person receives. Program
fees are also incorporated into access fees for parking, memberships, season passes, and admission fees.
Parking Fees: The District currently has parking fees in place for transit sites and this park fee should
continue.

6.2.2 Potential Funding Strategies
The following is a summary of potential funding strategies that the District can utilize to help augment tax
dollars and revenue generated from fees and charges.
BID District: A Business Improvement District (BID) is used in areas where a park provides added value to
businesses such as a central park facility that is surrounded by businesses. These businesses benefit from
park users who buy food, retail items, and services that are allowable in the park.
Land Dedication Fees for Open Space: This funding source is currently provided within individual villages.
GNPD may need to ask the Villages for access to use this funding source. The funding source requires
developers who create additional density for housing to provide land for parks to support their additional
density or cash-in-lieu. Cash-in-lieu can be used by the Park District to buy park property in the area of
the density to support the people who live in the area.
Impact Fees on New Development: The maximum fees are defined by a state established formula that
factors in the community’s historical capital investment within the Park District. Recognizing that the new
residential development of the resulting increase in population places a greater demand for park
infrastructure, the state allows communities to assess an impact fee to fund the new capital development
to accommodate the increased demand. These fees can be used only for capital improvements. Impact
fees on new development can include housing and retail.
Food and Beverage Sales Tax: Many communities have a dedicated park and recreation food and
beverage sales tax to support a park system’s capital improvements. The sales tax is usually less than one
percent and it usually requires a vote of the public. This sales tax is paid by residents and nonresidents
which helps to improve the Park District.
Park Foundation: Park and recreation districts across the United States develop a park foundation to
support their park system that allows individuals, businesses, and corporations to invest through private
gifts, donations, land, and amenities. The Great Neck Park District did have a foundation at one time, but
it was eliminated several years ago. It is recommended that the park foundation be redeveloped to
support the long-term capital needs of the District. This funding strategy has the potential to be a
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significant source of revenue for capital improvements in the future as it will help complement other
funding sources and provide additional avenues for securing bequests and grants.
Redevelopment Funds (Empire State Economic Development Fund): The State of New York has an
Empire State Economic Development Fund available to park districts that can be used for rehabbing
facilities, acquiring land, new construction, planning and design, and feasibility studies.
Partnerships (Public/Public; Public/Private; Public/Non-Profit): The Great Neck Park District can partner
with a host of agencies in developing and maintaining partnerships to help offset the cost to develop,
operate, and maintain the District. Policies need to be established on how to develop and manage
partnerships that focus on true equity of investment and daily operational costs to maximize the value of
the District’s financial dollars and the partnership dollars involved.
Real Estate Transfer Fees on Property Changes: This particular strategy appears to be limited to parks
and recreation agencies in New York but further research is necessary to ascertain applicability to GNPD.
Land Leases on Park Property: Many agencies develop a land lease strategy where they lease land for
retail recreation purposes along trails and within parks. Typical leases include restaurants, bike shops, and
concessions (entities that support park/trail users). The land lease includes the value of the land (typically
15%) paid annually along with a percentage of gross.
Fiber Optic Land Lease Rights: This funding source has potential in the District. This strategy involves
leasing the land below the ground for optic cable lines. The fees paid are typically for a land lease on a per
foot bases.
Naming Rights for Facilities and Amenities: The District can seek naming rights for major attractions they
manage now and in the future. Many park districts across the United States have naming rights for their
