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Location of Backstops

Practice Fields (baseball/softball)
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Location of Disc Golf Courses DisC golf course/aty Colonlal Estates Park i
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Spraygrounds at Andrews F;ar.kl
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Current number of spraygrounds: 2 splash pads
Current level of service: 1 splash pad per 56,173 residents
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Swimming Pools

Current number of pools: 1 aquatic center
Current level of service: 1 aquatic center per 112,345
residents
Target level of service: 1 aquatic center for 60,000 residents ﬁ;‘,ﬂﬂ' < __"_‘F"_* -

» Current 2009 need for 112,345 population: 1 aquatic center
» Year 2015 need for 120,152 population: 2 aquatic centers
» Year 2020 need for 128,404 population: 2 aquatic centers

Key issues: See Aquatics Chapter 6

Level of need: High

Location of existing swimming pool:
» 1 aquatic center at Westwood Park

Private facilities are offered at OU, the YMCA and several HOA Poollalie i eet i

neighborhood pools
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Location of existing playgrounds:

» 1 at Adkin's Crossing Park
» 2 at Berkeley Park

» 1 at Brookhaven Park

» 1 at Canadian Trails Park
» 1 af Cascade Park

» 1 at Castlerock Park

» 1 af Centennial Park

» 1 at Cherry Creek Park

» 1 at Chisholm’s Trail Park
» 1 at Colonial Commons Park
» 1 at Colonial Estates Park
» 1 at Creighton Park

» 1 af Crestland Park

» 2 at Doubletree Park

» 2 at Eagle Cliff Park

» 2 at Eastridge Park

» 4 af Eastwood Park

» 1 at Faculty Heights Park
» 1 atf Falls Lakeview Park
» 1 af Frances Cate Park
» 1 af June Benson Park

» 1 at Kevin Gottshall Park
» 1 at Kiwanis Park

» 2 atf Lions Park

» 2 at Lions Memorial Park

at Little Axe Park

at McGeorge Park

at William Morgan Park
at Northeast Lions Park
at Normandy Park

at Oaktree South

at Oakhurst Park

at Pebblebrook Park
at Prairie Creek Park
at Deerfield Park

at Rotary Park

at Royal Oaks Park

at Sequoyah Trail Park
at Sonoma Park

at Springbrook Park
at Summit Lakes Park
at Sunrise Park

at Sutton Place Park
at Tulls Park

at Vineyard Park

at Woodcreek Park

» 1 at Woodslawn Park

» 3 at Andrews Park

» 1 at Griffin Park

» 3 at Reaves Park

» 1 at Westwood Park
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Location of Pavilions > L|ons Park A

i _...,.-'
i _...i'* -h‘!ﬂ‘

Large Pavilions

Current number of pavilions: 21 pavilions
Current level of service: 1 pavilion per 5,350 residents
Target level of service: 1 pavilion for 6,500 residents

» Current 2009 need for 112,345 population: 17 pavilions, no deficit
» Year 2015 need for 120,152 populo’_r.lo 18 pavilions, no deficit
> Year 2020 need for 128,404 populoh@%bﬁs no deficit

Key issues: Pavilions provide pece,sseW;_ They
are popular features and can be us variety o ivities. All.
community parks and large neighborhood parks should have several
povmons throughout *N"Fh'\%hshould lnves’r |n ing a
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Location of Picnic Tables P|cn|c faC|||t|eSYat Blookhaven Pam

Picnicking Facilities | ’:.; L

Current number of picnicking facilities: 199 picnic tables, 141 benches,
39 BBQ grills, and 7 gazebos.

Y
ns asignificant majority of picnic
tables ond BBQ grills. should include picnic facilities,
especially parks in the western of the city so that distribution
becomes even.

any picni es are older, i condition and replacing.
s and replace necessary. M
N
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Indoor Recreation Centers

6 centers
ers: 56,844 square feet
1 square foot per 0.51 residents, 6
enters per 112,345 residents
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» Current 20092 need for112,345 p¢
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sxisting centers:
» 12th Ave. Recreation Center
» Irving Recred@tiomnCenter . -

» Whittier Recreatic R B
» Senior Center . v
b Little Axe Community Center \
» Reaves Dance Center , i

» The City of Norman also owns the girls” gym at Norman High School;
however it is heavily used by the school. The only city program

currently offered there is Tae Kwon Do.
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Trails

Current miles of trails:
Current level of service:
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A LEGACY FOR THE NEXT GENERATION - The Norman Parks and Recreation Master Plan

"7 ‘ Summary of Facility Needs

‘q‘_r
[ l Table 5 - 2 summarizes the key facility needs to meet the target level of
- service set for the year 2020. Picnicking facilities, support facilities and
practice fields should be added to all future parks where feasible. The trail system in
Norman should continue to expand and become interconnected. Athletic fields will
need to keep pace with the future growth of the City. Indoor recreation facilities and
aquatic facilities need to expand and be renovated to meet the population’s needs.

Table 5 - 2
Summary of Facility Needs by 2020 (in alphabetical order)

Facility Current LOS | Current | 2020 Need Level of

Pop. Served [ Amount Need
Baseball Fields 5,350 21 26 Medium
Basketball Courts (outdoor) 4,406 25.5 21.5 Medium
Disc Golf Course 24,966 4.5 4 Medium
Indoor Recreation Center 0.51 sf/ 6 older | state-of-the High

person centers | -art center
Pavilions 5,350 21 20 Medium
Picnicking Facilities Varies Varies Varies High
Playgrounds 1,755 64 73 High
Practice Fields (baseball/softball) 3,304 34 32 Medium
Practice Fields (soccer/football) 5913 19 32 High
Softball Fields 11,235 10 14 Medium
Soccer Fields 7,022 16 18 Low
Splash Pads 56,173 2 5 High
Swimming Pools 112,345 1 older [ state-of-the High
complex | -artpool
Support Facilities Varies Varies Varies High
Tennis Courts 5,107 22 18 Low
Trails 4,365 25.74 25.7 to High
miles 51.4 miles

Volleyball Courts (outdoor) 12,483 9 12 Medium

Pa*-"S"

0[S

G
¥ .
b
-'
M
o
:
=4

10
}

Benchmarking

Benchmarks are used as a reference point on which one
particular city ranks when compared to other cities with
similar characteristics. A list of similar benchmark cities was
complied for Norman by the steering committee, staff and
consulting team. The cities that were chosen are similar to
Norman in that most have a major university within or near
their city limits, they are within close proximity to a large
metropolitan area such as Norman is close to Oklahoma
City, the populations are similar in size (between 80,000 and
120,000residents), and most are the county seat of the county
in which they reside. For the purpose of this planning process,
the benchmark cities are identified as:

» Boulder, Colorado

» College Station, Texas

» Columbia, Missouri

» Denton, Texas

» Edmond, Oklahoma

» Lawrence, Kansas

» Topeka, Kansas

» Tulsa, Oklahoma

» Waco, Texas

Once the benchmark cities were chosen, they were then
compared to Norman in terms of developed parkland
acreage, miles of trails, square footage of indoor recreation
space, type and size of aquatic facilities, budget dollars
per capita, and the number of employees in the Parks and
Recreation Department. A total summary of the benchmark
cities and how Norman compares is shown in the table to the
right.

ParkinBoulder, €O

..I,__Elag FootballiniColle 5}3’[

e,

Significant findings from the benchmarking study include:

» Norman is ranked third in terms of number of parks;
however, Norman is ranked last in ferms of developed
parkland acreage per 1,000 residents. While Norman has
a significant number of parks, large tracks of parkland
are undeveloped and unused such as Ruby Grant Park
and John H. Saxon Park.

» While the square footage of indoor recreation space in
Norman is similar fo that of the other benchmark cities,
the indoor recreation centers are in need of renovation
and there is no City operated state-of-the-art fitness
facility.

» When compared to the benchmark cities, Norman has
the start of a good ftrail system; however, the frails in
Norman need to be more interconnected.

» Norman has the fewest number of aquatic facilities when
compared to the benchmark cities. Having only one
swimming pool in a city of this size does not adequately
serve the population. All of the benchmark cities,
except Edmond, have at least two outdoor swimming
pools, and 5 of the 10 cities have at least one indoor
swimming pool.

» Norman is ranked 8 out of 10 in terms of Parks and
Recreation Department staff. Norman has 63 staff
members where as the highest ranked city, Boulder, has
146.99 staff members for parks and recreation.

» Norman has the second lowest amount of approved
budget dollars per capita for parks and recreation.
Only $55.30 per capita was allocated to parks and
recreation in Norman. The highest ranked city was again
Boulder with $246.62 per capita allocated to parks and
recreation.
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CHAPTER 5 - Assessment of Norman's Needs

Norman Comparison of Benchmark Cities

Developed Developed Total Square 2009 PARD
Current County Student Total Developed | Acreage Per Park Number of | Footage of Indoor Miles of Trails | # of Pools Approved Budget
Estimated Seat? Of what Population of | Number of | Total Park Park 1,000 Number of | Acreage Indoor Recreation / Senior [Square Footage | Total Miles| per 1,000 (Indoor / Budget for |Dollars per
Population Y/N county? University? Universi Parks Acreage | Acreage Population | PARD Staff| Per Staff Centers / Teen Centers per Resident of Trails Population [ Outdoor Size of Pools Type of Pools PARD Person
University of
1) Norman 112,345 Yes Cleveland Oklahoma 30,000 65 1,159.90 688.30 6.13 63 10.93 6 56,844 0.506 25.74 0.23 0/1 One 50 meter pool 1 large pool, slides $6,212,691 $55.30
2) Boulder, CO 103,114 Yes Boulder | University of Colorado at | 29,000 for UCB 60 1,000.00 = 800.00 7.76 146.99 5.44 3 140,521 1.363 130.00 1.26 3/2  4poolsare 25yards,1 = 2indoor pools have zero depth entry, = $25,430,180 | $246.62
Boulder and Naropa pool is 50 meters play structures, slides, lazy river, hottub
University
3) College Station, TX 90,897 No Texas A&M University 43,000 50 1,289.45 1,149.04 12.64 133 8.64 3 38,171 0.420 11.95 0.13 1/3 50 meter, 25 meter, 25 50 meter pool is a water park, 25 yard ~ $9,187,624  $101.08
yard, 25 meter pool has zero depth entry and slides
natatorium
4) Columbia, MO 96,093 Yes Boone University of Missouri 30,000 65 2,853.00 = 2,101.00 21.86 435 48.30 1 73,000 0.760 42.08 0.44 1/4 Indoor poolis 12,988 | 2 outdoor aquatic centers with slides, | $12,679,649 = $131.95
square feet One play structures, diving boards, climbing
outdoor pool is 50 wall. Indoor pool has slides, lazy river,
meters play structure, zero depth entry,
handicap lift
5) Denton, TX 120,126 Yes Denton  University of North Texas 34,000 for UNT 29 1,400.00 1,209.86 10.07 124.31 9.73 7 unknown unknown 21.00 0.17 1/2 unknown One outdoor water park, one natatorium $10,436,223  $86.88
and Texas Women's
University
6) Edmond, OK 83,259 No University of Central 16,000 23 4,821.00 = 550.55 6.61 40 13.76 2 unknown unknown 13.46 0.16 0/1 25 yard Large, outdoor family aquatic center | $4,929,536 $59.21
Oklahoma with slides, lazy river, climbing wall
7) Lawrence, KS 90,866 Yes Douglas  University of Kansas and 30,000 for KU 52 2,965.40 1,309.40 14.41 71.78 18.24 4 43,000 0.473 14.00 0.15 2/2 Two 50 meter pools, Two separate indoor and outdoor $6,991,479 $76.94
Haskell Indian Nations One 25 yard pool aquatic centers with zero depth entry,
University slides, play features, diving well. One
natatorium. One wading pool
8) Topeka, KS 122,113 Yes | Shawnee No N/A 102 1,600.00 = 1,330.00 10.89 95.75 13.89 6 145,000 1.187 11.25 0.09 0/5 |50 meter; 5,000 square | One outdoor aquatic center with zero | $9,862,463 $80.77
feet, 170 feetlong; depth entry, slides, spray features.
traditonal L-shape
9) Tulsa, OK 388,000 Yes Tulsa Oral Roberts University 3,790 for ORU; 125 6,000.00 5,636.65 1453 166.6 33.83 17 unknown unknown 47.30 0.12 0/22 unknown unknown $18,179,000  $46.85
and University of Tulsa 4,165 for TU
10) Waco, TX 113,726 Yes  McLennan Baylor University 15,000 58 1,400.00  892.95 7.85 1427 6.26 3 unknown unknown 26.80 0.24 0/2 unknown Water park with slides, spray features =~ $9,111,574 $80.12

Data Source for Population and Budget Information

1) population derived from 2009 city budget. Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.

population derived from 2008 estimate from the Planning and Development Services Department. Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.
population derived from 2008 estimate from the Planning and Development Services Department. Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.
population derived from 2008 estimate from the Planning and Development Services Department. Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.
population derived from 2008 estimate from the 2008-2009 budget . Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.

population derived from 2008 estimate from the Edmond Economic Development Authority. Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.

) population derived from 2008 estimate from the Planning Department. Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.

) population derived from 2006 U.S. Census estimate. Budget dollars per person is total budged expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.

) population derived from 2007 budget estimate. Budget dollars per person is total budged expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.

0) population derived from 2000 U.S. Census. Budget dollars per person is total budgeted expenditures for parks and recreation Fiscal Year 2009 divided by population.

)
)
)
)
)
)

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1
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1..“ Demand Based Needs
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Demand was also used to determine what additional facilities are
needed in Norman. Demand is based on both actual participation in
organized activities and in use of the parks, as well as by the level of use
and preferences expressed by citizens through stakeholder interviews,
citywide mail-out survey, online survey, and public meetings.

Public input is a critical part of any planning process. Public entities
work for their citizens by managing and providing the types of facilities
that the residents and taxpayers of the community want to have. In
essence, our citizens are our “customers” and it is the City’s responsibility
to provide what our customers seek with approved funding. In the
parks planning process, public input helps identify what types of
existing facilities are being used, where key deficiencies may occur,
and where the citizens of Norman would like to see their funding
targeted. In essence, the residents of a community determine what
they want to have in their city through their current use of facilities and
through their comments and input.

What Facility Is Lacking (mail-out survey)

Asking residents what one facility they feel is lacking in their part of
the city is crucial to understanding what residents want. The highest
response on the mail-out survey was frails with 43% of residents
indicating they feel frails are lacking in their part of Norman. This
demonstrates a desire to have ftrails throughout their neighborhood
and throughout their sector of the City. The next highest response
was swimming pools with 13%, followed by a neighborhood park with
11%. The top five responses to this open ended question are shown
below.

Trails
ele]
Neighborhood Park

Recreation Center/Gym
Natatorium/Aquatics/Splash Pad

What Facility Is Lacking (online survey)

The online survey responses revealed the same top five facilities that
residents feel are lacking in their part of the City. Again the number
one response was trails with 23% of all residents indicating this was
a high need. For the online survey, a natatorium/splash pad was
the second highest item with 19% of the residents indicating this was
lacking. This was followed by a pool as the third highest ranked
facility with 11%. The top five results from the online survey are shown
below.

Trails
Natatorium/Aquatics/Splash Pad
Pool

Neighborhood Park
Recreation Center/Gym
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Future Strategies (mail-out survey results)

______________________________________________________________________________|

As the City creates a Parks Master Plan, it will be faced with decisions about the future direction of parks and recreation. Residents were given a list of various strategies and were asked to
rate how important or unimportant they felt each strategy was. The highest rated strategy was to develop new trails in each sector of the City for walking and biking with 93% of residents
indicating this was important or very important. Again, this demonstrates the high need for additional trails throughout all of Norman. The second highest rated item was preserving additional
open space along the drainage ways throughout the City with 87% of residents indicating this was important or very important. The responses are shown in the bar graph below.

Importance of Future Strategies (mail-out survey)

Important I Unimportant

| | |
33% 5%

Develop new frails in each sector of the
City for walking and biking

Preserve additional open space along
drainage ways throughout the City

Renovate smaller, existing neighborhood
parks

45% 11% |49
[4%]

49% 12%

42% 22% [ 8% |

Construct City operated recreation
center(s)

Develop Ruby Grant Park 38% 20%

Renovate and expand Westwood Pool

to offer new recreation opportunities 42% 23%

Develop additional athletic fields for

every day use 43% 31%

Develop a new City owned indoor swim
center for competitive and fitness swim

Construct covered tennis courts for year-

. 32% 32%
round tennis play

Develop high quality athletic fields to

. 29% 34%
attract major tournaments

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[ 1% |

[ 11% |

[ 119% |

30% 27% [ 18% |
[ 10% ]
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\lVery Important O Important O Unimportant BVery Unimportant‘
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Future Strategies (online survey results)

The results from the online survey were similar to the mail-out survey in terms of what strategies the residents of Norman feel are important for the City. Developing new ftrails in all sectors of
the City was again ranked as the highest strategy with 0% of residents indicating this was important or very important. The second strategy was renovating smaller, existing neighborhood
parks with 85% of residents feeling this was an important or very important need. The results from the online survey are shown below.

Importance of Future Strategies (online survey)

Important I Unimportant

\ \
30% 7%

Develop new frails in each sector of the
City for walking and biking

Renovate smaller, existing neighborhood

oarks 51% 13%

Develop additional nature parks or open

space preserves 38% 14%

Construct City operated recreation

center(s) 38% 14%

Preserve additional open space along

drainage ways throughout the City 45% 18%

Renovate and expand Westwood Pool

to offer new recreation opportunities 38% 21%

Develop Ruby Grant Park 36% 20%

il

Develop a new City owned indoor swim

center for competitive and fitness swim 27% 21%

Develop additional athletic fields for
every day use

Construct covered tennis courts for year-
round tennis play

41% 34%

33% 33%

Develop high quality athletic fields to

attract major tournaments 29% 34%
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CHAPTER 5 - Assessment of Norman's Needs

Most Important Future Strategy
]

Using the listed items from the previous question,
residents were asked to choose what three strategies
they felt were the most important for the City to
pursue. The five highest rated choices are listed
below for both the mail-out and online surveys, and
closely mirror the results from the previous question.
Again, developing new frails was rated number one,
followed by renovation/enhancement of smaller
parks.

Most Important Strategy the
City Should Pursue (mail-out)

Develop new trails in each sector 66%
Renovate/enhance smaller parks 48%
Preserve additional open space 35%
Construct recreation center 28%
Develop Ruby Grant Park 26%

Most Important Strategy the

City Should Pursue (online)

Develop new frails in each sector 19%
Renovate/enhance smaller parks 13%
Preserve additional open space 11%
Construct recreation center 1%

Develop indoor swim center 11%

Methods of Additional Funding

In order to accomplish the various future strategies for parks and recreation, additional funding will r
be needed. Residents were given a list of various options and asked which method they preferred. i
The method receiving the highest level of preference was voter-approved bonds with 36% of the mail-out survey
respondents and 37% of the online survey respondents choosing this method. The next highest rated response for both
surveys was a hotel/motel tax increase. The responses are shown in the pie charts below.