multi-generational centers with a hospital for ten years or a sports facility. The naming rights typically
cover 20% of the cost to develop the site.
Sponsorships: Sponsorships should be considered for core programs, special events, destination facilities,
clinics, and youth-driven programs. Example sponsorships include a title sponsor, presenting sponsor,
associate sponsor, and food sponsor. Sponsorships need to be developed based on the number of
impressions a program, service, or event will receive and is usually about .05 cents per impression point
for the value of the sponsorship.
Advertising Fees: Advertising fees are used to support program websites, one-time events, and social
media sites for park districts across the country. The rates are typically determined by number of people
who will see the ad.
Entertainment Tax Dedicated to Capital Improvements: Some park districts and cities have an
entertainment tax to support special events and performing arts venues, museums, zoos, sports stadiums,
and historic sites that are in the public realm. The fee is in the form of a sales tax and is used for capital
improvements.
Go-to Funds: Go-to Funds are used to support a specific project. These funds are typically raised online
via a social network and the campaign is short-term in nature. The money raised is to achieve a goal for a
program or amenity needed in the community. This funding source is well used to support people and
families in need or to update a facility that has a long history in the community and has generational
support.
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Permit Fees on Shelters, Sports Fields, and Courts: Park districts and park systems in general permit
shelters, sports fields, and courts when the user has exclusive use of a park amenity for its personal gain
as a contractor, team, or individual. The permit costs vary by what the amenity is being used for and if
profit is involved by the person seeking the permit. Permit fees can be based on prime-time and nonprime time, by season, and by day.
Capital Improvement Fee: This fee is usually associated with a specific facility that is designed to produce
revenue for the District. The capital improvement fee is attached to the user fee to replace or repair an
amenity within a revenue-producing facility for a period of time until the repair or improvement is paid
off.
Maintenance Endowment: The District has a repair and capital reserve fund in place now but the goal
should be to have in capital reserves at least 3% of total asset value of the park system (excluding land
value). This maintenance fund is used to take care of what the District already owns so the parks, facilities,
and amenities can be kept in good condition for the community.
Marina Capital Enhancement Fees: The District can establish a marina capital enhancement fee program
to replace moorings, and improve launching ramps when needed. These dollars can come from the
boaters themselves from their permit fees as well as from costal management fees the state provides.
Grants: Grants provide park districts nationwide money for land acquisition, capital improvements,
coastal management funds, and operational dollars. Grants can come from the New York State DNR
program, land and water funds, redevelopment funds, and foundations that want to support parks,
recreation, and open space in the District. Most federal grants require some form of matching dollars and
foundations typically do not have a match. The District does not have a grant writer in place now and
should consider hiring a grant writer or contracting with one to submit grants on its behalf.
Consistent Bond Tax Use That Does Not Increase Taxes: As the District buys down bonds over time, they
should continue to use its bond capacity as a revenue source without increasing taxes to take care of what
is already owned.
Establish a Business Development Office: The District should consider establishing a Business
Development Office that submits for grants, creates alliances to develop facilities and programs jointly,
and creates partnerships and sponsorships for earned income purposes. This type of office is typically
dedicated to developing earned income, holding partners accountable to what they say they are doing,
and to develop and seek grants. This type of office does not exist today within the District, and it is very
difficult for the Superintendent and staff to do this work because they do not have the capacity.
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CHAPTER SEVEN – ACTION PLAN
The Action Plan provides a summary of the key action items recommended throughout the Parks and
Recreation Master Plan. Items are organized into five major sections:
•