Preferred Method of Additional Funding (mail-out survey) Preferred Method of Additional Funding (online survey)

Increased property Increased property tax
taxes 5%
3%

Oppose new funding
7%

Sales tax increase
12%

Higher user fees
11%

Higher user fees

14%

Sales tax increase
14%

Oppose new funding
17%
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- Support for Sales Tax Increase

/
t\v 1 Anincrease in sales tax specifically for parks and recreation improvements is the most likely method
- of funding after a voter-approved bond. If this method was implemented, residents were asked
what was the highest amount they would support. On the mail-out, less than 1/2 cent sales tax increase received
the highest level of support with 41% of residents indicating they would support this increase. The online survey
results differed in that the 1/2 cent sales tax increase received the highest level of support with 37% of residents
indicating they would support this increase. The results are shown in the charts below.

Voting in a Bond Election

Residents were asked how often they vote in a bond election. Most residents, 79% on the mail-out

survey and 83% on the online survey, indicate they vote in a bond election either always or often.
The results are shown in the pie chart below.

How Often Do You Vote in a Bond Election How Often Do You Vote in a Bond Election
(mail-out survey) (online survey)

. . . . N , 1%
Most Likely Supported Sales Tax Increase (mail-out survey) Most Likely Supported Sales Tax Increase (online survey) even 7o

Seldom, 14%
1 cent, 16%

3/4 cent, 2%

3/4 cent
5%

4= .
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Direction for Future Parkland in
|

Norman
]

Again, the online survey allows for more
questions to be asked because a greater
amount of spaceis offered. One questionon
the online survey asked residents whether or
not they agreed with different directions the
City could take regarding future parkland
in Norman. A significant amount of the
population, 95%, agreed or strongly agreed
that Norman should provide a balance of
both active and passive parks.

79% of residents agreed or strongly agreed
that the City should develop additional
parks that focus on passive activities such
as frails, picnic areas, nature viewing areas
and other non-athletic activities. Likewise,
70% of residents agreed or strongly agreed
that the City should develop more parks
that focused on active recreation activities
such as athletic fields, play areas, basketball
courts, tennis courts, and other active
activities.

When asked if the City should develop
additionalparksthatfocusonly onpreserving
the land in its natural condition, only 57% of
residents either agreed or strongly agreed
with that statement. This shows that while
there is a desire to provide more natural
parks, the residents of Norman still wish to be
able to use those parks for passive activities.
All results are shown in the graph to the
right.

Future Parkland in Norman

City should provide a balance of both
active and passive parks

City should develop additional parks that
focus on passive activities

City should develop more parks that focus
on active recreational activities

City should develop additional parks that
focus only on preserving land in its natural
condition

0%

|
Agree I Disagree
45% 50% 4%
36% 43% 18%
31% 39% 25%
22% 35% 36%
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

O strongly Agree O Agree O Disagree B Strongly Disagree

Y 43
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Support For Paying Additional Taxes for

Specific Facilities

Also on the online survey, residents were asked
how strongly they would support or oppose
paying additional taxes for the construction or
development of specific parks and recreation
facilities. The action receiving the highest level
of support was improving the maintenance of
existing parks. 83% of residents would either strongly
support or support paying additional taxes for this
action.

The second highest rated action was improving
trails and greenbelts throughout Norman. 82% of
residents indicated they would strongly support or
support this action by paying additional taxes. The
third highest supported action was maintaining
new park facilities with 81% of residents indicating
they would support or strongly support paying
additional taxes for this action.

All responses are shown in the bar graph to the
right.

.
Pag‘e.?- 444

Improve maintenance of parks in

Norman

Improve trails and greenbelts
throughout Norman

Maintain new park facilities

Operate new indoor recreation
center(s)

Provide more recreation
programs

Improve arts and culture
programs

Operate a natatorium for
swimming competition/fitness

0%

Support Paying Additional Taxes for Specific Facilities

Support Oppose

26% 57% 11%  |N600N
40% 42% 10% |NG0a
23% 58% 11%  |NS00
26% 44% 19% [ 119% |
18% 51% 21% [ 10% |
16% 46% 26% [ 12% |
25% 31% 25% _

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

O Strongly Support O Support O Oppose B Strongly Oppose
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Stakeholder Needs

During this planning process, 14 stakeholder groups were interviewed to discuss the needs
and desires for their specific organization. A list of the stakeholder groups and their top priority
needs regarding parks and recreation are summarized in the table below.

Stakeholder Group

Table5-3

Demand Based Needs Assessment by Stakeholder Groups

Key Needs

Aging Services

Serves many residents in the City. Meals prepared at Senior Center which is adequate for their needs. Concern over ability to continue to provide
services and recreation opportunities for seniors.

Chamber of Commerce

Strong perception among business community that recreation is an important part of Norman's attractions and creates potential for economic growth.
Support improvements to Norman's aging park system.

Norman Police Department

Minor problems with vandalism and graffiti, but generally crime in parks is not a serious issue in Norman.

Convention and Visitors Bureau

Similar to Chamber of Commerce comments.

Economic Development Coalition

Similar o Chamber of Commerce comments.

Football Academy

Uses fields at Griffin Park that are conftrolled by the Norman Youth Soccer Assoc. For a portion of the season, only one field is available. Need at least two
fields for play and to allow for league growth. Giriffin Park location is excellent, potential exists to expand to Frances Cate Park, south of Griffin.

Little Axe Youth Sports

Facilities at Little Axe Park need improvements (concession buildings, sidewalks, ramps). Community building is also small and needs expansion.

Norman Public Library

Potential to promote healthy lifestyle in concert with Parks and Recreation Department. New library site, if approved by voters, may be designed to
incorporate community rooms, coffee shop, and outdoor areas linked to Legacy Trail.

Norman Public Schools

Concern over cost of aquatic facility, but wiling to consider partnership ideas. Very open to other facility sharing ideas with Norman Parks and
Recreation.

Norman Youth Soccer Association

Largest sports association in Norman. Has continued to grow steadily over the past three years. Would like to expand within Griffin Park or south of
Robinson to create a regional tournament quality facility.

Optimist Club WWII era hanger has been converted into a 5 court gym. The facility needs roofing repair, restroom and concession upgrades, improved lighting, and
an HVAC system. Locaiton is excellent but gym building is dated.
Pisces Concern over lack of indoor facility for swimming practice and competition. Very concerned over potential near-term closing of OU indoor pool and

lack of access to new pool for general citizens and non-high school competitive swimmers.

Reaves Park Softball Association

Association is in good financial health. Recent improvements to facilities at Reaves Park have helped, but some additional improvements are needed
to park.

YMCA

Strong membership and excellent, easily accessible location. Would like to provide satellite facility that serves southeastern areas of Norman and nearby
smaller communities. Open to partnership ideas with City if feasible. Indoor pool is very popular, well used and has limited available unprogrammed
time.
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Demand Based on League

Participation Rates

The major sports leagues and associations in Norman present
their annual budget and participation rates to the Board of Parks
Commissioners every year. Participation rates for the Reaves Park
Softball Association, Optimist Club, Norman Youth Soccer Association,
the Norman Football Academy, and the City of Nroman Youth Baseball
and Softball are shown in Table 5 - 4 for the years 2005 to 2008. Some
organizations report the number of teams they register while others
report the number of players.

Conclusions: The Reaves Park Softball Association had steady growth
since the year 2005. However the 2008 season had lower numbers
than the 2007 season, both the number of teams and the number of
players.

The Optimist Club offers tackle football, flag football, basketball,
baseball and cheerleading. All sports have grown in participation.
The participation rates shown are the combined total of all sports.

The Norman Youth Soccer Association has an increase in the number
of players but fewer teams when comparing the 2008 season to the
2007 season.

The Norman Football Academy has had significant growth. This
program is for adult flag football and is very popular. However, their
contract only allows them use of one field at Griffin Park for their
games. The league is capped out at 25 teams because of the limited
number of fields. In order for this league to continue growing, it must
have access to additional fields for games.

The City of Norman Parks and Recreation Department Youth Baseball
and Softball League has experienced a decline in the number of
participants over the past few years. This is most likely because of the
growth in the Optimist Club which offers a competitive league for the
same age groups. The City league is only considered recreational.

Table5 -4

League Participation Growth

League 2005 2006 2007 2008 Overall Percent Growth
Reaves Park Softball Association (teams) 184 198 219 214 16% since 2005
(number of players) 2,488 2,668 2,850 2,700 8.5% since 2005
Optimist Club (number of players) | no data no data 1,500 1,670 11% since 2007
Norman Youth Soccer Association (teams) | no data no data 167 163 -2% since 2007
(number of players) 1,680 no data 1,593 1,755 4.5% since 2005
Norman Football Academy (teams) 18 20 25 25 39% since 2005
City of Norman Youth Baseball and Softball 2,041 2,042 1,928 1,759 -14% since 2005

(number of players)
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Resource Based Needs Assessment

The resource based assessment addresses key physical features of the
City that may be incorporated as potential recreational opportunities.
Both man-made and natural features can be considered. The City of
Norman has a number of landscape features that should be preserved
and/or adapted for recreational use and open space preservation
where feasible. These are the creek system, Lake Thunderbird, rural
landscapes, historic/cultural landscapes, utility right-of-ways, and
railroad right-of-way.

Creek/River System

Norman has a very extensive creek and river system flowing through
the City. Recommendations regarding the preservation of greenbelts
throughout Norman are made in the recent Storm Water Master Plan and
Greenbelt Plan. The citizen comment findings included in this planning
process strongly mirror and endorse the findings of those master plans.

The City should make serious efforts to secure functional corridors
along drainage ways in the City. The key criteria should be:

» Preserve the larger of the 100 year floodplain or a 300 foot

: wide corridor along

undeveloped or
underdeveloped river
areas. Ensure flood
control and recreation
opportunities by
preventing unrestricted
encroachment and
destruction of the
forested areas along all
rivers, creeks and their
tributaries.
> Acquire and
Bishop Creek, one of the many creeks with preserve, wherefeasible,
potential to become a linear park drainage streams that

can create linkage to adjacent neighborhoods. Preserve more Norman are already adjacent to the Canadian River -
than just the bare minimum for drainage purposes. floodplain. These parks can later serve as trailheads and
» Work with landowners and homeowners to create linear vehicular access points to the Canadian River park and trail. “‘\r—r
and pedestrian parkways along the edges of the floodplain,
rather than backing lots up to wooded areas. Such single loaded
parkways open the river and creek areas up to the benefit of
informal enjoyment of all residents. Where feasible this concept .
should be retrofitted to existing conditions. Lake Thunderbird
» Create linear frail segments in phases. Identify key frail linkages
to develop first. With proper City support, funding and marketing,
these trails will become the impetus for the development of similar  In addition to well water, Lake Thunderbird is the primary water supply
trail connections. for Norman. The lake and the property surrounding it are owned and
» Acquire land that is regularly subjected to flooding, remove controlled by the State of Oklahoma and operated as a State Park.
all improvements and restore the flood area to a healthy and To ensure the quality of water and the preservation of the lake, little
functional ecosystem. This means re’[urning the ﬂoodpk]in to the development has been done surrounding the lake. Lake Thunderbird

river and creeks with the benefit of flood control and recreation State Park currently offers camping, RV camping, picnicking, a marina,
access. a nature center, few cabins and boat ramps.

Developing rivers, creeks and drainage corridors will assist in answering
the need for linear parks in the City. This will also provide the opportunity
for the development of hike and bike trails which rated consistently as
one of the most important recreation facilities to provide in the City.

Two maijor corridors that are recommended for preservation include

the Little River and the Canadian River corridors. The Little River corridor

flows along the northern portion of Norman, connecting Ruby Grant

Park to Lake Thunderbird. The preservation of this greenbelt isimportant

T T T for flood control but also

1 provides a  significant

opportunity for a linear
park and maijor trail.

The Canadian River s
the southern bounty
of Norman’s city limits.
Preservation of this river
corridor  provides  the
opportunity for ariver park
that is unique to Norman
and also frails. Many

Little River corridor neighborhood  parks in
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Rural Landscapes

Rural landscapes may be described as areas of
natural vegetation, wind row tfrees established along
fence lines, agricultural lands with limited cultivation
and domestic animals, as well as farmsteads. Visual
rural landscapes are defined by long and open vistas,
typical of the Oklahoma landscape. Such landscapes
may be experienced in various ways, including the use
of hike and bike trials and driving along rural roads.
To be effective, it requires expansive lands seen over
a distance uncluttered by development, signs, and
utilities.  This may be achieved with winding roads,
well defined views and strong controls over signs and
building structure placement.

A manner in which the rural experience can be
maintained without compromising development
opportunities is through the protection of floodplains
along creeks and rivers, and the preservation of open
space by applying principles of Conservation Planning
and Design. These principles cluster homes closer
together, even in 10 acre sites, leaving the remaining
lands in a natural state. Key corridors include Highway
9 to Little Axe, Franklin Road, Rock Creek Road, and
Alameda near Lake Thunderbird. One of the most basic
principles is to demand single loaded roads whereby
roads serve as access to developed areas yet at the
same fime provide rural experiences through views on
the surrounding landscapes.

Historical/Cultural Landscapes
|

The Cultural Landscape Foundation defines a cultural
landscape as “a geographic area thatincludes cultural
and naturalresources associated with an historic event,
activity, person, orgroup of people. Culturallandscapes

can range from thousands of acres of rural land to
homesteads with small front yards. They can be man-
made expressions of visual and spatial relationships that
include grand estates, farmlands, public gardens and
parks, college campuses, cemeteries, scenic highways,
and industrial sites. Cultural landscapes are works of
art, texts and narratives of cultures, and expressions of
regional identity. They also exist in relationship to their
ecological contexts.” (1)

There are several places throughout Norman that
have tremendous cultural value such as Andrews
Park with the WPA made amphitheater and drainage
channels, and the Norman & Cleveland County Historic
Museum. Other city owned cultural facilities include
the Sooner Theatre, Firehouse Art Center, and Santa
Fe Depot. However, the recognition and preservation
of individual sites and structures are not enough. It is
important to ensure the protection of the landscape
as a whole, which is essential to evoke the quality
and essence of the history of the area. Once a site or
featureisdisconnected fromits context, afremendously
important part of the cultural experience is lost.

Much of the surrounding area around Norman is rich
in history and culture. Key features include various
historic *

homesteads,
older barn
structures,
agricultural
and ranch
lands,
outbuildings,
older river
and creek
crossing
locations,
and a

variety of
historical sites.

Older creek crossing on the Imhoff Creek

Right-of-Ways

Utility right-of-ways are linear in nature which makes
them ideal for hike and bike trails. Developing ftrails
along utility right-of-ways and other easements should
continue to be a top priority over the next ten years.

Railroad right-of-ways have two characteristics that
also make them ideal for frails: its linear nature and
its gentle topography change. An added aesthetic
value of railroad right-of-ways is that trees along its
length often provide special character and natural
interest.

The City of Norman currently has a portion of the Legacy
Trail project started which runs parallel to the railroad
through the middle of the community. Expanding this
project so that the trail continues along much of the
entire length of Norman alongside the railroad is a
continued priority over the next ten years.

Legacy Trall

@ The Cultural Landscape Foundation. (2009). Cultural landscapes defined. Refrieved
August 27, 2009, from Web site: http://www.tclf.org/whatis.htm
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Aquatics Facilities
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Introduction

Aquatic recreation is an integral part of establishing and
sustaining a higher quality of life in Norman while highlighting
animage and character that is unique to the City. To meet
this goal, aquatic services will benefit the community as
follows:

» Providing social benefits by connecting people within
the community regardless of background, ability or
income

» Providing economic benefits by improving the quality
of life in the community and helping to attract residents
and businesses to the City

» Providing benefits to individuals and the community
by promoting physical fithess and teaching citizens
how to swim

» Providing safe and healthy recreation by developing
outdoor and indoor aquatic opportunities

Successful planning for public aquatic facilities relies on a
process that includes community comment, demographic
projections and appropriate goal setting.  This parks
and recreation master plan incorporates each of those
items.  This section provides survey results, focus group
comments and aquatic goals identified during the report
preparation.

This section also outlines options or alternatives, based on
community preferences, demographics, identified goals
and aquatic options that are appropriate for Norman to
consider.

This comprehensive system wide master plan indicates
the need to update the City's aquatic facilities. However,
an additional detailed study is required to determine the
precise level of improvements to be developed, the cost
of those improvements, and the funding mechanisms to be
used by the City.

Existing Condition of Aquatic
Facilities in Norman Today

Norman currently has one City operated outdoor swimming
pool at Westwood Park and two splash pad features at
Andrews Park and Colonial Estates Park. The Westwood
Poolis 17,000 square feet and its existing features include:

» 50 meter pool

» Diving pool

» Plunge pool

» Wading pool

» Junior pool

» 2 water slides

» 4 diving boards

» Shade structures

» Bathhouse

» Filter building

» Deck

The existing Westwood Pool in Norman offers a typical
public aquatic program. Lessons start in the morning,
with the pool open to the public around mid-day. Swim
team practice also occurs, but no swim meets are held at
Westwood Pool.

A typical season attendance is approximately 30,000. A
peak day may be 750 patrons, with an average day of 300
+/-. This is equivalent to a participation rate of a quarter
of one percent. Several surrounding communities also use
the pool. Citizen comments do indicate that the pool is
packed or very busy on occasion.

For a community of 110,000 plus several surrounding
communities, and at a more typical average participation
rate of 2%, the expected potential pool attendance would
be closer to 2,500 participants per day. Either the market
area offers several other aquatic choices, such as small
HOA operated pools, or the current pool does not offer
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what the Norman residents want. Swimming is an untapped resource
in Norman, and a new or renovated outdoor pool appears to have a
significant potential market. An indoor pool should also be a future
goal for swimming in Norman.

The Westwood site does not allow for expansion of the pool. During
the summer season, Westwood Pool reaches capacity many days;
however because of the size of the pool less than 1% of the population
is served on an average day. For a pool to be operationally successful,
the average daily use rate should be at least 3% of the population. In
Table 6 - 1, the average daily use rate for Norman and other cities is
compared. Norman has the lowest average daily use rate.

Table 6 -1

City Population Season Avg. Daily

Attendance | Use Rate
Clive, IA 12,855 68,346 6.25%
Derby, KS 17,807 132,295 8.25%
Fort Dodge, IA 35,000 119,000 4.00%
Cedar Falls, 1A 36,145 117,689 3.83%
Ankeny, |A 36,161 74,062 2.41%
West Des Moines, |IA 46,403 136,198 3.45%
Norman, OK 103,000 28,484 0.31%

2008 season. 85 day IA pool season, 90 day season for others

The splash pads in Andrews Park and Colonial Estates Park are in
excellent condition. However, as shown in the previous chapter, there
is a need for two to three more splash pads in Norman. These could be
stand alone features similar to the one in Andrews Park, or they could
be built as a component of an aquatic center.