Park and Facility Development;

•

Park and Facility Management;

•

Programs and Services;

•

Financial and Budgetary Capacity Development; and

•

Policies and Practices.

Vision Statements specific to each section are provided to assist with prioritization and decision making.
Within each section, key Strategies for implementation are listed. These strategies represent the major
ideas or philosophies recommended by the consulting team that are required by the District to implement
the Strategic Master Plan. To help achieve each strategy, Tactics are identified along with
recommendations for the Start Date (i.e., when to initiate the tactic, not necessarily complete it), and
Performance Measures. The Group Responsible is left blank so it can be updated and adjusted by District
leadership.
The Action Plan is intended to serve as a dynamic document, reviewed on a regular basis by District
leadership and the Board of Commissioners to plan work tasks and support decision making in order to
carry out the Strategic Master Plan. By reviewing the Action Plan quarterly or annually, accomplishments
can be noted, adjustments can be made, and new items can be added.
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7.1 Park and Facility Development Improvements
Vision: "The Great Neck Park District will ensure the parks and recreation system is enhanced by identifying and addressing community need."
Strategy
Timeframe
Tactics

1 Prioritize land acquisition for recreation needs and preservation
of nature due to the increase of development pressure and
impact on the GNPD system.

Short-Term
(now through
2022)

Mid-Term
(now through
2025)

Long-Term
(now through
2029)
2 Develop system-wide site plans for signature parks.

Short-Term
(now through
2022)
Mid-Term
(now through
2025)

3 Ensure the existing system is maintained to the public's
expectation.

Short-Term
(now through
2022)

Mid-Term
(now through
2025)

Short-Term
(now through
2022)

Mid-Term
(now through
2025)

Performance Measure

*RFP/RFQ issued
*Feasibility study completed

Develop four miles of paved trails and three miles of unpaved trails within the
park system.
Acquire and develop four additional neighborhood park acres.

*Trail location(s) identified
*Trail development funded in CIP
*Parkland acquisition funded in CIP

Parks Division
Admin

Consider adding a bubble/dome to the Parkwood Tennis Center to expand the Asst. Director of Parks *Feasibility study conducted for
facility and make it the indoor tennis destination for the District.
covering tennis courts and ROI
calculated
Develop two picnic shelters; one large and one small depending on location and Parks Division
*Funded in CIP
intent.
Develop one multi-purpose rectangular field.
Parks Division
*Funded in CIP
Develop one full outdoor basketball court.
Parks Division
*Funded in CIP
Develop one Pickleball court.
Parks Division
*Funded in CIP
Develop one sand volleyball court.
Parks Division
*Funded in CIP
Develop a site Master Plan for Allenwood Park that examines feasibility of
Admin
*RFP/RFQ issued
adding a playground, athletic field redesign, incorporation of pond/water
*Site master plan completed
features, and inclusion of pedestrian pathways/parking.
Develop a site Master Plan for Kings Point Park that connects both ends of the Admin
*RFP/RFQ issued
park, formalizes pathways and trails, and articulates how the park will be
*Site master plan completed
maintained and operated.
Develop a site Master Plan for Steppingstone Park that includes space for day Admin
*RFP/RFQ issued
camp, maintenance, and indoor rental space at a minimum.
*Site master plan completed
Update park lighting throughout the system.
Parks Division
*Funded in CIP
Develop an ADA Transition Plan and use it for prioritizing improvements
Parks Division
*Funded in CIP
throughout the system.
Asst. Director of Parks *Identified ADA deficiencies
mitigated by 5% annually
Continue to implement the ice rink site plan for needed improvements and
Parks Division
*Ice rink plan enhancements
enhancements.
achieved annually
Develop an enhancement plan for Great Neck House.
Recreation Division
*Business plan completed and
approved that discusses programs,
facility enhancements, and
establishes a long-term vision
Update existing athletic fields to enhance turf conditions and overall playability. Parks Division
*Calculate ROI for turf conversions
Redo the boat ramp at the Marina.
Continue to monitor, track, and evaluate the commuter parking demand vs.
need.
Consider starting a farmers' market.

4 Elevate the Village Green to create a central hub for community
gathering.

Group Responsible

Conduct a feasibility study for a multi-purpose, multi-generational indoor
Admin
community/recreation center; also, look at possibility of indoor aquatics with it. Superintendent

Admin
Parks Division
Admin
Recreation Division

Formalize holiday lighting/festivals for the holiday seasons; additionally, this can Admin
be a conduit to help celebrate community diversity.
Recreation Division
Consider operating a seasonal ice rink to increase ice rink prime time availability Admin
and to create open access community gathering opportunities.
Recreation Division
Parks Division
Consider hosting more special events at the Village Green that would not be
Recreation Division
reliant on additional parking.