Westwood Pool Evaluation

The existing Westwood Pool is nearing the end of its expected life cycle.
Even with renovation of features, the pool equipment and structure
needs will increase as the pool ages further. Features at Westwood
Pool are as follows:

» Recirculation systems - poor

» Pool structure configuration - poor

» Pool gutters - poor

» Water tfreatment - poor

» Water depths - limited

» Pool features - limited

» Shade - limited

» Support buildings - fair

» Parking - fair

If the pool were rebuilt on its existing location at Westwood Park then
it would be limited in the features it could offer. If a family aquatic
center was constructed in another location in Norman, it could offer
more features and require less operating subsidy from the City. These
options will be explored in more detail later in this chapter.

Before considering a renovation option, the existing Westwood Pool
condition needs to be evaluated. Both the physical condition and the
ability of the current pool to fulfill the aquatic program needs of the
community will be considered.

The initial Westwood facility was built in 1966 and included a 50 meter
lap pool, a diving area, a junior pool and a wading pool. Support
facilities included a bathhouse and a filter building. Two water slides
and a plunge pool were added in 1993.

The pool shells are reinforced concrete with joints constructed with
keyways and PVC water stop. The overall pool structures are in fairly
good condition. A hammer test was conducted on the basin structures
and found few areas of deterioration. Several areas of lane marker tile
sounded delaminated in the deeper areas of the lap pool.

The lap pool is 164 feet-4 inches long and 75 feet-2 inches wide. The

waterdepthsrange from 3feetateach end and along the
north side to 5 feet at the middle of the south wall. These
lengths and depths do not allow competitive swimming.
The lanes are too long and the end wall depths are too
shallow. Training and instruction can certainly take place
in the current pool, with the exception of starting platform
practice. Racing dives should not be allowed from any place in the lap
pool.

Total pool sizes are as follows:

» Lap pool 12,352 sq ft
» Diving pool 2,454 sq ft
» Wading pool 784 sq ft

» Junior pool 1,000 sq ft
» Plunge pool 1,032 sq ft
» Total water surface area 17,622 sq ft

The diving area is connected to the lap pool by a concrete wall with
several holes, which serve to aid overall pool water recirculation. Two
one-meter and two three-meter diving boards are in use. A range of
diving clearance standards exist. FINA, NCAA, US Diving and NFSHSAA
are typically used for competition diving. Most state health departments
recommend using these standards for public pools. A key diving board
manufacturer labels their boards for use on pools with these standards.
These “competitive” standards are appropriate for public pools.
Consider that a competitive diver is executing an athletic maneuver,
is being coached, and is familiar with the board and pool. Athletes
in general have not used alcohol and are not trying to “show boat”
when they dive. That same cannot be said of the typical diver who is
injured. If anything, a public pool diving area should be deeper than a
competitive pool.

For this evaluation, the Westwood diving clearances were compared
with the above mentioned standards. In addition, the Westwood
pool was compared with Oklahoma regulations. Board separation
is adequate, exceeding minimum standards. Water depth at the
plummet (end of the diving board) is approximately 10 feet 5 inches,
but should be 11 feet-six inches minimum. The three-meter boards are
even further out of compliance.

There is another pool design reference, ANSI/NSPI. This voluntary design
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L] “ guide lists a shallower diving area than the competitive

v standards mentioned earlier. It is not recommended to
\“‘_ 2 use those clearances for a public pool.

[ . ‘_ It is recommended that the three-meter boards be

removed. Instead the one-meter boards and diving

stands should be replaced with low boards, and a shorter, stiffer board.

Thisrecommendation can be difficult to accepf, particularly if no serious
diving injuries have occurred, but should be implemented.

The pool gutter is concrete with periodic drains. Several of the drains
appear partially plugged, thus restricting the top water recirculation.
The pool paint coating is in fair condition. When repainting is scheduled,
it isrecommended that sandblasting be done to remove all the existing
coating, followed by repairing deteriorated areas prior to repainting.
The tile lane markers are in fairly good condition, except near the
deeper area along the diving wall separation. Tapping the files gave a
hollow sound, indicating separation of the tile from the concrete.

Additional safety markings are needed around the pools, as required
by State regulations.

The wading pool is located in a separate fenced area and provides
shallow water for toddlers. At the center of the pool is a circular
concrete piece that contains play features. Fixed shade structures are
in place at both ends of the lap pool. Additional shade is suggested for
the comfort of the patrons.

Two water slides are in use and riders end in the separate plunge pool.
Adjacent to the slide area is the water treatment and pump equipment
for the slides and plunge pool. Separate water treatment facilities
are provided for the water slides and the plunge pool. The filters are
vertical pressure sand and the pumps are end suction centrifugal. The
chemicals are calcium hypochlorite and carbon dioxide.

The main water freatment system combines water from the lap, diving,
junior and wading pools. A four cell gravity sand filter system (also
referred to as a rapid sand filter) treats the original facility water. The
filters appear to be well maintained, with no visible signs of mud balls or
short circuiting. The wash water troughs are in good condition. The tight
quarters in the fillfer room make access for operation and maintenance

very difficult. The large gate valves require ongoing maintenance and
can be challenging to operate. They are the appropriate valve type;
however, they cannot be opened or closed too quickly which could
upset the sand layers in the filter. Calcium hypochlorite and carbon
dioxide are the key chemicals used for disinfection and pH control,
respectively. A boiler exists in the filter room, but is not functional so
heated pool water is not available.

Pool piping includes copper, cast iron and Transite (cement asbestos).
Transite is also used as the headers in the main pool filters. Pool volume,
not including the slide plunge pool, is approximately 518,000 gallons.
The filter capacity at 3 gom/sq ft is 1,222 gom. If an 8 hour turnover
is used for the lap and diving pools and a 2 hour turnover is used for
the wading and junior pools, the combined recirculation rate would be
1,196 gpm.

Aquatics Goals for Norman

Many pool related comments and suggestions were generated during
the master planning process which will be discussed later in this Chapter.
Significant findings include:

» Day care providers are an important pool user during the summer
season. Provide features that allow their continued access to an
outdoor pool.

» An indoor pool has potential partners.

» Competition features should be included with a new pool.

» Plan space with a new community center adequate for an indoor
pool.

» Pool amenities for the elderly are very important.

» Features for therapy and exercise are also very important.

The goals are reasonable and feasible as part of a responsible aquatic
master plan for Norman. The key focus for these goals is on serving the
entfire community and improving aquatic programs and opportunities
in the community. The stated goals are appropriate for public pool
planning.

Based on the public comments, the following list of aquatic goals for
this master plan was developed.

Aquatics Goals

» Provide for the aquatic needs for the Norman community

» Develop aquatic facilities that enhance the quality of life in
Norman

» Provide aquatic facilities that serve all age groups within the
community

» Consider a renovation plan, not just repairs, for the existing
pool

» Consider a second outdoor pool

» Consider an indoor pool plan as part of a future recreation
center phase

» Create a new poolsized to serve the needs of the community
as well as allowing use by neighboring communities

» Enhance the aquatic opportunities for elderly patrons —
consider lap areas, shade features, warm water therapy and
separate adult areas in the pool or on the deck

» Develop an operation plan for reduced subsidy operation

» Provide competition features in the new outdoor pool

» Do not promote an oversized “regional” pool

Kids enjoying
an aquatic
center with

spraygrounds

and play features

g -:'l'

E
!
b

2
D




CHAPTER 6 - Aquatics Facilities Recommendations

Public Input Regarding Aquatics

During the public input process and on both surveys, several questions
were about aquatics and swimming. Because the only City owned
swimming pool in Norman has reached the end of its expected life
cycle, aquatics in Norman is at a crucial turning point. Decisions
need to be made now that will guide aquatics and swimming
improvements. Public input regarding aquatics and swimming was
included in this process so that City staff and elected officials know
which direction to take regarding aquatics and swimming.

Key findings from the public input process regarding aquatics
include:
» 53% of residents would use a new pool
» 13% of residents indicate a pool is missing in their area of
Norman
» 27% of mail-out survey respondents and 34% of online survey
respondents indicate they use Westwood Pool
» Swimming was listed as the number one activity by 20% of the
online survey respondents and the number two activity by 40%
of the mail-out survey respondents.

When the residents were asked whether or not they had visited the
Westwood Pool within the past 12 months, only 25% of the mail-
out survey respondents and 37% of the online survey respondents
answered yes. This was later confirmed in the survey when the
residents were asked how frequently they utilize the Westwood
Pool during the summer season. The results to this question for both
the mail-out and online surveys are shown to the right. Only 13%
of the mail-out survey respondents and 20% of the online survey
respondentsindicated that they visit Westwood Pool once aweek or
more. 71% of the mail-out survey respondents and 57% of the online
survey respondents indicated they never utilize the Westwood Pool
during the summer season.

I I How Often Do You Visit Westwood Pool
I Often | Seldom/Never

Online Survey

6% | 10%

Mail-out Survey

3| 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

O Daily OTwice Weekly O Once a Week B Once a Month B Never —
Existing Westwood Pool
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v“ Where Do Residents Swim

M_r
l Residents were given a list of different swimming facilities in and around Norman. They were then asked
to check all the facilities they utilize when they or their family want to swim or participate in aquatic
activities. For the mail-out survey, the most commonly utilized facility was a personal swimming pool with a 36%
response rate. The second most commonly utilized facility was Westwood Pool with a 30% response rate. These two
fop responses were opposite for the online survey. The number one response on the online survey was Westwood Pool
with a 22% response rate. The second highest rated facility was a personal swimming pool with a 19% response rate.
The OU swim complex and the YMCA indoor pool were the next two most frequently used facilities. Less then 10%
of the respondents in both surveys indicated that they used facilities outside of Norman. The results are shown in the
charts below.

What Facility Do You Utilize to Swim (mail-out survey) What Facility Do You Utilize to Swim (online survey)

Neighborhood
Assoc Pool, 7%

Facility outside

Norman, 9% Facility outside

Norman

7% Westwood

22%

Neighborhood
Assoc Pool
8%

Don't swim,
18%

OU Swim Westwood, 30%

YMCA Pool
Complex, 21%

15%

OU Swim Complex
18%

YMCA Pool, 27%

L B
!
¥

L]
.
H
.
:
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Participation in Activities
When Using a Pool

Residents were also asked what activities
they usually participate in when visiting
a pool. Knowing this allows the City to
begin to program for future pools with all
the features and amenities needed to
participate in those activities.

The responses to both the mail-out and
online surveys were somewhat similar.
The number one activity on the mail-
out survey was relaxing/sunbathing with
63% of residents indicating they normally
do this activity when at a pool. This was
followed by recreation for adults with a
45% response rate and then recreation
for youth with a 35% response rate.

The online survey listed recreation for
adults as the number one activity with
a 21% response rate. This was then
followed by relaxing/sunbathing with a
20% response rate; and the third highest
activity was recreation for youth with a
17% response rate. The results of both
surveys are shown to the right.

Swimming for fithess was a popular
choice in both surveys. Competition
swimming was chosen by a small number
of respondents at 3% in the mail-out
survey and 4% in the online survey.

Mail-out Survey

Relax/sunbathe
Recreation (adult)
Recreation (youth)
Fitness/lap swimming
Learn to swim (youth)
Water aerobics
Therapeutic recreation
Other

Water safety/Red Cross cert.
Swim team/compete
Learn to swim (adult)

Online Survey

Recreation (adult)
Relax/sunbathe
Recreation (youth)
Fitness/lap swimming
Learn to swim (youth)
Therapeutic recreation
Water aerobics

Swim team/compete
Water safety/Red Cross cert.
Learn to swim (adult)
Other

63%
45%
35%
31%
22%
20%
18%
6%
3%
3%
1%

21%
20%
17%
14%
9%
6%
5%
4%
2%
1%
1%
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leely to Utllize a State-of-the-Art Likely to Utilize State-of-the-Art Aquatic Facility

Aquatic Facility Likely I~ unikely |

Survey participants were asked how likely or unlikely they
would be to use a new state-of-the-art aquatic facility
if the City were to construct one. A large portion of the Online Survey 27% 14%
population for both the mail-out and online surveys indicated
they would likely use the new facility. 53% of the mail-out

survey respondents and 75% of the online survey respondents

indicated they would be likely or very likely to utilize the
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

new facility. This is important because it shows that there is
a potentially large segment of Norman's population that is
interested in aquatics that the City is not currently reaching.

OVery Likely OLikely OUnlikely ®Very Unlikely

Waternlbasketball

Different features that could be offered at a state-of-the-art
outdoor aquatic center.
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L] Potential Pool Features
/
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A state-of-the-art aquatic complex

Likely to Use Pool with Specific Improvements (mail-out survey)

- can include many different opftions. L L [
The residents were given a list of different potential I Likely I Unlikely I
features that could be constructed info a future \ \ | 1 |
aquatic center. They were then asked to check how A lazy river 26% | 10%
likely or unlikely they would use the swimming pool if |
each of those features was added. The number one M had |
feature on the mail-out survey that would most likely oreshade [T 2006 ] 34% |13 [EoAs N
increase utilization was adding a lazy river. 65% of the I |
residents ndicated ey wodld oo lkely 1o Jlize ¢ Water playground for youth [T 78006 = ] : g [ 8% ]
new City swimming pool if this feature was included. playgrou you 20% I 15%

The results of the mail-out survey are shown in the 1
graph fo the right. Addifional pool [ 1 27% ] 29% | 15 [oo00
II
improved farmily changing area [ 283G S 27% [ %
|
|
Zero depth entry area (beach like) [ 72806 7 ] 29% | 18% [ sow ]
|
) |
improved parking [T 960% ] 25% | 19% [ sow ]
|
oy . I
Additiona sices [T pAvp s S| 24% | 21% [ s ]
|
|
improved concessions [ 48% 29% I 23% [ 8w ]
|
|
Improved landscaping # 29% | 22% #
\ \ \ | \ \
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

a2 o gl

‘IVery Likely OLikely OUnlikely B Very Unlikely ‘
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Potential Pool Features
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The same question was asked on fthe online survey Likely to Use Pool with Specific Improvements (online survey)
with the same features offered. The highest rated

feature on the online survey was more shade. 78% of
the online survey respondents indicated they would
be more likely to utilize a City owned pool if there was
more shade. The second highest response was a lazy
river. 77% of the online survey respondents indicated
they would more likely use the pool if a lazy river was A lazy river
added. The results from the online survey are shown

in the graph to the right.

Likely | Unlikely
L
34% |

|

More shade

S
>
I I:_-

Additional pool 31%

I
[
o
>

Improved family changing area 30% 12%

N

e

>
I

>

>

Water playground for youth

1
31% I 12%

Additional slides

I
31% I 14%

ZLero depth entry area (beach like)

I
35% I 14%

Improved parking

1
30% I 16%

29% 17% oS

Improved concessions

Improved landscaping

| 3\0% |

|
=
NS
>

|

Q.
>

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

‘IVery Likely OLikely OUnlikely B Very Unlikely ‘
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1“ Because a new facility will be significantly higher in quality and have more features, the charge for admission may have to

be higher. Survey respondents were asked what they think is a reasonable amount to pay for admission to a new aquatic

complex. The current rate of a family season pass to Westwood Pool is $140. On both the mail-out survey and the online the price range

receiving the highest amount of responses was $141 to $160. This shows that a large portion of the population expects to pay a little more

for a newer and better facility; however, the fee should not increase substantially. The results for each of the price range options and the
percentage of residents expecting to pay that range are shown in the charts below.

‘ Expected Amount to Pay for Improved State-of-the-Art Aquatic Facility

Highest Amount You Would Expect to Pay (mail-out survey) Highest Amount You Would Expect to Pay (online survey)
More than $200 More than $200
3% 4%

$181-$200

9% $181-$200

12%

$161-$180
21% $161-$180

21%

PN
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Currentichannel

Different features
that could be
offered at a state-
of-the-art outdoor
aquatic center.
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Indoor Aquatic Facility

Residents who took the online survey were asked
how strongly they would support or oppose different

Support or Oppose Features for an Indoor Aquatic Facility
|

features being constructed as part of an indoor aquatic

Oppose

center. The two features that received the highest Support
level of support were a water play area and a pool \ \ L1
for lap swimming. For both features, 92% of the survey Water play area w 40% 1 5%
respondents indicated they would support or strongly :
support fhese feafures. A compefiive swimming Pool forlap svimming [ S 0A S ] 41% | 5% 1
pool was ranked nine out of eleven features and a 1
competitive diving area was ranked last in terms of |
level of support. Nonetheless, nearly two-thirds of the Spray areas/features [ T B0 37% | 8% [AAl
respondents said they would support those features. .I
The results from this question are shown in the graph to Water slides _ A4%, I 9% -
the right. 1
|
Recreational diving area [ 8806 ] 51% | 10% [4eal
|
|
Party oreas [T TS0, S 47 | 12 mom
|
1
Current channel/lazy river [T T AAG, ] 37% | 1200 [ioaml
“I
Bleachers for competition viewing [ 73400 ] 46% | 15% [0l
b
Competitive swimming pool [ 3606 ] 44% | 15%  [NGoaN
|
St ool S — 419 | 5%
waterfalls 0 i 8
|
Competitive diving area F 46% I 20% -
\ 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

‘l Strongly Support O Support O Oppose B Strongly Oppose ‘

100%
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Types of Aquatic Facilities

1.-“ Potential
s

in Norman
A

The hot summer climate in Norman makes swimming a very popular activity
and animportant part of the recreation picture in the City. Three ingredients
should be considered as components of aquatics. These are an outdoor
family aquatic center, water spray play areas, and an indoor natatorium/
aquatic center.

ki

The outdoor family aquatic center - Interest in pools has evolved from the
traditional pool with a diving board and a shallow area for active play. To
remain popular, pools today must offer features that are interesting and
appealing. The aquatic center typically combines a series of spray features,
large water slides, a zero depth “beach” area, and lap lanes for fitness and
swim lessons. Aquatic facilities also include both outdoor and indoor rental
facilities for parties and special events. High quality concession areas and
changing facilities round out the typical facility.

OutdoorfaguaticicenterinfArdmore Ok

(GutdooraquaticlcenteninlRound|Rock g4
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Zero depth “beach” entry

noddlen

Different
features that
could be
offered at a
state-of-the-
art outdoor
aquatic
center.
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Examples of
spraygrounds

Water spraygrounds or play features - Spraygrounds
typically have no water depth, and involve spray
\‘\r play features on a self draining surface. Since there
is no water depth, lifeguards and other safety staff
are typically not needed. The water play features
are self starting and can be timed to operate on
a 5 to 10 minute cycle. The features can be combined so that
water requirements can vary from as little as 10 gallons of water
per minute to over 100 gallons per minute with very large bucket
dumpers. Because no staff is posted at these facilities, most cifies
typically do not charge admission for such centers, choosing
instead to absorb the water and electrical costs. Spraygrounds
are often themed to respond to local cultural themes. In some
cases, water spraygrounds are also included with swimming pools
as an added attraction. Spray areas typically operate on city
water, or recycle water through a filtration system, which adds
to the operational cost of the facility but reduces water usage.
Spraygrounds vary in cost from $350,000 to almost $1,000,000 for
sophisticated facilities with complex and decorative features.
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Examples of indoor aquatic centers Indoor natatorium/aquatic center - Indoor facilities are typically

and natatoriums sold as having longer operating seasons. In colder climates, where

indoor pool use is more customary, seasonal use does occur.

e However, many cities have also experienced the phenomenon

A I'ii" . N . of reduced usage during colder months, even in indoor heated

'i l.l [ : : facilities. Swimming for fitness continues, butrecreational swimming
= - j drops off significantly. Since indoor facilities are usually more costly to build and
e e ﬂ' R :q > i o operate, many cities in the Southwest are reconsidering the development of
b~ " ' Ar L 3 indoor recreation pools. However, interest is growing for an indoor aguatic

o j is : i S I complex among the residents of Norman.

e
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Outdoor versus Indoor Aquatic

4 Centers

Desired Pool Site Characteristics

Successful pool planning should carefully consider the character and
quality of each proposed pool site. Preferred site characteristics that
When aquatic facilities are discussed, it is common that are considered in this report are summarized as follows:

communities turn to the possibility of an indoor facility. The indoor
pool, with its allure of ‘year-long’ swimming and consistent
temperature does have notable benefits. At the same time, a
‘'vear-long’ swim season also means a ‘year-long’ operation
expense and this can often mean sizable subsidies.

With the benefits of all-season swimming, and the drawbacks
of high operation costs, it is important that any community
considering the possibility of an indoor pool take all factors
into consideration. Generally, the pros and cons of indoor and
outdoor facilities are listed in Table 6-2.

» What is the site size (10 to 15 acres for an aquatic center)
» Is the location easy to find (for both residents and non-residents)
» What is the land cost (if necessary to be included in budget

planning)

» Is the land available (planned for other development)

» How is the site configured (does shape limit project plan)

» Will expansion be possible (future aquatic feature additions)
» Are utilities available (water, sewer, 3-phase electrical, gas)

» Is access reasonable and
pedestrians)

safe (for both vehicles and

» Doessite topography allow reasonable construction (will extensive
earthwork or retaining walls be needed — another cost factor)

Pros

Table 6 - 2
Pros and Cons of Indoor versus Outdoor Pools

Cons

Indoor Pools

» 12 month season

» Noft limited by weather

» Supports a variety of programs
fromm competition to therapy

» Requires proactive marketing

» Usually requires significant
subsidy

» Expenses difficult to recover as
fees demand multi-use design

Qutdoor Pools

» Requires reduced subsidy
compared to indoor pool

» Exciting summer activity

» Encourages family
participation

» Requires less marketing than
indoor pools

» Three month season
» Limited by staff availability
» Dependent on weather

> Willthe soils support the
type of construction (historical
use of site, hazardous areq,
and improper fill materials
must be considered)

> Is drainage a limiting
factor (flood plain, high
groundwater, surface
drainage)

> What is surrounding
lond use (compatible with
park-like pool setting)

> Will  the neighbors
welcome or resist the project
(traffic, light, noise concerns)
> What is the public
perception regarding pool
site (safe for kids, convenient
access, good setting for
pool, fair location to all in
community)

Options for Norman’s Aquatics

There are several options for aquatic development within Norman. This
portion of the report identifies and discusses a wide range of possible aquatic
options. Starting with the existing pool, improvements are considered that
meet the community goals. But the goals for Norman go beyond what the
existing pool can provide, so several new pool alternatives are also included
for consideration.

The suggested options encompass the comments from the public, along with
considerations made regarding local demographics and available facilities.
In a master planning document such as this, it is appropriate to look beyond
traditional public pool facilities and consider improving the quality of life in
the community as a whole.

The basic options developed in this report include replacing the Westwood
Pool, planning a second outdoor pool, and planning a new indoor pool.
Public pool projects ultimately develop as a result of public momentum and
the options in this report reflect the current community expectations.

The recommendations are based on professional experience with successful
public pool projects, as well as awareness of current public opinion and
preference. As the Norman community continues to grow and develop,
the public demand for aquatic facilities may shift slightly to emphasize more
outdoor or more indoor aquatic facilities. This report provides planning
information that allows future aquatic option development beyond what is
specifically recommended in this report.

Several aquatic options are considered with this report. Renovation is
considered. Old pools can offer surprising potential for renovation if their
basin structure is in good condition. The evaluation discusses this potential in
a following section of the report. Replacement will also be considered and
compared with renovation. Various combinations of indoor and outdoor
pools are considered in combination with community centers and in stand-
alone situations. Partners are also considered, particularly for indoor pool
development.

Within each of these options, there will be choices for specific features, such
as number and length of swim lanes, recreation play features vs. open water,
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a current channel, water slides, etc. There will also be choices about
the programs to offer, such as instruction, exercise, swim team, therapy
or all the above. This report discusses the advantages, disadvantages
and opportunities with each option and with each of the many feature
and program choices.

Aquatic Facility Options for Norman

Option 1 - Renovate the Westwood Pool

The existing outdoor Westwood pool continues to serve the Norman
community during summer months. The need to improve the aquatic
features at the existing pool was identified from the public group
discussions, survey responses and from an onsite pool evaluation.
Overall pool use was described as strong at fimes, but the current pool
design is focused on deep water. Enhancing the existing pool to repair
deteriorated areas and to provide family features is the focus of this
option.

A possible solutionis to add amenities or additional features in large pool
areas. These goals can be accomplished by the following actions:

» Install play and spray features

» Develop the shallow water pool with improved features

» Replace the wading pool with more appealing fun features

» Improve the bathhouse dressing rooms, concessions

ventilation

» Provide additional shade

» Provide new water treatment facilities

» Replace the gutter system

» Remove the 3 meter boards and provide drop slides

» Provide ADA access throughout the facilities

» Sandblast and recoat the pool basins

» Repair the tile lane markings

and

Details for accomplishing the above goals would be developed as
part of work subsequent to this master plan, typically part of a concept
planning phase. Construction cost fo accomplish a basic repair of the
Westwood pool would cost approximately $500,000, while an enhanced
renovation would cost between $2.5 and $3 million.

Option 2 — Replace the Westwood Pool

Replacement of the current pool is physically possible on the site,

depending on the planned features. The site has limited available
space due to existing parking, the adjacent golf course and adjacent
residential area. Replicating the current pool features is certainly
possible, but expanding the features and pool size will be somewhat
limited because of the site.

The pool site location within Norman is reasonable and appropriate.
The citizens are familiar with the pool location. Abandoning a pool site
without strong reasons is typically not received well by a community.
Reasoning seems to be that the residents feel that they have a pool in
their area and they do not want it faken away.

Maintaining anoutdoorpoolatthe Westwoodlocationisrecommended.
The bathhouse, wading pool, junior pool, and the lap and diving pool
could be replaced. The water slides and plunge pool are relatively new
and should be retained. New pool facilities can be planned around
the slide complex.

Concerns with expanding the Westwood Pool include its impact on the
surrounding residential neighbors and the somewhat hidden location
relative to the entfire community. Basically, one entry from the west is
the only access point. If an entry from the north could be provided,
that would improve overall access. If the pool remains configured as a
community pool, the site location is adequate. If the poolisreplaced as
a regional facility with several exciting attractions, a second enfrance
and more parking should be planned.

The current 50-meter pool is not suitable for swim team competition
and is limited for training. One consideration is to build a new 50-meter
competition pool. When the OU pool becomes unavailable to the swim
team, this would give them a pool for summer use. The 50-meter pool
should be configured to support lessons, exercise, open play and diving.
Another consideration is to include the diving area within the 50-meter
area. This would eliminate the separate diving pool and free up space
on site, perhaps for a lazy river that surrounds the slide complex.

If the new pool option is chosen, its size and features should satisfy the
community goals identified by the surveys and by public meetings. An
overall aquatic plan should be determined first. If a second outdoor
pool is planned, then a smaller Westwood pool may be appropriate.

If the Westwood pool will be the only outdoor pooal, it is
recommended that the new pool size should have 20,000
to 25,000 square feet of water surface area. It should be
a full featured public aquatic center, with features and
programs for all ages and abilities. If a 50-meter pool is
desired, then the larger water area may be needed. A
short course pool would allow the smaller targeted pool size.

A budget range of $10 to $12 million should be considered. Operating
cost recovery potential is 75% to 95%, depending on the summer
weather and the features provided. A regional pool concept would
offer greater operating cost recovery than a community pool with
smaller, less exciting features. If a second outdoor pool, in addition to
the Westwood pool is developed, then the Westwood pool could be
reduced in size o 15,000 to 18,000 square feet. A budget of $7.5t0 $10
million should be considered.

Option 3 - Build a Second Outdoor Pool

Developing a second outdoor pool in Norman is an appropriate option
to consider. A community the size of Norman would typically have
multiple outdoor pools and at least one indoor pool. The YMCA may
be fulfilling a good part of the indoor aquatic demand, but the single
outdoor poolis under serving the community.

A new outdoor pool should provide an aquatic center that would
encompass many of the features mentioned in public group discussions.
This second outdoor pool would not only serve the citizen’s of Norman,
but would most likely appeal to neighboring communities as well. The
aquatic features should be selected to ensure patrons of all ages have
something to do at the pool. Beyond the zero-depth entry and lap
lanes that are expected in most aquatic centers, this facility should also
consider a lazy river and a water slide complex.

Site selection of a second poolin Norman will be judged very important
by the citizens. The location should be central and easily accessible to all
residents of Norman. A specific site location is beyond this Master Plan,
but the recommended site characteristics include City owned property,
8 to 10 acres in size, safe, reasonable access, moderate topography,
non-flood plain, and well placed to serve all areas of Norman.

A second pool size of 15,000 to 18,000 square feet of water with a full
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and balanced set of aquatic features is recommended.
A budget planning range of $7.5 to $10 million should be
considered. Operating cost recovery potential is 75% to
95%, depending on the summer weather and the features
provided.

Option 4 - Expand the YMCA Pool

The Cleveland County YMCA includes a 10 lane indoor pool that
appears to be in good condition. It is well used by the community.
The potential for partnering with the YMCA should be pursued to see if
indoor community aquatics center could developed further. Addition
of a shallow water pool and perhaps a therapy pool are recommended
considerations. It is not recommended to build another YMCA based
on conversations with the current YMCA director and with a citizens
study group.

Discussion with the YMCA is the first step. An operating agreement
with the City would be needed. The YMCA could offer aquatic passes
and program fees specific to the pool facilities. Perhaps an outpatient
therapy program with the Hospital could also be arranged. As a
minimum, warm water therapy facilities could be provided allowing
ongoing therapy exercise.

Construction of the new pool facilities could take place with minimal
disruption of the current pool use. Separate water treatment equipment
forthe existing pool and for any new pools will allow maintaining different
water temperatures, perfect for a community indoor aguatic center.

For planning purposes, consider adding 4,000 square feet of shallow
water in a building enclosure of 10,000 square feet. A project cost of $3
million should be planned.

Option 5 - Add Indoor Pool to Existing 12th Avenue Recreation Center
Indoor pools can work well alongside a community center. Adding a
poolto an existing community center can be beneficial. The community
center must be well-located and must have adequate space for
expansion. The community center should have a variety of programs
that are popular with patrons, only missing the aquatic portion. A small,
poorly configured community center can benefit from a pool addition.
The pool will marginally benefit from a weak community center.
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Indoor pools are notorious for losing money. Without the benefit of a full
program community center, the pool will recover even fewer operating
costs. This is not a viable option for Norman at this time.

Option 6 — Stand-Alone Indoor Pool

A stand-alone indoor pool would have the worst cost recovery potential
of all the possible options for Norman. The common belief is that an
indoor pool has the potential to operate at a profit compared with
an outdoor pool. The opposite is actually tfrue. Although an outdoor
pool only operates for a three month season, it has no expenses for the
remaining nine months. An indoor pool operates 12 months per year,
but nearly all struggle to cover their expenses.

The best operation plan is to combine an indoor pool with a new
recreation center and use memberships and program fees for income
sources. Several partners will further help the overall operation. It is not
recommended that Norman pursue a stand-alone indoor pool now or
in the future. The discussion for this option is comparable to that for
Option 5. An indoor pool without the benefit of a strong community
center will not be viable from an operation point of view.

Option 7 — Indoor Pool with a New Community Center

Planning information for this option is offered as information for the City's
consideration. Including partners to help build or to help operate an
indoor poolis strongly recommended. An 80,000 square foot combined
recreation facility and indoor pool would cost over $16 million. Although
the cost to build such a facility is significant, the operating cost over 25
years may actually exceed the capital cost.

Option 8 — An Indoor Pool and Outdoor Pool at the Same Site

An indoor pool with an adjacent small outdoor pool is an option that
communities may consider, particularly if they already have an outdoor
pool at anothersite. The primary identified community need is for more
outdoor water. An indoor pool is recommended for consideration as a
future phase as part of arecreation center. A 30,000 square foot indoor
pool facility could cost over $9 million. Thoughtful planning would be
needed along with strategic funding efforts. Adding an outdoor pool
to an indoor pool will not enhance the indoor portion enough to avoid
the need for significant operating subsidy.

A small indoor pool in combination with a large outdoor pool would
be more feasible relative to minimizing the operating subsidy. A small
therapy pool is a consideration that some communities pursue. While
this option would be more operationally cost effective, it would not
satisfy the community goals, particularly for a competition pool.

An indoor pool and a new outdoor pool at the Westwood pool site is
not feasible due to limited space. The ideal plan for efficient operation
would be fto build a new community center with an indoor aquatic
center and an adjacent outdoor pool. This could require a 15 to 20
acre site and cost $20 million or more.

Option 9 — Additional Spray Grounds

The following information is offered as background for future
consideration. Norman has two spraygrounds or splash pads. The first
need in Norman is for an updated outdoor aquatic facility. A second
outdoor pool or an indoor pool/community center may be the next
priority.

As Norman continues to grow, travel time to an outdoor pool increases
for the citizens. An option used successfully in other communities is to
build several smaller spraygrounds or splash pads within the community.
This would provide free access for anyone in the city and easier access
for those without the means to fravel fo the main pools. It would also
allow convenient access to young families with small children.

Future spraygrounds are best planned for major parks since large
amount of parking is required. Each spray ground should have several
water spray features, a filiration and chemical freatment system,
shade structures and nearby restrooms. A planning budget amount
for a sprayground is $300,000 fo $600,000. Considered sites should be
distributed throughout the City to reasonably complement the existing
outdoor pool and any proposed second pool.

Option 10 - 50 Meter Pool Competition Pool

The ultimate indoor competition poolis a 50-meter pool. A 75-foot wide
pool with a moveable bulkhead would be the most flexible, providing 10
long course lanes and allowing short course practice and competition.
Diving can be overlapped with the swim lanes or provided as a separate
areaq.
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Seating is a critical design consideration for swim meets. The meet size
must be considered to adequately plan seating. For a high school
league meet, 300 to 400 seats is typical. For a high school state meet,
1,500 t0 2,000 seats may be needed. USA Swimming meets can also vary
greatly in number of participants, requiring 500 to 2,000 seats depending
on the specific meet and the planned participation. Support space
for judges, coaches, media, timing equipment, video equipment, and
tfeams should not be overlooked. Appropriate space is mandatory for
being selected for a large swim meet. Competition to host a meet is
usually spirited and often is based on available seating and support
space.

A 50-meter pool facility could demand a building size of more than
40,000 square feet, including pool, seating, filter room, pool deck, and
space for dressing rooms, storage, entry area and other support spaces.
At current cost condifions, the construction cost for this facility could
easily approach $10 to $12 million. Operating costs for a 50-meter pool
and for the building enclosure could range from $50 to $75 per square
foot of pool per year. For a 13,000 square foot pool, this is equivalent to
$650,000 to nearly $1 million per year.

Indoor pool operating costs vary widely based on programs, staffing
levels, wages, utilities, etc. Facilities that operate with minimal staff
and limited programs will have operating costs less than stated. Indoor
50-meter pools with a full range of programs, extended hours of
operation and high staff costs, may experience expenses equal to or
greater than stated.

The challenge with any indoor pool, but especially a competition poolis
to offer programs that appeal to the full community. More importantly,
programs must be offered that the community is willing to pay for and
can afford. A warm water, shallow recreation poolis easier to program
and market than a cool water, deep competition pool. This is not to say
that alarge competition pool would not be used well by the community,
but more subsidies and more potential partners will be required.

Competitive swim teams are passionate advocates for competition
pools. They invest significant time and money to train, travel and

compete. Anindoor pool, especially a 50-meter pool, would certainly
benefit their teams. Currently, access to indoor swimming is limited and
in great demand.

The coaches, swimmers and parents in Norman

expend time and money with limited facility access and continue to
be successful. Teams hope to encourage support for an indoor pool
by listing all the fraining time they will use and by describing all the out
of fown people who will attend the swim meets. They imply that this
means income for the facility, which it does. The challenge is with the
hourly fee a team is willing to pay for training and the event fee the
team is wiling to pay to the City for a swim meet. Based on actual
hourly operating costs, the pool use fee could be as much as $10to $15
per hour perlane. An event rental fee could range from $1,500 to over
$2,000. Pool facilities vary in their approach to determining actual fees
for swim teams.

Those who attend a swim meet may purchase food and fuel. They may
use a hotel or even shop in the area. Income to the community will be
increased for each swim meet, but direct income to the City through
sales tax is much less significant. Swim meets are a major funding
source for swim teams. They also benefit the community, but are not a
significant income source for the facility owner, in this case, the City.

The harsh reality is that competitive indoor pools must be justified in
each community by rationale other than economics. There are many
desirable community programs that a 50-meter pool can provide. The
large pool facility can be a key component of identity and the quality
of life for a community. Operating subsidy will be a reality. Before
choosing to build a 50-meter indoor pool, your community must be
aware of the economic challenges as well as the overall benefits.

At this time, it is not recommended that the City should plan for an
indoor 50-meter pool in Norman. The expressed preferences by the
community point to an improved outdoor pool as the first priority.
Planning for an indoor pool facility in Norman is appropriate as a second
phase goal, particularly if partners, such as a school, YMCA, or hospital
would participate.

Option 11 — Continue to Use OU Pools

The University of Oklahoma (OU) maintains anindoor pooland anoutdoor
pool. The Norman swim teams use the OU indoor pool for training and
for swim meets. The indoor poolis schedule for replacement, potentially
leaving the Norman teams with reduced access to water. They could
use the YMCA pool occasionally or they could travel farther to another
indoor pool. Other area swim teams will also be affected by an OU

pool closure, so the competition for indoor pool time will
increase. This means more cost and more travel time for
reduced water fime. Long term reliance on the OU pool
facilities by the Norman swim teams is not feasible. A new
indoor pool in conjunction with a new community center
is the recommended planning approach.