Figure 73: Action Strategies – Park and Facility Development Improvements
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*Funded in CIP
*Parking demand statistics
reviewed quarterly
*Farmers' market business plan
completed
*Holiday lighting/festivals
approved as annual budgetary
item(s)
*Calculate ROI for seasonal ice rink

Start Date

2021
2022
2023
2023
2024
2024
2023
2023
2025
2021

2021
2022
2023
2022
Ongoing

2022
2023
2024
Ongoing
2021
2021

2020
*Complete Village Green site vision
plan

2021
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7.2 Park and Facility Management
Vision: "The Great Neck Park District will adopt Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) concepts and functionally align itself to best deliver parks and recreation services to current and future residents."
Strategy
Timeframe
Tactics
Group
Performance Measure

5 Establish consistent and comprehensive
maintenance and design standards for parks, trails,
and facilities to uphold the quality of user
experience and promote financial sustainability.
Short-Term
(now through 2022)

Mid-Term
(now through 2025)

6 Invest in human capital to help functionally align
the District to meet community needs.

Short-Term
(now through 2022)

7 Strengthen the system advocacy through a
Commissioner development focus.
Short-Term
(now through 2022)

8 Ensure maintenance and operations are positioned
to manage the existing and future park system.

Responsible
Formalize (document) all existing maintenance standards and keep Parks Division *Maintenance standards
them in one place.
documented and reviewed
annually
Develop a maintenance management plan for the park system.
Parks Division *RFP/RFQ issued (if not done
in-house)
*Maintenance plan
completed
Adopt park classification design standards that include: appropriate Parks Division *Park classifications
age segment appeal through amenities/park elements, defined
approved and reviewed
land usage, defined programming, defined maintenance standards,
annually
and defined intended service radius.
Develop design criteria that relates to "SMART" parks and
Parks Division *Design criteria reviewed and
integrating technological and energy efficiencies into the design and
formalized into a document
enhancement of current and future facilities.
Utilize a work order management system to assist with calculating Parks Division *Work order management
and tracking operations and maintenance costs.
system used regularly
*Work order completion
statistics and data analytics
used to help set maintenance
standards
Develop policy-supported criteria for contracting operations and
Parks Division *Policy developed
maintenance services. The policy should support the guidelines for
what work should be done in-house and what can be outsourced.
Criteria and key performance indicators (KPIs) should be developed
to trigger an automatic review.
Create the position and hire an Assistant Director of Recreation.
Admin
*Position funded and hired
Create the position and hire an Assistant Director of Parks.
Admin
*Position funded and hired
Create the position and hire a Human Resources Manager.
Admin
*Position funded and hired
Create an annual Commissioner workplan.
Admin
*Workplan established and
reviewed quarterly
Conduct annual Board training that includes bringing in outside
Admin
*Training conducted at least
resource(s) for assistance.
every three years or when a
new Commissioner onboards

Develop a Board recruitment process and succession plan that
Admin
Mid-Term
reflects diverse disciplines and needed knowledge, skills, and
(now through 2025)
abilities (KSAs) for the park system.
Short-Term
Create, adopt, and track capital replacement schedules for fleet and Parks Division
(now through 2022) equipment.
Mid-Term
Develop a shop/operations storage plan for development and
Parks Division
(now through 2025) enhancement.

Figure 74: Action Strategies – Park and Facility Management
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*Formal Board recruitment
and succession plan
established
*ROI calculated for fleet
repairs vs. replacement
*Plan completed

Start
Date
2021

2021

2021

2021

2021

2022

2020
2020
2020
2021

2021

2022
2022
2021
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7.3 Programs and Services
Vision: "The Great Neck Park District will activate the parks system through recreational programming that is commensurate with community need."
Strategy
Timeframe
Tactics

9

Align program offerings with community needs and
priorities.