Option 12 - Partner with the Schools

Itisrecommended that the City partner with as many entities as possible
to help reduce operating subsidies for any indoor option that is planned.
A potential partner that should be considered is the school system,
particularly for swimming instruction and for competition swimming or
diving. Norman Public Schools has expressed an interest in partnering
with other entities to help build this type of facility, but would not want to
operate it. Another partnering option is for the school district to pay an
annual operation or use fee to the City, allowing their staff and students
to use the pool at specific times for certain programs. This arrangement
works in other communities and benefits the City and their partners.

Building an indoor pool is a significant project; but maintaining the
building and pool is also a challenge. Paying for the operating shortfall
is the key consideration. Over a 20 year period, the pool operating
costs typically exceed the construction cost, so there is a value in
partnerships.

Option 13 - Partner with the Hospital

As with the school district, partnering with the local hospital is another
potential opportunity for the City to consider. The local hospital has
a therapy program and a small therapy pool. It is recommended to
approach the hospital when indoor planning for the City becomes
more imminent. The hospital may currently be comfortable with the
therapy programs and support equipment. As the population ages, an
expanded therapy capacity may be needed.

With any community indoor pool, interest in a therapy pool is becoming
more common. Whether the therapy pool would be suitable for large
exercise classes or aimed at single patients, it would be a valued
community service. It would also be anotherincome source that could
help the operating bottom line.
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‘ Recommendations for

#1 - Replace/Renovate Westwood Pool

Aquatics in Norman

The number one aquatic need in Norman is to replace Westwood Pool with a new family aquatic center. The existing Westwood Pool is dated and because of the
size and lack of amenities it cannot serve as a larger regional draw. The planning, design, and construction of the replacement aquatic center will require two to
three years. As previously shown in this chapter, features that need to be part of the new facility include a lazy river, plenty of shade, zero depth “beach” entry,
slides, spray features, lap lanes, and a pool for fitness and swim lessons. It is not uncommon for an aquatic center such as the one described here to be built in
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Thefollowingpagesdescribe therecommendations
for aquatic facilities in Norman. Options 1, 2,
3, 7 and 9 as shown on the previous pages are phases.

recommended as the key aquatic priorities of the

City. The estimated cost for the construction of a new aquatic center is $6 million to $12 million. This can be funded by a combination of sales tax revenue, certificates

of obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships, or potential grant funds. The potential timeframe is recommended from 2010 to 2014. There are three

distinct scenarios the City of Norman should consider when locating the new aquatic center. These are discussed below.

Scenario A - Develop at Westwood Park

This scenario means that the new aquatic center will be on the
same location as the current Westwood Pool. The new center will
literally be replacing the existing pool.

Benefits of this scenario:
» Known location, residents are familiar with driving to Westwood
Park to go swimming.
» Close proximity to freeway for regional access, which can
bring in more people than just Norman residents.
» Central location in the City, all residents can equally access
the location.

Disadvantages of this scenario:

» Limited space for major aquatic center without displacing
other facilities. The current site of Westwood Pool is not large
enough to allow for a major aquatic center. Without shifting
the golf course or parking lot, which both are unlikely, a smaller
aquatic center is the only facility that can be placed there.
This will greatly reduce the number of features that can be
constructed.

» Limitedroom forexpansion. Again the current site of Westwood
Pool is not large enough to expand the new aquatic center
so no additional phases can be built. Again, only a smaller
aquatic center can fit on this site.
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Scenario B - Develop at Ruby Grant Park

In this scenario, the new aquatic center will be built at the currently
undeveloped Ruby Grant Park. The existing Westwood Pool will
then be decommissioned and closed.

Benefits of this scenario:

» Adequate space for facility and expansion. Because Ruby
Grant Park is currently undeveloped, adequate space can be
given to constructing an aquatic center with plans to expand
that facility in the future.

» The current Master Plan for Ruby Grant Park provides for an
aquatic facility but it would require adjustment to incorporate
this size of facility.

» Freeway access and visibility could make the facility aregional
draw. Because it will be located immediately off I-35, it will
be easily accessible and draw people from the surrounding
cities.

Disadvantages of this scenario:

» Distant from the east and south sectors of Norman. Although
I-35 is accessible to all residents of Norman, this scenario will
mean that the aquatic center s further from Norman residents
who live in the south or east when compared to a central
location such as Westwood.

Scenario C - Acquire Land in a Central
Location

This scenario recommends that the City purchase land in a central
location specifically for the development of a large aquatic
center. In order to construct the large facility a minimum of 10 to
12 acres are needed.

Benefits of this scenario:

» Because the City can choose the land to purchase, the
location is more likely to be central and easily accessible to all
residents of Norman.

» A site can be purchased large enough to allow for future
expansion or possibly for an indoor facility addition as a future
component.

» If built near the existing YMCA, the large aquatic center could
potentially be developed as a joint partnership.

Disadvantages of this scenario:
» Purchasing 10 to 20 acres of land in a central location will be
a substantial additional cost.
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#2 - Plan for and Develop an Indoor Aquatic

Facility

Although an indoor aquatic facility was not ranked high on the public
input surveys, there is a need for an indoor facility. Norman has two high
school swim teams and one private, competitive swimming organization
that currently use the University of Oklahoma indoor swimming complex
for meets and practice. The University has plans to build a new swimming
complex and the new facility will then only be available to OU students,
OU faculty, Norman swim teams, and OU staff. When that time comes, the
private swim feams may not have a readily available practice facility. An
indoor aquatic center will also provide significant fitness and therapeutic
opportunities for all residents of Norman.

The constructionof anindooraquatic centerwillapproximately cost $5million
to $10 million. It can be funded with a combination of sales tax revenue,
certificates of obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships, or
grant opportunities. The potential timeframe for this facility is 2013 to 2016.
As with the outdoor aquatic center, there are different scenarios the City
should consider.
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Scenario A - Develop Next to New Indoor
Recreation Center

A free standing natatorium is inefficient and loses draw after a
short time. For an indoor aquatic center to be successful, it needs
to be adjacent to another recreation facility. In this scenario it
is proposed that the indoor aquatic center be constructed as a
component of the recommended new indoor recreation/fitness
center.

Benefits of this scenario:

» Allows for more efficient operations. The two facilities can
share changing/locker room facilities and parking. Also, City
staff can be consolidated into one facility.

Disadvantages of this scenario:

» Possibility of land having to be purchased to allow for the
development of an indoor recreation center and aquatic
center.

Scenario B - Develop as Expansion of Existing
YMCA Aquatics or as Part of New Satellite
YMCA Facility

Scenario B recommends entering into a partnership with the
YMCA to either expand their current indoor pool or construct
an indoor pool at a second satellite facility. If a partnership was
agreed upon, all residents of Norman would be allowed to use
the indoor pool for a fee regardless of whether or not they had a
YMCA membership. The indoor pool would have a separate fee
structure that would allow access to only the pool and not the
remainder of the facility.

Benefits of this scenario:

» Allows for sharing of operational costs and more efficient
programming. YMCA staff has the capability and knowledge
to efficiently operate and program an indoor aquatic
center.

Disadvantages of this scenario:

» May result in higher user fees by the YMCA so they canrecoup
operational costs. Because the YMCA is not subsidized and
needs to recover their operational costs, they might charge
a higher fee to use the indoor aquatic center than if the City
owned and operated it.
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- #3 - Recommendations for

[\y 4 Spraygrounds / Splash Pads

Spraygrounds are popular features and offer a low cost aquatics
alternative. Spraygrounds are recommended for both Ruby Grant Park
and Little Axe Park as well as a component of the proposed outdoor
aquatic center discussed earlier in this chapter. Approximately two
to four acres of land will be needed for a sprayground in Ruby Grant
Park and Little Axe Park. The estimated cost is $350,000 to $800,000 per
sprayground feature. Potential funding sources for these facilities include
sales taxrevenue, certificates of obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights,
sponsorships, or potential grant opportunities. Because of the popularity
with Andrews Park splash pad, the potential timeframe for the installation
of these two additional spraygrounds is 2015 to 2020.

wygrounds are more po;”éatu
ess to operate. morl ' case, the

~ area pool had an attendance of 5,000 p

in 2008 while the spra;/grounds drew 12,6
people on average. In a recent newspa
arti klahoma City parks spokeswom
J Lindsey McClintock said that

S ounds are the way of the future.
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Aquatic Facility Recommendations

A Legacy for the Next Generation

The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman

Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Priority Action Action Need for this Action / Considerations City Land in Acres Estimated Cost Range Type of Potential Funding Mechanisms Potential
ID Sector Low High Low Range High Range Action and Sources Time Frame
Very High A-1 Replace Westwood Aquatic Center with new  Existing pool is dated and lacks facilty to serve as Citywide - 10 20 $6,000,000 $12,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2014
Family Aquatic Center significant regional aquatic draw. Planning, design and Regional revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
construction for replacement will require two-three years. grant opportunity
Include water play area, zero entry "beach", slides, lazy
river component and outdoor lap pool. Plan for future
outdoor phase expansion. Consider adding indoor pool
phase.
Known location; close proximity to freeway for regional Within the range shown above
Scenaria A - Develop at Westwood Park access, central location in the City. Limited space for
(or) major aquatic center without displacing other facilities.
Limited room for expansion.
Adequate space for facility and expansion. Master Within the range shown above
plan provides for aquatic facility, but would require
Scenaria B - Develop at Ruby Grant Park adjustment to incorporate this size of a facility.
(or) Freeway access and visibility could make facility a
regional draw. Distant from east and south sectors of
the City.
May require purchase of land in area slated for Within the range shown above
. A ireland i tral development. Central location. Could allow for future
Scenaria C - . X . = o
| ti cquire fand in centra expansion and indoor facility addition. Near existing
ocation YMCA, could be developed as joint partnership with
YMCA.
High A-2 Develop indoor aquatic center - include Provides expanded capacity for fitness and competitive Citywide - [0} [0} $5,000,000 $10,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2013 - 2016
competition pool, indoor water play area swimming. Develop as partnership with Norman Public Regional revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
Schools. grant opportunity. Consider school district
participation.
Scenario A - Develop next to new indoor A“OWS_ for m‘_’f‘? efficient op_eratlon, sharing of
: changing facilities and parking.
recreation center
Scenario B - Develop as expansion of Allows for sharing of operational costs and more
existing YMCA Aquatics or as part of new efficient programming. May result in higher user
satellite YMCA facility charges by partner organization to recoup cost.
Medium Range A-3 Develop a splash pad in Ruby Grant Park Develop major splash pad facility at Ruby Grant Park. Northwest 2 4 $500,000 $800,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
Long range, develop neighborhood splash pad at Little Axe Sector revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
Park. arant opportunity
Medium Range A-4 Develop a splash pad in Little Axe Park Develop major splash pad facility at Ruby Grant Park. Far east 2 4 $350,000 $500,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
Long range, develop neighborhood splash pad at Little Axe Sector revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
Park. grant opportunity
Long Term A-5 Develop a second city aquatic facility in Ruby Develop a satellite aquatic facility with water play area, Northwest 10 20 $5,000,000 $8,000,000 Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
Grant Park or Saxon Park zero entry beach, and lap pool. and revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
Southeast grant opportunity
stimated tal Cost ( note that partner participation and grants may fund po $16,850,000 $31,300,000
1. Note: Costs shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs. Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.
2. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allowances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be betw een $50,000 and $75,000 per acre.
3. Costinclude an annual 5% escalation factor. All costs shown are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes av ailable.
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Estimated Operating Costs of
Aquatic Centers

One important factor to consider before constructing any facility
of this size is to know approximately how much it may cost to
operate.

Outdoor Aquatic Centers - Operating costs for outdoor pools with
the features previously described range from under $15 to over
$20 per square foot of water per season. The anticipated seasonal
operating cost would be just over $200,000 to just under $400,000.
The range in costs is due to weather, local wages, administrative
preferences and other conditions. Cost recovery from enfrance
fees and programs fees would range from 80% to over 100% for
average weather seasons.

Indoor Aquatic Centers - The estimated operating cost of anindoor
aquatic center is $40 to $80 per square foot of water per year.
One example would be an 8,000 square foot indoor pool would
cost approximately $320,000 to $640,000 to operate annually.

Aquatic programs that the community members will use and
actually purchase are an essential element for successful indoor
pool planning. After the programs are identified, aquatic features
are chosen to support the programs. The features determine the
pool size and the building size follows.

An indoor pool should not be planned strictly by demographics,
but should respond to the community demand for programs.
This planning process is slightly different from an outdoor pool
planning process, which is based on feature preferences and
demographics.

When considering other sites beyond Westwood as a location for
a new pool, allow $500,000 to help fund land acquisition and site
development (utilities, access road, demolition, etc.).

General operational characteristics of indoor pools are as
follows.
» Small indoor pool — used for exercise, young age group
lessons, therapy, play, party rentals
¢ 1,500 to 2,000 square feet of water
¢ Operation cost recovery of less than 30%
» Medium indoor pool — used for competition, exercise, lessons,
therapy, play and party rentals
¢ 2,000 to 4,000 square feet of water
¢ Operation cost recovery of less than 40%
» Large indoor pool — used for competition, exercise, lessons,
therapy, play and party rentals
¢ 4,000 to 6,000 square feet of water
¢ Operation cost recovery of less than 50%
» 50-meter indoor pool — competition emphasis, also used for
variety of programs
¢ 10,000 to 13,000 square feet of water
¢ Operation cost recovery less than 50%

A concept plan should consider multiple pools, separate
bathhouse and filter buildings, diving area, lap area, shallow play
area, shade, sprays, lazy river and water slides. The suggested site
sizes should include space for the pools, buildings, deck, grade
transition, parking and space for future expansion or addition of
features.

» Indoor recreation pool — used for play, party rentals, swim
lessons, some exercise
¢ 3,000 to 5,000 square feet of water
¢ Operation cost recovery of more than 50%

Summary

The first priority for Norman is the improvement of outdoor aquatic
facilities. Either renovate and enhance the Westwood pool or
replace it with a family aquatic center facility. If it is decided
to enhance the current pool, then recommendations include
improving the shallow water features, the bathhouse, and deck
amenities for the patrons. If it is decided to replace the pool
then recommendations include providing a 50-meter area with
diving, replace the shallow pools, save the slide complex and
add a lazy river.

An indoor pool would be a great addition to Norman. This is
best planned together with a new recreation center and with
program partners. The YMCA, the school district and the hospital
should be approached during the concept planning process for
an indoor facility. This is a significant and costly endeavor that
demands careful and thoughtful planning. Such a facility would
be a great complement to the recreation system and the quality
of life in Norman, but taxpayer support is dependent on choosing
a good site, creating a balanced plan and developing feasible
costs.

The next step for Norman is to develop a master plan/concept
plan for a new or renovated Westwood pool.
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Existing Indoor Recreation Facilities

in Norman

The City of Norman currently has seven indoor recreation
facilities. There are two City owned recreation centers
connected to Whittier and Irving Middle Schools, a City
owned gym connected to Norman High School, one senior
center, one community center in Little Axe Park, the Reaves
Dance Center, and the 12th Avenue Recreation Center.
There are issues with each building which need to be
addressed.

Chapter

Indoor Recreation
Recommendations

Senior Citizen Center - The Norman Senior Center is currently
housed in the former Carnegie Library. It has three stories
with small, switchback staircases which make it difficult for
seniors to use. The emergency exit on the top floor has a
small staircase that leads outside, but there is no handicap
ramp which could be detrimental in the case of a fire.
There is an elevator in the building which connects the three
levels; however, an ideal senior center should be in a single
story building. The current center also has limited space for
activities and no fitness equipment area; however, fithess
classes are held in the large room on the top story. One item
that interests the seniors who visit the center is a computer
lab. There currently is a room in the center where a ftax
preparation service is set up each year which could also
be used as a computer lab. Living in a technology age,
computers have become one of the most basic tools for
communication, and offering computers and computer
training classes will allow many seniors to remain in fouch.

' first necessity

The cafeteria in the center, where meals are prepared
Monday through Friday for visitors to the center and the
Meals On Wheels clients, is in good condition. The cafeteria
is on the middle floor of the building with an enfrance
door leading to the outside parking lot so it can be easily
accessed. The upper floor is used for card playing, games
fitness classes, and dances; however, space is very limited.

Middle School Gyms and Recreation Centers - There are
two City owned gyms and indoor recreation areas that
are attached to the middle schools at Whittier and Irving.
Because the gyms look and feel like an extension of the
schools, they are not clearly seen as City recreation facilities.
School teams for volleyball and basketball programs use
the gyms for practice and games which leaves very little
time for the gyms to be used by the Parks and Recreation
staff or the public. The Parks and Recreation Department
also operates youth basketball and adult volleyball leagues
at these facilities, so there is very little open gym fime that
would allow for pick up games by the residents of Norman.
While the Parks and Recreation Department does offer after
school programs at these two centers, they are often limited
to only the arts and crafts rooms and cannot use the gyms,
greatly limiting the number of children that can participate
in the program. Built in the 1960s and 1970s, the gyms are
in servicable condition, but have dated configurations
and equipment. Alternative options for the future use
and ownership of these gyms will be discussed later in this
chapter.
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Little Axe Community
Center - The Com-
munity Center in Little
Axe serves the largely
rural population in the
far eastern portion of
Norman. The centeris
home to the Little Axe
area Head Start Pro-
gram. The building is
shared with the area
fire station; and in re-
cent years, increasing
fire fighting equipment
needs have gradually
reduced the size of
the community center component. Population growth in this area will
increase the demand for community services and indoor recreation in
the area. Itisimportant to ensure proper maintenance and renovation
of this building over time because it is the only recreation/community
center building serving the eastern half of Norman.

Little Axe Community Center

12th Avenue Recreation Center - This is the largest City owned indoor
recreation center in Norman. The center offers a gymnastics room,
a dance room for aerobics and jazzercise, two gyms with junior sized
basketball courts, an after-school media room, a small kitchen, a game
room which is being remodeled, and a fithess room that is not used
since it has only one piece of dated fitness equipment.

The building is exiremely old (40+ years) and needs substantial
renovation or replacement. The center does not provide enough
equipment or fitness opportunities. Programs that are offered include
jazzercise, martial arts, gymnastics, after school programs and summer
camps. Many current or potential programs that could be offered to
the residents of Norman are unable to grow because of limitations of
the building.

Facilities at the 12th Avenue Recreation Center

Other Major Indoor Recreation Facilities in
Norman o~

YMCA - The YMCA in Norman offers a state-of-the-art facility with fitness equipment, indoor
swimming pool, basketball gyms, and child care rooms. The facility is approximately 60,000
square feet in size. It is available to members only, but all Norman residents are eligble for
membership.

Huston Huffman Recreation Center at OU - The University of Oklahoma has an indoor
recreation center that can be used by students, faculty, and staff. There are cardio and
free weight fitness equipment, three basketball courts, a rock climbing wall, indoor walking
frack, concessions, locker rooms, and racquetball courts.

Church Center - The Family Life Center at First Baptist Church has an indoor basketball gym
which it uses to run basketball league games and a gymnastics program. Other features
include a walking track, weight room, bowling alleys, racquetball courts, and a game
room.

Private Major Health Clubs - Five major health clubs in Norman provide cardio and free
weight equipment for fithess and aerobic exercise. Memberships are available to Norman
residents.

Optimist Basketball Complex - The Optimist Club in Norman operates an indoor basketball
complex with five basketball courts. The facility is an old airplane hanger from the 1950s.
Major renovations are needed to the facility.
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Public Input Regarding Indoor

Recreation
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Similar to aquatic needs and desires, the public input received
during the planning process regarding indoor recreation is vital to the
recommendations in this report. Specific questions on both the mail-
out and online survey were geared towards determining the needs and
desires of the residents of Norman when it pertains to indoor recreation
facilities. Public input regarding indoor recreation is discussed below and
on the following pages.

First, residents were asked whether or not they had visited specific indoor
facilities within the past 12 months. When asked whether or not they had
visited or utilized a city-ownedrecreation facility, 51% of the mail-out survey
respondents and 60% of the online survey respondents said yes. 16% of the
mail-out survey respondents and 18% of the online survey respondents said
they have participated in a class or program sponsored by the Norman
Parks and Recreation Department. Inregards to the Senior Center, 10% of
the mail-out survey respondents and 6% of the online survey respondents
indicated they have visited the Senior Center in the past 12 months. The
visitation noted by residents is high and indicates potential demand for
fitness programming offered by the City of Norman.

Likely to Utilize New City Recreation Facility

One recommendation of this Master Plan, which will be discussed later in this chapter, is o construct a new state-of-the-
art indoor recreation center. Residents were asked how likely or unlikely they would be to use a new facility if one was
constructed by the City of Norman. 61% of the mail-out survey respondents and 81% of the online survey respondents
said they would be very likely or likely to utilize this new facility. This shows a great amount of interest from the public in a
new, state-of-the-art indoor recreation center, resulting in the recommendation to build a new center that is discussed
later in this chapter.

Likely to Use State-of-the-Art Indoor Recreation Facility Likely to Use State-of-the-Art Indoor Recreation Facility
(mail-out survey) (online survey)

Unlikely
12%

Unlikely
24%
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Utilizing Other Indoor Recreation

Facilities

It is important to know what facilities the residents of Norman are
utilizing for their indoor recreation activities. By determining what
percent of the population is currently not using those facilities, the
City can understand which markets are not being served and who
will benefit from new indoor recreation facilities.

Frequency of Utilizing Other Indoor Recreation Facilities (mail-out survey)
']

28% of the respondents to the mail-out survey and 39% of the respondents
tothe online surveyindicated that they use a private club or church facility
either on a daily or weekly basis for their indoor recreation needs. These
facilities were ranked the highest in terms of usage. The YMCA in Norman
is utilized either daily or weekly by 15% of the population according to
the mail-out survey and by 31% of the online survey respondents. As for
the University of Oklahoma Huston Huffman Recreation Center, a small
percent of the population utilizes this facility when compared to the high
percent of residents who indicate they have some association with the
University (nearly 60% as shown in Chapter 4). Only 3% of the mail-out
survey respondents and 15% of the online survey respondents indicate
that they utilize the OU facility on either a daily or weekly basis.

This demonstrates that there is a significant portion
of the Norman population that does not utilize any
facility on a frequent basis. As aresult, there is a gap
in the service market for indoor recreation that the

City can begin to fill.

Frequency of Utilizing Other Indoor Recreation Facilities (online survey)
[ ]

Frequently | Not Frequently

Frequently |

Not Frequently

like private clubs or 24% 17%

Other non-city facilities I
church facilities

YMCA gym or pool I 11% 8%

Huston Huffman Recre- 5
ation Center at OU

Other non-city facilities
like private clubs or .

church facilities

32%

12%

YMCA gym or pool - 18%

8%

Huston Huffman Recre-
ation Center at OU
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20% 30%

40%
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Reasons for Not Utilizing City

Indoor Recreation Facility

Knowing why residents do not use the City
recreation facilities for their indoor recreation
activities and programs is important so that the
City can begin to address these issues. Residents
of both the mail-out and online survey were given
a list of possible reasons for not utilizing City indoor
recreation facilities. They were then asked to rate
how strongly they agree or disagree with each
reason for why they do not utilize the facility.

For the mail-out survey, the highest rated reason
was that residents do not know what recreational
activities are offered by the City with 59% of
residents in agreement. 58% of residents cited
that the recreational activities they prefer to be
involved in are not offered by the City. 49% of
residents cited that they prefer being involved
with the YMCA, OU or another private facility
over utilizing the City facilities.

The results from the mail-out survey are shown in
graph to the right.

Don't know what recreational
activities are offered

Activity not offered by the City

Prefer being involved with YMCA,
OU, or private facility

Too busy or not interested
City facilities are inadequate
City site is inconvenient

City facility is foo far away

Don't know where facility is
located

Poor security at site

Costs too much to participate

No day or evening care for
children

Class is full/waiting list
Poor customer service by staff

Registration for program is difficult

Reason for Not Utilizing City Facility (mail-out survey)

Agree I Disagree
11% | 48%
20% | 38%
12% | 37% 38%
6% | 37% 39%
12% | 30% 44%
10% | 30% 48%
7% | 27% 51%
8% | 26% 48%
4% | 29% 51%
12% | 18% 50%
5% | 23% 42%
21 20% 56%
17% 60%
3% 15% 62%
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

0%

O Strongly Agree O Agree ODisagree B Strongly Disagree

100%
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The online survey responses varied slightly when
residents were asked why they did not utilize a
City facility for indoor recreation. The highest
rated response on the online survey was that
the activity is not offered by the City with 71%
of residents citing this as a valid reason. The
second highest reason was that the City facilities
are inadequate with 66% of respondents
agreeing or strongly agreeing that this is a valid
reason. These top two responses complement
each other; since the City facilities are viewed
as inadequate they are unable to offer the
programs residents are interested in.

The responses from the online survey are shown
in the graph fo the right.

Reasons for Not Utilizing City Facility (online survey)

'] [ |
Agree I Disagree I
Activity not offered by the City 3294 399 24%
City facilities are inadequate 24% [ 42% 30%
Don't know what recreational
activities are offered 18% I 46% 28%
No day or evening care for 5 5 5
children 14% | 34% 38%
Prefer being involved with YMCA,
OU, or private facility 12% | 34% 30%
Too busy or not interested 7% | 37% 40%
City site is inconvenient 109% | 349% 4504
Don’'t know where facility is 5 5 =
located 9% | 26% 49%
Poor security at site 004 | 26% 5104
City facility is too far away 8% | 26% 54%
Costs too much to participate 10%, | 29204 VA
Class is full/waiting list [[504 | 210, 5804
Poor customer service by staff 704 | 18% 56%
Registration for program is difficult [Z204] 16% 66%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Support for Specific Indoor

Recreation Center Features

Similar to the previous chapter regarding
aquatics, the online survey included
questions asking residents how strongly they
would support or oppose specific features
that could possibly be constructed as a part
of a new indoor recreation center.

The highest supported feature was an
exercise/aerobics room with 93% of residents
indicating they would support or strongly
support this feature. This room would allow
for programs such as Yoga, Pilates, dance,
Jazzercise, step aerobics, etc.

The second highest supported feature was
an indoor jogging frack with 91% of residents
indicating they would support or strongly
support this feature in anewindoorrecreation
center. 91% of residents also indicated they
would support gyms with basketball courts.

Allofthe features onthelist are very commonly
found in typical modern recreation centers.
As a result, all of them were very positively
supported by survey respondents

Support Features of an Indoor Recreation Center

Exercise/aerobics room

Indoor jogging track

Basketball courts

Weight/cardiovascular

equipment room

Family locker rooms

Multi-purpose rooms

Racquetball courts

Concession area

Gameroom/pool tables

Rock climbing wall

Drop-in babysitting

Gymnastics room

Arts and crafts room

Martial arts room

Sauna/steam rooms

Cooking classroom

Stage/performing arts

Dining area/kitchen

Community theater

Computer labs

I Support Oppose I
5% | 8%
48% [ 3%
0% I 510
7% I 7%
7% | 5204
3% 530% i
0% 5700 i
0% [ 57% i
0% | 1% i 1504
1% [ 20% i 150%
0% | 8% i 169%
3% [ 7 i T7%
5% | 510% i 19%
109 I 5% i 1%
6% | A6 i 3%
6% [ 5% i 3%
A% | 7% i 57307,
100 I 5207 i 3%
6% | 0% i 3%
T7% | 3% 200
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

0%

O Strongly Support O Support O Oppose B Strongly Oppose
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Satisfaction with Recreation for Different Age Groups Programs for the City to Provide v
"\“_r
Residents who participated in the online survey were also asked how satisfied or dissatisfied they were with the Residents were asked the open-ended question of
recreational opportunities that are offered for different age groups. A large majority of residents are satisfied with the what program or activity they would like the City of -
activities offered for children 6 - 12, and for children under age 6. Activities for adults ages 19 - 65 had the lowest level Norman to provide. By asking this question, the City has a better
of satisfaction which indicates that a large portion of the City's programming is specifically for children with few offerings understanding of the desires of the citizens in terms of programs and
for adults. There is a relatively high level of satisfaction for activities offered for 13 - 18 year olds. This age group is usually recreational activities. Six of the top 12 responses were for activities
the most difficult to reach in terms of programming and activities. typically provided in an indoor recreation facility. The programs that

were mentioned which relate to indoor recreation include exercise/

aerobics/weight tfraining as the 4th highest mentioned response

Satisfaction with Recreation Activities for Specific Age Groups with a 10% response rate. Yoga/Tai Chi/Pilates was the éth highest
| mentioned response with a 7% response rate. Recreation center/

indoor track was the 8th highest mentioned response with a 6%

satisfied | Dissatisfied

response rate. All responses are listed below.
Over 65 A7% 35%
Swimming/aquatics 48%
Walking/biking on trails 34%
46 - 65 0 0 Outdoor/nature activities 1%
- ulfut e - Exercise/aerobics/weight training 10%
Programs for kids 8%
Yoga/Tai Chi/Pilates 7%
19 - 45 0 0 Community events/theater 6%
46% 38%
Recreation center/indoor track 6%
Activities for seniors/persons with disabilities 6%
Sports programs/leagues 6%
13-18 - 50% 32% - Cooking classes/arts & crafts 5%
Golf 5%

58% 22% q

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

OVery Satisfied O Satisfied O Dissatisfied B Very Dissatisfied
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Frequency of Participating in Activities

Residents were asked how often they participate in a list of different recreational activities. Knowing how often the residents like to participate in certain
activities is important so that the City offers an adequate number of facilities in which to engage in those activities. The highest rated activity was general
recreation such as walking, running, or bicycling with 82% indicating they participate either daily or weekly. Second were fithess/exercise programs such as
Jazzercise or Yoga with 75% indicating they participate either daily or weekly. The results are shown below.

Frequency of Participating in Activities

I Frequently I Not Frequently

_ General recreation
(walking, bicycling, running)

Fitness/exercise (Jazzercise, Yoga)

Individual sports
(golf, tennis, wrestling)

Swimming or water activities

Outdoor team sports
(baseball, softball, football, soccer)

Performing arts (music, drama)

. Social activities
(dances, cooking, card playing)

Visiting natural areas

Visual arts (painting, drawing)

Indoor team sports
(basketball, volleyball)

Crafts (pofttery, weaving)

_Outdoor recreation
(camping, fishing, boating)

Excursions (tours, frips)

~ Extreme sports
(BMX, skateboarding, wall climbing)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Benefits of Participation

Residents were given a list of potential benefits that
can be received from participating in recreation
programs. They were then asked to check all the
benefits they hope to get from participating. Knowing
what benefits a person seeks when participating in a
program or activity is important so that the City can
target programs that meet those benefits.

The two highest rated benefits were having fun and
improving health/fitness, both with a 15% response
rate. Next was enjoying the outdoors (14%). The
results are listed below.

Have fun 15%
Improve health/fitness 15%
Enjoy the outdoors 14%
Interact with friends 1%
Develop new skills 9%
Make new friends 8%
Help others 6%
Participate in competitions 5%
Improve specific skills 5%
Participate in organized sports 5%
Be part of a team activity 4%
Find activity in which to excel 3%

Cultural Activities

Cultural activities in Norman include arts, theater, concerts, or festivals. Residents were asked how satisfied
or dissaftisfied they are with the cultural activities that are provided by the City of Norman. 86% indicated
that they were satisfied or very satisfied. Many of these types of activities are provided at City owned
facilities such as the Sooner Theatre, the Firehouse Art Center, and the Performing Arts Studio. The results
are shown in the chart below.

For those residents who indicated they were dissafisfied with the cultural activities provided by the City,
they were further asked the open-ended question of why they are dissatisfied. The most common
response was that too few activities are provided with 42% of the residents who are dissatisfied listing this
as the reason. Other reasons for dissatisfaction include being unaware of the cultural activities (22%).
not enough diversity or variety (13%), music or concerts are lacking (10%), and there needs to be better
quality activities (8%).

Satisfaction with Cultural Activities

Reasons for Dissatisfaction

Very Dissatisfied
2%

Too few activities provided 42%

Unaware of Cultural activities 22%

Dissatisfied Not 'enough diversi’ry/vorie’ry 13%

12% Music/concerts are lacking 10%
Need better quality activities 8%

Satisfied
66%

-.-_I—H'!

#
b
’
%
3
!

Rlier.!
¥

=~




A LEGACY FOR THE NEXT GENERATION - The Norman Parks and Recreation Master Plan

N

ki

Citizen Comments on Future

Programming in Norman
__________________________________________________|]

The residents who participated in  the
online survey were given a list of potential
strategies the City could follow in regards to
programming. The residents were then asked
how strongly they agree or disagree with each
strategy.

94% of residents either agree or strongly agree
that is it important for parkland, facilities,
programs, and services of the Parks and
Recreation Department to expand as the
City grows so that it meets the needs of new
residents.

82% of residents either agree or strongly agree
that the Department needs to expand its
programs and services to meet the needs
of existing residents. This demonstrates that
a large majority of residents feel they are
underserved by the current state of programs
and services offered by the Parks and
Recreation Department.

Similarly, only 39% of residents agree or
strongly agree that the Parks and Recreation
Department has an adequate number of
recreation facilities to support their programs.

[ g™
Paggﬁ?'— 124

As Norman grows it is important for
Parks and Recreation lands, facilities,
programs and services to expand to

meet the needs of new residents.

The Parks and Recreation Department
needs to expand its programs and
services to meet the existing needs of
residents.

The department provides an
adequate amount and diversity of
programs for the existing population.

The Parks and Recreation Department
has an adequate number of facilities
to support their programs.

Future Strategies for Programming
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Agree Disagree
49% 45% 5%
34% 48% 16%
7% 47% 40%
6% 33% 53%
20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
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Potential Operation Costs of an Indoor

Recreation Center

Typical operating costs for an indoor recreation facility in the 60,000
square foot range are shown below. These costs are presented at
a very early stage in evaluating the need for a recreation center in
Norman, and will vary and be subject to change as the purpose, size
and target market of the proposed recreation centers are evaluated
and adjusted. There are many variables that will impact each of the
cost categories shown below; therefore, these costs are shown to simply
establish an order of magnitude cost range and set the stage for much
more detailed consideration of indoor facility needs in the future.
Recreation center operational projections are typically divided into
four general categories, which are described as follows:

» Personnel — Includes the cost to staff, program and maintain a
center. Full-time staff may include a center supervisor, arecreation
coordinator, one to two recreation leaders, and custodial staff
to maintain the facility. Part-fime staff would include front desk
attendants, fithess attendants, daycare staff, building attendants,
and program instructors. Full time equivalent staff can range from
7 to 11 positions. Part-time staff can range from 500 to 1,000 hours
of time per typical week. Staffing costs, including typical benefits,
might range from $500,000 to $800,000 per year.

» Contractual Items — Includes utilities, professional services, printing,
postage and advertizing, bank charges (i.e. for credit card
purchase facilities), rental equipment such as vending machines,
and staff fraining costs. Contractual costs may range from $250,000
to $350,000 per year.

» Commodities — Includes the cost of office, janitorial and recreation
program supplies, maintenance and repair materials, staff dues,
food and medical equipment that may be needed. These costs
may range from $50,000 to $125,000 per year.

» Capital Costs — Annual reserve (sinking fund) set aside for the
eventual replacement of equipment, furnishings and other

components of the recreation building. While low in the first year,
this fund should be allowed to grow to create a reserve that can
be drawn upon as needed. The amount set aside on an annual
basis may range from $20,000 to $30,000, and should ultimately
total 2% to 4% of the overall construction cost.

Potential Revenue Generation

Revenue will depend on the hours of operation, types of programs and
facilities offered, and the membership cost decided upon by the City.
Typical hours of operation canrange from an average of approximately
96 to 120 hours per week (6 to 7 days per week). The facility would also
typically be made available to non-residents, albeit at a somewhat
higher cost. In Norman, smaller communities could benefit from access
to modern indoor recreation and fitness programs and facilities. Poten-
tial components of a typical indoor center’s revenue picture include:
» Daily admissions — Walk-in attendees. With an average of 5

fees that are charged for each program. A typical
pro-forma might project fee estimates ranging from
$250,000 to over $400,000 per year.

» Other Revenue Sources — Other potential revenue r
sources caninclude a pro-shop, coffee orjuice shop,
vending, lock-in programs (with area scouts, schools,
camps, etc.), child-care for parents while using the center, parties
and special events and special or summer camps. Revenue from
these sources can typically range from $25,000 per year to around
$75,000 annually.

to 15 daily passes, daily
admissions may generate an
anticipated annual revenue
range from $2500 to $7500
at a rate of $5 to $6 (more
typical) to $10 per day.

» Annual passes (individual
and family passes) - The

number of passes sold might

range from a very low 1,500

to over 4,000 individual
and family passes (as a

reference point, the Norman

YMCA has well over 10,000
members). Passes could

be anticipated to generate

$150,000 to $350,000 per

year, depending on the
actual cost level established

by the City.
» Rental of facilities — The rental

of rooms or facilities within

the building could generate

approximately $10,000 to

$30,000 per year.