10 Treat core program areas as core businesses.

11 Leverage the waterfront area as a unique system
destination.

12 Establish volunteerism as a core program area.

Annually assess relevance of selected core program areas and determine if changes
Short-Term
need to be made based on current trends, demographics, and community surveys.
(now through
Track the lifecycle of all programs to ensure they match the distribution recommended
2022)
in the program assessment.
Sunset programs that fall into the decline and or saturation phase.
Create two new core program areas: farmers' market and Active Seniors.
Mid-Term
(now through
2025)
Continue to emphasize and prioritize existing programming that is of high community
interest: theater/performing arts, adult programs, fitness and wellness, water fitness,
enrichment programs, special events, and youth services.
Adopt and track Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) by core program area including:
program lifecycle, program classification and corresponding cost recovery, age
segmentation and relation to demographic projections, cancelation rates, and
Short-Term participation trends.
(now through Create core program area business plans at least every two years (at a minimum;
2022)
preference is annually) that outline projected revenue and expenses, cost recovery,
target audience(s), method of delivery, market analysis/environmental scan, potential
partnership(s), sponsorship(s), and then have actual expenses and revenues added to
them at the end of the season(s).
Short-Term Enhance watercraft rental opportunities at the Marina.
(now through
Consider the feasibility for beachfront yoga, fitness, and wellness programming.
2022)
Short-Term Identify the areas in which volunteerism can help augment District staffing.
(now through
2022)
Create a volunteer handbook.
Mid-Term
(now through
Identify communication channels to recruit volunteers.
2025)

Figure 75: Action Strategies – Programs and Services

21

Group Responsible

Performance Measure

Recreation
Division
Recreation
Division
Recreation
Admin
Recreation
Division
Recreation
Division

*Decision-matrix utilized annually

Recreation
Division

*KPIs adopted and monitored annually at a
minimum

Admin
Recreation
Division

*Business plans created
*Business plan review cycle established

Recreation
Division
Recreation
Division
Admin
Human Resources

*RFI issued for potential concessionaires

*Lifecycle distribution discussed annually
and aligns with best practice ranges
*Programs identified and ended
*Core program areas expanded with
business plans
*New programs/activities are implemented
annually in the "high priority" areas

Start Date

Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
2021

2021

2021

2021

*ROI calculated for more beachfront
programming
*Volunteerism campaign/plan established

Human Resources *Handbook completed and reviewed on a
regular basis
Human Resources *Volunteerism recruitment process
established

2021
2021
2023
2023
2023
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7.4 Financial and Budgetary Capacity Development
Vision: "The Great Neck Park District will enact fiscally responsible financial practices to ensure a sustainable park and recreation system exists for current and future residents."

Strategy
13 Develop a consistent approach to financing the
system.

Timeframe

Short-Term
(now through
2022)

Tactics
Adopt a 5-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) based on
prioritized/order of magnitude (essential, sustainable, and
visionary) projects and review and update annually.
Ensure financial stability through short- and long-range financial
forecasting that uses a Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) approach.
Ensure the annual operating budget will project and produce at
least a balanced budget for each fiscal year.
Set and achieve an overall system cost recovery goal and reflect it
in the budget.
Continue to expand the ability to track revenues and expenses by
both core program area and facility.

Group Responsible
Admin
Finance

Performance Measure
*CIP approved annually

Finance

*TCO costs calculated for every
new amenity/facility
*Projections calculated annually

Finance
Admin
Finance
Finance

Commit to financial transparency by providing easy access to the Finance
District's financial data and reports.

Mid-Term
(now through
2025)

14 Incorporate different funding strategies to finance
the system.
Short-Term
(now through
2022)

Long-Term
(now through
2029)

Consider re-establishing a parks foundation (Friends of Great
Neck Parks).
Consider formalizing all known advisory groups in lieu of reestablishing a parks foundation.
Develop a long-term financial strategy that includes
implementing a five-year budget worksheet that is reviewed and
updated annually.
Adopt an overall fee collection philosophy and framework for user
groups, reservations, and rentals based on a classification of
services model (essential/core, important, and value-added).
Designate one District staff member to search for, review, write,
and submit grants; the goal is to apply for at least 1 new grant
each year for park system funding.
Utilize the expiring General Obligation Bond funds to enhance the
existing park system while incorporating new development.
Establish mechanisms to capture revenues from future
development such as through Business Improvement Districts
(BIDs), tax increment financing (TIF), and internal park
improvement funds for revenue-generating facilities and parks.