» Program fees — A significant
part of the revenue picture of

Table 7 - 1
Potential Annual Operations Summary

Low High Low High
Expenditures
Personnel $500,000 $800,000 50% +/- 70% +/-
Contractual Items $250,000 $350,000 25% +/- 40% +/-
Commodities $50,000 $120,000 5% +/- 8% +/-
Capital Reserve $25,000 $30,000 2% +/- 4% +/-
Potential Annual Total $825,000 $1,300,000
Revenue Low High Low High
Daily Admissions $10,000 $20,000 2% +/- 3% +/-
Annual Passes $150,000 $350,000 30% +/- 50% +/-
Facility Rentals $15,000 $30,000 3% +/- 5% +/-
Program Fees $250,000 $400,000 40% +/- 60% +/-
Other Revenues $25,000 $75,000 5% +/- 10% +/-
Potential Annual Total $450,000 $875,000
Potential Cost Recovery Low High
At Low Expenditure Range 55% 0%
At High Expenditure Range 35% 70%

the centeris derived from the

@ Represent typical ranges, but occur in different combinations - therefore these ranges do not sum to 100%
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L] Subsidies

Y

The vast majority of municipally operated recreation
centers do not actually generate sufficient income to
cover all of their hard costs. The range of subsidies varies significantly,
and is established based on the affordability philosophy of each
municipality. Cost recovery rates typically range from 50% to close to
90% of the annual operating cost. However, the higher the recovery
rate, the higher the fees and membership rates have to be. As an
example, family membership rates of around $200 to $250 per year may
yield a recovery rate of 50 to 60%, while membership rates around $400
per year may yield a recovery rate that is closer to 80 or 85%.

il

Indoor Recreation Facility Options

Regarding indoor recreation facilities and programs, Norman is at a key
juncture. Existing City owned recreation facilities at the 12th Avenue
Center and supplemented by gyms at Whittier Middle School, Irving
Middle School and Norman High School, are dated and provide nothing
comparable to what current indoor facilities can have. Because of their
age, all of the city facilities will need significant ongoing maintenance,
including extensive renovations and equipment replacement in the next
few years. Attendance numbers in all facilities are relatively stagnant
over the past three years, indicating that programming has probably
attracted as much as the dated facilities are going to be able to.

Both the modern state-of-the-art YMCA Center and Huston Huffman
Recreation Center at OU serve a significant segment of the 100,000+
residents and students in Norman. Each of those facilities target a more
specific market, and are not open to the general public. The public
input portion of this planning effort indicates that there still is very likely
a major portion of the permanent population of Norman who do not
frequently use indoor recreation facilities and who have indicated that
they might be interested in using a City run facility.

Three different scenarios were considered as part of the overall master
planning process. While other options certainly exist, these have been

deemed to be the most logical alternatives. They are:

1. Maintain the Status Quo — Continue to provide supplemental indoor
recreation programs at the 12th Avenue, Irving and Whittier Recreation
Centers, and the Norman High School gym. Over time and as possible,
upgrade and modernize those centers. Explore ways to expand the
12th Avenue Center by approximately 30 to 50%.

2. Develop a new State-of-the-Art City owned and operated Indoor
Recreation Center.

3. Assist the YMCA/other non-profit entities in developing additional
Indoor Recreation facilities.

The positives and negatives of each of these alternatives are discussed
on the following pages.

Alternative 1 - Maintain the Status Quo - In this scenario, the City would
continue to offer most of its limited indoor recreation programs from the
12th Avenue Recreation Center. That facility would require a significant
upgrade, and it would sfill be limited by its site and the aging condition
of the existing building. The Irving and Whittier Centers, as well as the
gym at Norman High School would be transferred back to the adjacent
school in an agreed upon manner.

Potential Cost — Limited renovation of the 12th Avenue Center -
$1,500,000 to $3,000,000.

Pros of this Option
» Cost would be lower than building a new larger, more comprehen-
sive facility (but would result in fewer, lower quality facilities)
» YMCA could build facilities at no cost or a reduced cost to the
City, and operate those facilities independently of the City.
» Anficipated annual operations costs are low.

Negatives of this Option
» Membership cost has limited ability o influence types and cost of
programs that are offered.
» Space in 12th Avenue Center is limited, limiting the capacity of
recreation programs.
» The existing Center is old and requires a significant renovation.

» YMCA may be out of reach for some residents of Norman.

Alternative 2. Develop a new State-of-the-Art City owned and operated
Indoor Recreation Center — In this option, Norman would develop one
to two new indoor recreation centers. The new center could include a
pair of gyms, cardio fitness fraining room, weight training room, an indoor
running frack, classrooms and meeting rooms, an arts and crafts room,
a computer lab, teen room/game room, and large meeting facilities
with a kifchen. Such a facility would become the hub for recreation,
both indoor and outdoor, in Norman. The new center could also house
Parks and Recreation Department staff. Ultimately, the center could
also include an indoor pool as a future phase.

A follow-up phase could include the renovation/expansion of the
12th Avenue Center to supplement the programs offered by the new
center.

Potential Cost—Construction of a new 60,000+/-square foot center - $225
to $275 per square foot, or $13,500,000 to $16,500,000. This costincludes
both construction and soft costs, but does not include land acquisition.
A future competitive quality indoor pool would add approximately
$8,000,000 to $12,000,000 to the cost of the indoor facility.

Pros of this Option

» A new center would provide a true center or focal point for
recreation activities in Norman.

» Because more facilities are provided, such a center can allow
for significant growth in activities and programs offered, and
can provide more opportunities for a larger cross section of the
population.

» New centers typically become a significant part of the quality of
life and livability picture of their cities, and can help promote the
City.

» The larger size consolidated info one building allows for much
greater staff efficiency, rather than spreading staff across multiple
centers.

» This option allows the 12th Avenue Center to be closed or
renovated. If renovated, the 12th Avenue Center can potentially
attract a larger segment of the population.

» Locations could be targeted to better serve all of the City, including
fast growing areas.
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» A new building will have a 30 to 40+ year lifespan and will incorpor-
ate current equipment, newest tfrends and the latest thinking on
how to address recreation needs. It will also be significantly more
energy efficient, and can incorporate many sustainability ideas
and strategies that bolster Norman's image as an environmental
leader.

Negatives of this Option

» Operatfional costs are typically not completely covered by fees
and memberships, requiring an annual subsidy. In most cities
across the United States, this is generally accepted as a way to
increase recreational opportunities for that entity’s population.

» Construction costs are typically not able to be paid back from the
revenue that the facility generates.

» The Center may be a somewhat longer drive from some parts of
the City.

Alternative 3 - Assist the YMCA / other non-profit entities in developing
additional Indoor Recreation facilities — In this option, Norman's indoor
recreation needs would be provided by entities other than the City
of Norman. The City could enter into a partnership with the YMCA to
construct a new Y satellite facility in the southeastern sector of the City,
with the City's contribution determined as planning moves forward.
The new facility would be operated as a YMCA, with typical Y fees and
membership requirements. The City could look to other entities to also
provide programming and facilities in other parts of the City.

Potential Cost — Costs for this alfernative could range from $0 (if existing
City owned lands are provided as the City’s contribution) to a suggested
upper range of $5,000,000 for the City’s share of the cost. Under this
scenario, the remainder of the cost of construction and operational
costs would be funded by the operator of the facility.

Pros of this Option
» Potentially lower cost for the City.
» Lower or no operational cost for the City.
» Depending on fund-raising capabilities, such a facility might be
built sooner than if built by the City of Norman.

Negatives of this Option
» City has limited or no control over types of programming that are

offered.

» Cost to citizens of Norman would likely be higher than if the facility
was operated and subsidized by the City.

» Membership would be required, resulting in some potential
economic sectors of Norman not being able to afford to use the
facility.

» Any surplus funds generated by programs would not be available
to the City, and might not necessarily be re-injected into the same
facility.

Recommendations for Indoor Recreation

Facilities in Norman

A combination of all three general approaches discussed above
is recommended for Norman. Citizens of Norman gain nothing by
maintaining the exact status quo for existing City operated facilities
that currently exists. Indeed, as noted previously, attendance and
participation levels have flattened out and have reached the limits
of what is possible with those existing facilities. The Cleveland County
YMCA has outstanding facilities and membership levels, but has fee
requirements that make it unaffordable for many residents of Norman.

As noted previously, this planning process is a comprehensive look af the
Parks and Recreation system. As the recommendations of this plan are
accepted and implemented, the City should engage in more detailed
Indoor Recreation Feasibility studies to determine the precise program
of facilities, size, location and construction cost for a new facility. At that
time, the City should also confirm the revenue sources to be targeted
for construction capital and determine more precise operational and
cost recovery budgets.

It is recommended that the City of Norman construct a new state-
of-the-art indoor recreation center. This proposed recreation center
will be 60,000 to 80,000 square feet in size. It will include at least two
basketball court gyms, fitness and cardio room and equipment, indoor

walking track, meeting rooms, arts and crafts rooms,
dance studio, and locker rooms. Future phases of the
recreation center could include a senior center and an
indoor agquatic component.

This facility will serve the entire City of Norman. It willrequire

20 to 30 acres of land for the building, parking and additional phases.
The proposed timeframe for the indoor recreation center is 2012-2016.
The estimated cost range is $12 million to $16 million. Potential funding
sources for the design and construction of the recreation center could
include a combination of sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation,
revenue bonds, general obligation bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
partnerships with other area entities, school district participation, or
grant opportunities.

Similar to the previous chapter regarding aquatics, there are several
scenarios the City should consider when constructing an indoor
recreation center. These are discussed on the following pages.
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Scenario A - Develop at Griffin Park

In this scenario, the new center will be built on a site at Griffin Park.

Benefits of this scenario:

» Griffin Park is a well known and central location. It is easily
accessible from all parts of Norman.

» This site can incorporate both active and passive activities
because of Griffin Park and Sutton Wilderness. This could
provide a unique opportunity to incorporate a nature center as
a component of the recreation center.

Disadvantages of this scenario:

» This may require displacement of existing facilities in the park.
Existing facilities may have to be reconfigured to allow adequate
space for the new recreation center.

» Space will be limited so future expansions and components may
not be feasible.

» This scenario requires that the existing 12th Ave. Center not
compete with the new facility so it will be closed or converted
into another compatible use.

» Land is not owned by the City of Norman. It is leased from the
State of Oklahoma for 50 years.




Scenario B - Develop at Saxon Park

In this scenario, the new center will be built on a site at Saxon Park.

Benefits of this scenario:
» This site has adequate space for the facility and future
exXpansions.
» There is good visibility and access of Highway 9.
» Significant growth is occurring in the south and eastern parts of
Norman around Saxon Park.

Disadvantages of this scenario:
» Saxon Park is distant from residents in the north and west sectors
of the City.
» Currently the park is not master planned, so it is unknown what
features will surround the recreation center.

CHAPTER 7 - Indoor Recreation Recommendations

Scenario C - Develop at Ruby Grant Park

In this scenario, the new center will be built on a site at Ruby Grant
Park.

Benefits of this scenario:

» This site offers adequate space for the facility and future
expansions.

» This site could be combined with an indoor pool and aquatic
facility.

» This site has good visibility and freeway access which could allow
for aregional draw.

Disadvantages of this scenario:
» Ruby Grant Park is distant from the east and south sectors of the
City, forcing those residents to travel farther.
» The current master plan for Ruby Grant Park provides for an
aquatic facility; however an adjustment would be required to
incorporate a recreation and aquatic facility of this size.

Scenario D - Acquire 25+ Acres of Land
For the Facility

In this scenario, it is recommended that land be bought for the
development of a recreation center. The site will need to be at a
central location within Norman and easily accessible off a major
road or highway.

Benefits of this scenario:

» This scenario allows the City to choose where the recreation
center can be built, ensuring that it is easily accessible to all
residents of Norman.

» A site can be purchased large enough to include all future
expansions and additional components.

Disadvantages of this scenario:
» The purchase cost of land can be high, especially in a central
location. This cost will need to be in addition to the construction
of the recreation center.

Pagerr® 17
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v, Recommendations for

\J 4 Middle School Centers/

Gyms and Norman High

School Gym

After the new indoor recreation center is built, it is
recommended that ownership of the Whittier and Irving
recreation facilities, as well as the Norman High School gym,
be fransferred to Norman Public Schools. This will allow the
City to consolidate programs and staffing into one facility.
It will also alleviate the confusion of who has control over
those facilities and at what time. This action recommended
during the 2012 to 2016 timeframe.

-

Recreation center at Irving Middle School

Little Axe Community Center

Recommendations for Little Axe

Community Center

The Little Axe Community Center is the only city-owned
indoor facility in the eastern portion of Norman. This center
serves a large number of residents that live in the rural part
of the City. The center needs to be expanded so that it can
continue to serve the growing area population. The center
should be expanded to accommodate multiple uses. An
additional 7,000 to 10,000 square feet should be planned
for expansion of the center. Consideration should be given
to offering recreation programs and fithess classes. The
Head Start program that is currently offered at the center is
popular and should continue. Planning for expansion should
begin within 12 to 24 months, and with implementation of
expansion within five years.
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Senior Center Recommendations

As mentioned previously, the existing building of the Senior
Citizens Center is not well configured for its current use. The
recommendation for the Senior Center is to ultimately move out
of the existing building. A new Senior Center could include:

» An area for dances and group fithess classes

» Fitness equipment

» A computer lab

» Arts and crafts room

» Gardens and plant culfivation areas

» A gift show

» Administration offices

» Kitchen for meal preparation

There are two options available to consider in creafing an
improved center for seniors.

Option A: There are potential bond funds available to convert the
existing library into a new senior center if the library is moved to a
different site. This will provide a site where all activities take place
on one level, and provide more space for activities than what the
current building offers.

Option B: This longer range step recommends building a senior
center component as part of the new state-of-the-art indoor
recreation center that is being proposed. This will provide an area
specifically for senior activities, but also offer convenient access
for the seniors to fithess equipment, meeting rooms, and dance
room arecs.

12th Avenue

Recreation Center o~

Recommendations

A long range recommendation is to renovate the 12th
Avenue Recreation Center. If the new state-of-the-art
indoor recreation center is not placed in Griffin Park, then
the 12th Avenue Center can be expanded to become
a small, central recreation facility. Another option would
be to transfer the facility to a non-profit organization in
Norman for use as a basketball field house. The potential
cost range of renovations is $2 million to $5 million. The
estimate timeframe is beyond 2020.
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Indoor Recreation Faci

ity Recommendations

Priority Action Action

A Legacy for the Next Generation

The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman

City

Need for this Action / Considerations

Draft Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Land in Acres Estimated Cost Range

Type of

Potential Funding Mechanisms Potential
and Sources Time Frame

Estimated Expenditure Beyond 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown)

1. Note: Costs shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs.

2. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allow ances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be betw een $50,000 and $75,000 per acre.
3. Costinclude an annual 3% escalation factor. All costs shown are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes av ailable.

120 $29,500,000 $41,000,000

Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.

ID Sector Low High Low Range High Range Action
Very High -1 Develop a new state-of-the-art indoor Develop 60,000 to 80,0000+/- sf facility. Include gym with Citywide - 20 30 $12,000,000 $16,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2012 - 2016
recreation center in aregional location. 2+ courts, fithess and cardio component, indoor walking Regional revenue bonds, general obligation bonds, naming
track, meeting rooms, arts and crafts, dance studio. Plan rights, sponsorships, partnership with other area
for Senior Center and indoor aquatic component as future entities, school district participation, grant
phase. opportunity
Known, central location; responds to growth and
combines well with other active and passive activities
at Griffin and Sutton Wilderness. Could be unique in
Scenariao A - Develop at Griffin Park  (or) having both active recreation and nature center Within range shown above
component. May require displacement of facilities in
the park. Requires that existing 12th Avenue Center
not compete with new facility.
. Adequate space for facility and expansion. Distant .
Scenario B - Develop at Saxon Park (or) from north and west sectors of the City. Within range shown above
Adequate space for facility and expansion. Could be
combined with indoor pool and family aquatic center.
. Master plan provides for aquatic facility, but would
(Sc.)(";?ELBLLD_C - Develop at Ruby Grant Park require adjustment to incorporate this size of a facility. Within range shown above
Freeway access and visibility could make facility a
regional draw. Distant from east and south sectors of
the City.
i . . May require purchase of land in area slated for
Scenaria D - Acquire 25+ acres facility and development. Location should be central with Within range shown above
develop facility excellent regional access.
High -2 After new facility is developed, transfer Allows City to consolidate programs and staffing. Citywide - (o] (o] $0 $0 Legal N/A 2012 - 2016
ownership of Whittier, Irving and Norman High Regional
School Facilities to Norman Public Schools
High 1-3 Renovate/Enhance Little Axe Community Renovate and expand this facility as an important East $2,000,000 $5,000,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2012 - 2020
Center component of indoor recreation programming in the far revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
eastern portion of the City. _grant opportunity
Estimated Expenditure by 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) $14,000,000 $21,000,000 _
Mid Term 1-4 Renovate/Enhance Senior Center facility Multiple floors make Senior Center unsuitable for older Citywide o] o $500,000 $2,000,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, general obligation bonds, 2014 - 2018
seniors. Currently in an older building that requires certificates of obligation, revenue bonds, naming
renovation i i ity
Long Range 1-5 Develop second indoor recreation facility Develop satellite recreation facility to serve opposite NE or SE 12 25 $12,000,000 $14,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
sector not addressed in high priority action. revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
grant opportunity, partnerships
Long Range 1-6 Renovation of 12th Avenue Center Renovate and expand as central recreation facility, or Central 5 10 $2,000,000 $5,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
transfer to other non-profit for use as basketball field revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
house. arant opportunity
Long Range 1-7 Develop third indoor recreation facility Develop satellite recreation facility to serve opposite NE or SE 12 25 $15,000,000 $20,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
sector not addressed in high priority action. revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
grant opportunity, partnerships
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Outdoor Recreation
Facilities
Recommendations
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Recommendations Introduction

The recommendations in this chapter address all the needs
for the entire park system such as frails, additional practice
fields, improved sports fields, more passive parks, indoor
recreation facilities, aquatic facilities, and greenbelt
preservation. These sectionsrecommend a series of actions
to improve and expand the Norman parks, recreation, trails
and open space system.

The recommended improvements fall info four general
categories:

» Land Acquisition - both short term and long term.
Acquire land for future parks, park expansion, new
recreation and aquatic facilities, and open space
including habitat protection where possible.

» High Profile Recreation Facilities - provide needed
recreational facilities including an indoor recreation
center and updated aquatic facilities.

» Development - develop parks according to the
specific need and in order of priority. Plan for the
development of Ruby Grant Park and John H. Saxon
Park.

» Existing Park Improvements - implement key
improvements to existing parks throughout the City.
Consider potential actions regarding renovation of
larger community parks, and adding art in the parks
as a way of improvement.

Philosophical Background for

Recommendations

Key design points that should guide the design of every
existing or new park in the City are as follows:

» Every park should be considered as a green oasis in
Norman. Parks should be carefully chosen sites so
that they are prominent features in their respective
neighborhoods, and should include extensive mature
trees and landscaping.

» Parks should follow a consistent citywide design
theme. Fundamental items such as park signs, high
quality pavilions with rock faced columns, and the
preservation of existing vegetation and trees should
be used in every new and existing park to create a
consistent and recognizable park nomenclature.
Norman has a good start to this with all the park signs
being consistent.

» Where possible, each park should truly celebrate the
history and culture of Norman. Parks can incorporate
historical plaques and features that allude to the area
orneighborhood around the park or the circumstances
that caused the park to be created.

» Every park should include features for a wide variety
of park users. Park facilities should be multi-faceted,
and should follow the guidelines for each park type
presented in Chapter 3.