Admin
Admin
Finance

Recreation Division

2020

*Cost recovery goal established
and tracked annually
*Adjust operational budget to
identify and track costs by
program area and facility
*Financial report developed
annually and posted to District
website
*Park foundation established
*Advisory group(s) established
and meeting schedule established
*Budget worksheet created and
reviewed annually

2021
2020
2020
2021

2021
2022
2022
2022

*Fee/pricing policy created
2021

Admin

Finance
Finance

Figure 76: Action Strategies – Financial and Budgetary Capacity Development
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Start Date

*Number of grants applied for
annually
*Existing bond capacity
maintained
*At least one new funding
mechanism reviewed for
implementation annually

2021
2021

2021
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7.5 Policies and Practices
Vision: "The Great Neck Park District will enact policies and procedures to position itself as an industry leader."
Strategy
Timeframe
Tactics

15 Elevate general awareness of park/District rules
and responsibilities.

Group Responsible

Enhance and make signage systematic and consistent throughout
the system.
Short-Term
Enhance facility staff training and accountability (especially for
(now through 2022)
seasonal staff) to enforce District rules.
Consider having all park visitors show proof of residency to help
enforce (or move away from) limited park/facility guests per
resident.
Consider creating a customer service app that allows park/facility
Long-Term
users to submit real-time comments and concerns to the District.
(now through 2029)

16 Formalize needed policies and procedures.

17 Ensure the District's sustainable future is
documented through planning and a concerted
effort toward being an industry leader.

Discuss and adopt a partnership policy that includes public/public,
public/private, and public/nonprofit partnerships.
Create and adopt an athletic field use policy that includes (at a
Short-Term
minimum) field allocation procedures, usage hour limitations
(now through 2022) (annually), prioritization for recognized organizations, and pricing.
Create and adopt a pricing policy that includes (at a minimum)
athletic field permits/agreements, shelter reservations, Great Neck
House/facility use, and cost recovery.
Mid-Term
Create and adopt a sponsorship policy for District-wide events,
(now through 2025) programs, facilities, and services.
Short-Term
Ensure feasibility studies/business plans are conducted before any
(now through 2022) approved capital development occurs.
Ensure all signature District facilities have a site master plan on file.

Admin
Security
Admin

IT

*Sign replacement schedule
established
*Percentage of signs replaced
annually
*Training regimen/schedule
established
*Number of park users that
are residents

Admin

*Speed of customer service
response
*Number of customer service
complaints annually
*Policy established

Admin

*Policy established

Mid-Term
Continue to move toward a rotating IT infrastructure replacement
(now through 2025)
schedule.

Continue to move toward integrating cloud-based systems as a
Long-Term
preferred infrastructure improvement.
(now through 2029)

Figure 77: Action Strategies – Policies and Practices
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Start
Date
2021

2021
2021

2022

2022
2021

Admin

*Policy established
2021

Admin

*Policy established

Finance

*Policy established

*Number of master plans
completed
*Plan completed and
updated on a regular
schedule
Seek CAPRA accreditation.
Recreation
*Number of CAPRA
Long-Term
Division
deficiencies corrected
(now through 2029)
annually
*CAPRA accreditation
Develop a staff training budget and program that includes (at a
Human Resources *Budget
minimum) basic life safety, diversity, and customer service training.
established/dedicated

Mid-Term
Develop and adopt a marketing plan.
(now through 2025)

18 Invest in human resources and supporting systems
infrastructure.

Admin
Parks Division

Performance Measure

Admin
Parks Division
Admin

IT

IT

*IT replacement schedule
established
*Percentage of IT equipment
replaced on time
*Percentage of systems
moved to cloud-based
systems

2022
2022
2023
2022

2022

2022

2021

2021
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CHAPTER EIGHT – APPENDICES
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