» Parks should be designed so as to reduce
maintenance. Automatic irrigation systems should
be a key component of every park, as should simple
features that make every park easier to maintain.

» Shade should be incorporated info many features of
every park. Playgrounds and basketball courts should
be covered where feasible, and several covered
picnic fables should be included in every park, no
matter how small the park.

» Bodies of water should be highly valued. Existing areas
of water, whether in the form of ponds, small lakes or
creeks should be preserved and located in key parks
where feasible, assuming a ready source of re-supply
water is available.

» Community input should be welcomed. Input from
neighborhoods surrounding each new or renovated
park should be included in the design of every park
in the City. Norman does this with new neighborhood
park development.
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The following items comprise the majority priority
recommendations of the 2009 Norman Parks and
Recreation Master Plan. lllustrations included with
each of these items are intended to convey the
essence of each recommendation, but are not
specific concepts or actual plans. Costs that are
shown are at an order of magnitude level of detail,
and will vary as more detailed programming and
design occurs. Costs that are shown are also pre-
design, and are based on staff and consultant
experience with similar efforts. Allcostsinclude acost
escalation factor, assumed to be in the 3 to 4% per
yearrange. Detailed concepts and fully developed
cost projections should be developed as each
recommendation begins to be implemented.

Actions are divided into six categories:

» Development of aquatic facilities which was
discussed in Chapter 6

» Development of indoor recreation facilities
which was discussed in Chapter 7

» Parkland acquisition

» Existing park renovations

» Athletic facility improvements

» New park development

The timeframe of each recommendation priority
is based on High Priority (within the next five),
Medium Priority (within the next five to ten years)
or Long Term Priority (beyond ten years). Note that
the prioritization shown in this plan is intended to
guide staff and council actions, and any item may
be initiated sooner than recommended if unique
circumstances or opportunities arise.

The following pages illustrate a summary of the
major recommendation categories in the Master
Plan.

Parkland Acquisition

Acquisition of land in newly growing parts of the City should focus on the
provision of neighborhood parks, additional community parks, linear parks,
and the protection of habitat and open space. Land acquisition may include
direct purchasing, the establishment of recreation and/or parkland easements,
and donations or gifts. Norman is going to continue to grow over the next
several decades and its population is expected to exceed 130,000 by 2030.
The acquisition of land for parks will need to be continually considered well
beyond the fimeframe of this Master Plan. Fortunately, Norman has been
adding parkland through its ordinance since the 1970s.

Land for Neighborhood Parks - There currently is no deficit of neighborhood
parkland. However, to maintain the existing level of service of neighborhood
parkland, approximately 15 acres (or 3 to 5 neighborhood parks) will need to
be added by the year 2020.

» Consider donations by developers and continue enforcing the Parkland
Dedication Ordinance. Target sites that are easily accessible and have
sufficient land to be useful.

» Consider acquisition in conjunction with Norman Public Schools so that
neighborhood parks can be adjacent to future school sites.

» Park sites should be included within newly developing neighborhoods, as
required by ordinance.

Land for Community Parks - It isrecommended that community parks be at least
20 to 50 acres in size. More than 300 acres of community parkland needs to be
developed to meet the 2020 target level of service. Nearly half of this acreage
will be met with the development of Ruby Grant Park and Saxon Park.

City Linear Parks - Norman has several potential corridors for linear parks, the
most notable are the Little River Creek corridor and Canadian River corridor.
It is recommended that Norman proactively preserve linear park corridors for
the development of linear parks and potential trail spines which will enhance
what the City has already accomplished with the Legacy Trail. The Little River
and Canadian River corridors should be preserved primarily as passive native
preserves, with trails that allow some access but that maintain the natural
quality of the corridors.

Open Space - Natural habitat and nature areas are of high importance for the

residents of Norman. Areas that have habitat value and warrant
habitat protection typically include creeks, rivers, floodplains, and
wooded areas. Lands dedicated as open space willreceive only ""'-..,_
minimal development. General opportunities for open space

land dedication include: e

» Land and/or development rights of the entire 100 year
floodplain and/or lands that are regularly subjected to flooding.

» Secondary creeks that can create linkage to adjacent neighborhoods by
means of tfrail connections.

» Land along creeks that are not necessarily part of a specific park.

» Land idenfified to have natural or cultural importance include wetlands
and their buffers; moderate and steep slopes; groundwater resources and
their recharge areas; woodlands; farmland to ensure the rural character
of the city; significant wildlife habitat; historic and archaeological features;
and scenic views.

» Land associated with
the cultural landscape
of Norman such as
downtown open
spaces, buffer areas
around the University
of Oklahoma,
agricultural lands, and
river overlooks.

4

The preservation of key remaining natural
areas and wildlife corridors is deemed to be
a key action item as Norman continues to
grow. When so identified, these areas will be
preserved in an undeveloped state. Access
points and nature trails will be provided in a
sensitive manner so that wildlife and native
forests can continue to flourish, while allowing
carefully balanced access by the public.

Little River Creek corridor - potential open space and linear park
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A Legacy for the Next Generation
The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman
Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Park Land and Open Space Preservation Recommendations

Priority  Action Action Need for this Action / Considerations City Land in Acres Estimated Cost Range Potential Funding Mechanisms Potential
ID Sector Low High Low Range High Range and Sources Time Frame

Very High R-1 Acquire floodplain lands along the Little Acquire floodplain lands for linear park and open space Citywide - 300 500 $0 $5,000,000 Acquisition  Stormwater fee if enacted (potential stormwater 2010 - 2020
River corridor for Little River Nature preserve. Acquire through donation, purchase, or acquire  Regional acquisition for both greenspace and flood
Preserve access easement. management purposes). Other potential funding

mechanisms include donation of land, sales tax
revenue, certificates of obligation, revenue
bonds, naming rights, sponsorships, grant

High R-2 Acquire floodplain lands for Canadian River Acquire lands for river corridor access. Acquisition by Citywide - 50 200 $0 $2,000,000 Acquisition  Donation of land, sales tax revenue, certificates 2010 - 2020
Preserve Park donation is preferred. Long term city goal. Access and Regional of obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights,
security issues must be addressed as this action is sponsorships, grant opportunity
implemented.
High R-3 Acquire lands for neighborhood parks as Acquire new park land through parkland dedication By sector 25 50 $0 $0 Acquisition  Parkland Dedication Ordinance (no funding Ongoing as
development occurs ordinance as development occurs. necessary) development
occurs

Estimated Expenditure by 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) $7,000,000 _ _

1. Note: Costs shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs. Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.
2. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allowances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be between $25,000 and $75,000 per acre, based on acreage to be acquired.
3. Costinclude an annual 3% escalation factor. All costs shown are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes av ailable.
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CHAPTER 8 - Outdoor Recreation Facilities Recommendations

Renovations of Existing Parks

Norman is at a crucial point in its park system where renovations and
improvements are vital. Preventative maintenance of park structures
has fallen behind and as a result extensive renovation is needed.

The first phase renovations include items such as:
» Continue replacing older playground equipment
» Adding more shade structures and trees
» Replacing park guard rails/edge fencing
» Upgrading park signage
» Ensuring drinking fountains work properly
» Replacing older picnic tables and benches
» Adding more pavilions
» Adding practice facilities to all possible parks
» Improving and expanding the walking/jogging trails in parks

The first phase of parks that are recommended for renovation
include:

» Eastwood Park

» Griffin Park

» Andrews Park

» Little Axe Park

» Tulls Park

» Reaves Park

» Northeast Lions Park

Replace Older Playground Equipment:

Examples of older style
playground equipment that is
found in some Norman parks
is shown by the pictures to the
left.

The new styles of playgrounds
incorporate exercise with play
as shown by the pictures to the
right and below.
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., ‘ Add More Shade Structures and Trees:

\_r
l Many parks in Norman lack adequate shade structures
and trees. All playgrounds and picnic facilities should
be protected with proper shade. The weather in Norman can be
overbearingly hot during the summer months; therefore shade needs to
be provided so that the parks are continually used. Below is a picture of
a typical park in Norman that does not offer adequate shade.

Eastridge’Parkdistaitypical parkiin. Normanfbut;it
hasllittle toineishade structuresianditrees.

el

Replace Park Guard Rails:

Existing guard rails and edge fences around most parks are typically
pipe fencing. These outline the boundary of most of the parks. This type
of railing takes away from the aesthetic appearance of the parks and
natural areas.

Below is a picture of the guard rail at McGeorge Park. These guard
rails require
significant
maintenance and
upkeep. As shown
in the picture, the
paint easily chips
and the rails easily
rust.

Examples of improved park fencing or bollards:
» Top Right: This city uses wrought iron fencing to guard around their
parks.
» Bottom Right: This city uses natural stone boulders as park bollards
to prevent vehicle traffic from entering the park.
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CHAPTER 8 - Outdoor Recreation Facilities Recommendations

Upgrade Park Signage:

The existing park signage is dated. Since it is made largely of wood, it can
easily crack and splinter thus needing replacement often. Upgrading
signage so that it is made entirely of stone will ensure a longer life of the
signs. The picture below is an example of the existing signage in Norman
parks. Otherimages on this page are examples of different stone signs.

WELCOME TO

NORMAN
LIRS IS
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7 ‘ Ensure All Drinking Fountains Work Properly:
/

N
t lu During the on-site assessment of existing parks it was noted
that many of the drinking fountains did not have flowing
water. Also, results from the student survey showed that drinking fountains
not working were the second highest response when asked what they do
not like about parks in Norman. Proper maintenance of all park amenities
is important, and it is crucial that drinking fountains provide water to park

users. Drinking fountains should be placed under trees or in shaded areas
so that the water remains cool during summer months.

Drinking‘fountainjatiMerganiParkithatiwasidamagediduringither2008\winterfreeze!

Replace Older Picnic Tables and Benches:

Many of the picnic tables, benches and gazebos in the parks in Norman
are made of wood and are severely aged. These older amenities need
to be replaced. There is an annual budget for parks infrastructure
replacement, and items are replaced in order of priority.
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Add More Pavilions:

One amenity that is consistently needed in the parks is more shade.
Providing additional pavilions in all parks will give the residents more
shade when using the parks. Larger community parks especially need
additional pavilions to allow for large group picnic reunions and parties.
This can be a source of rental revenue for the City.

Beyond just providing additional pavilions, all existing pavilions should be
renovated to incorporate a theme into the parks. Stone column pillars

: and similar roof structures
will offer  consistency
throughout the City of
Norman parks and add to
the aesthetic appearance.
The picture to the left is
an example of an existing
pavilion in a Norman park.
The pictures shown to
the right and below are
examples of higher quality
pavilions.

Existing pavilions in Reaves Park, Griffin
Park, and Northeast Lions Park.

Other pictures are examples of signature
pavilion styles.

Add Practice Facilities Where Possible: -

.\‘rl’

Practice fields are important to ensure that game
fields remain in good quality. Norman currently has a
good supply of backstops and soccer practice goals added to many
neighborhood parks. Itisimportant to continue to place these practice
facilities in all new parks where possible.

Soccer/football; practlg‘s‘_fleld [goalslaVoodcreekRarke®

4
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W ‘ Renovate and Expand Trails: Trail ati€oloniallEstates Park'_n_ee-ds‘?o_be renoyated: Trail at Eagije Cliff, Park__-_nj'e%'%

) e ——
A

Trails were rated as the highest amenity that residents of
Norman wanted more of. There are some parks in which
the existing trail needs to be renovated while in other parks the trail needs
to be expanded. All larger community parks should offer a looped trail
throughout the entire park site.

The recently completed Greenways Master Plan proposes trail corridors
throughout Norman. This Parks Master Plan reinforces the findings of that
plan, and strongly recommends that frail development contfinue to be
one of the highest priorities in the City.

iaillatGriffin]parkameedsitolbelrenevatedland|loeplthroligheutparks Trails throughout HallPark Gleenbelt need to belexpanded"
L]
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A Legacy for the Next Generation
The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman
Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Park Renovation Recommendations

Priority Action Need for this Action / Considerations* City Land in Acres Estimated Cost Range Type of Potential Funding Mechanisms Potential
1D Sector Low High Low Range High Range Action and Sources Time Frame

Very High R-1 Renovate Eastwood Park Replace park sign. Add new play equipment. Add walking Central (o] (o] $250,000 $500,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
trail. Provide accessible entry to park. Install new revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
signature shade pavilion grant opportunity

Very High R-2 Renovate Griffin Park Create new park entrance sign. Install new fencing edge Citywide - (o] (o] $350,000 $750,000 Renovation/ Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
around park. Renovate and expand walking trail around Regional Enhancement revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
the park. grant opportunity

Very High R-3 Renovation/Enhance Andrews Park Remove existing road on west side to consolidate park Citywide - (o] (o] $750,000 $1,500,000 Renovation/ Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
land. Add two major new park signs. Add landscaping Regional Enhancement revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
and new trees. Add new signature pavilion. Add urban grant opportunity
plaza near proposed library site. Add sculptural
feature(s).

Very High R -4 Renovate Little Axe Park Address accessibility walkways. Renovate concession / Far East o o $150,000 $400,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
restroom buildings. Add new park sign. revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,

grant opportunity

Very High R-5 Renovate Tulls Park Add new park sign. Replace playground equipment. Add Central (o] (o] $250,000 $500,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
walking trail around the park. Add trees. Replace irrigation revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
system if necessary. grant opportunity

Very High R -6 Renovate Reaves Park Replace three pavilions in the park. Add walking trail Central o [¢] $750,000 $1,500,000 Renovation/ Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
segments. Replace older picnic tables. Renovate or Enhancement revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
replace restroom building. grant opportunity

Very High R-7 Renovate NE Lions Park Replace restroom building. Replace park signs. NE o (o] $250,000 $500,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
Renovate pier as necessary. Add new shade pavilion. revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,

grant opportunity

Very High R -8 Enhance Monroe Elementary School site to Enter an agreement with Norman Public Schools so that SwW [¢] o $150,000 $400,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
become atrue neighborhood park school property surrounding Monroe Elementary will truly revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
become a neighborhood park. There is no other park in grant opportunity

this area of the City. Enhancements should include
improved playscape structure, picnicking facilities and
practice facilities. School Park should remain completely
accessible to the neighborhoods that surround it.

High R -9 Renovate/Enhance Colonial Estates Park Replace park sign. Add new play equipment. Enhance Central [e] [¢] $250,000 $500,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
walking trail. Provide accessible entry to park. Splash revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
pad added in 2009. grant opportunity
High R - 10 Renovate Morgan Park Replace park sign. Add new play equipment. Provide Central (o] (o] $100,000 $250,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
accessible entry to park. Install new signature shade revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
pavilion grant opportunity
Estimated Expenditure by 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) $3,750,000 $7,650,000 _
Long Range R-11 Renovate additional 5 parks in Norman Renovate / enhance existing parks in Norman (Group of 5 Citywide (¢] [¢] $1,500,000 $2,500,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
parks) revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,

arant opportunity

Long Range R-12 Renovate additional 5 parks in Norman Renovate / enhance existing parks in Norman (Group of 5 Citywide o (o] $1,500,000 $2,500,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
parks) revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
—arant opportunity

Estimated Expenditure Beyond 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) $3,000,000 $5,000,000

1. Note: Costs shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs. Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.
2. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allowances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be betw een $50,000 and $75,000 per acre.
3. _Costinclude an annual 3% escalation factor. All costs shown are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes av ailable.

* Preliminary recommendations for each park - detailed staff analysis will be conducted to refine and update individual parks needs as funding is allocated.
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- Renovation to Athletic Facilities
t 1 In addition to renovations needed to enhance all parks

in Norman, significant renovations are also needed to
the athletic facilities provided by the City. Athletic facilities that need

renovations are included in Griffin Park, Reaves Park and Westwood
Park.

il

Griffin Park Athletic Field Renovations

Renovations to the athletic fields in Griffin Park include:
» Improving the soccer facilities
» Improving the baseball facilities
» Providing additional lighting
» Providing supplemental athletic fields
» Providing additional football facilities
» Providing covered spectator seating
» Improving the trail and loop it throughout the park
» Expanding to the south of Robinson, if necessary
» Offering additional playgrounds throughout the park

If Andrews Park is the best known park in Norman, due to the many
events held there, Griffin Park is not far behind. Itis the heart of Norman’s
youth and adult athletics programs, encompassing facilities for soccer,
football, baseball and softball for both boys and girls. At almost 160
acres, it is the largest developed park in the Norman system. The great
variety of things to do in the park, as well as its proximity to the Sutton
Wilderness, and finally its easily accessible location make it a key part
of Norman's parks system. The park has more than a mile of frontage
along Robinson and 12th Avenue, but has a dated look with pipe rail
and chain link fencing. It has two spectacular pavilions, one at the
Soccer Complex and the second (the Stone Pavilion) at the northern
end of the park. The use of stone in these pavilions should become
a common characteristic for any new pavilion or park architecture
feature built in the future in the City.

The asphalt trail in the park is deteriorating and needs to be replaced.
There are opportunities for long straight promenades between

Pages!- 128

athletic fields that can replace sections of the current asphalt frail.
The bleachers at the athleftic fields in the park need to be covered
to provide shade relief. Landscaping, berms and replacement
fencing should be added along the park perimeter at 12th Avenue
and Robinson Street. Consider upgrading existing soccer practice
fields at Frances Cate Park on the south side of Robinson Street to
add additional
tfournament

Resurface the
asphalt trail in
the park. Install
additional
SECCUlICRClsel £y ample of improved saccer

landscaping in - ERTHITHS:
front of the silos
in the middle
of the park.
Install additional
directional
signage
throughout 1§
Griffin Park to |
guide visitors to
the park.

h i Erisiing soccer fiefds Griffin. F‘arlu.
quality soccer @
facilities. g e .nsi
', v I f " i : T
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Reaves Park Athletic Field Renovations
|

Renovations to the athletic fields in Reaves Park include:
» Renovating the baseball/softball fields with minor field regrading and
reseeding as necessary
» Improving the lighting
» Improving the trail
» Improving the restrooms and concessions, which has already begun
with the new restroom in the southwest portion of the park.

Consider creating a new master plan for this park. Rebuild the picnic complex
in the park with new tables, pavilions and restroom building. Use the pavilion
vernacular found in Griffin Park and Andrews Park to create a character
that links Reaves back to those other parks. Add multiple new park signs
to identify the park as a City of Norman facility. Install cultural components
such as additional outdoor art, commemoration markers or statues, and a
place for large gatherings. Create new park entrances that celebrate the
park. Upgrade athletic field lighting in the park, and ensure that concession/
restroom facilities at the softball and baseball fields are tournament quality.

Ty ||i.l| Il,JI |I.'| .'||.'-
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Westwood Park Renovations

Renovations to Westwood Park include:

» Developing a four court covered complex adjacent to the existing tennis
center

» Replacing fence around pool area

» Additional shade areas are need

» Adding way-finding and direction signage throughout the City, leading
people to the park

» Renovating restrooms and golf pro shop

» Increasing access to park from Robinson Street

Replace or renovate the Westwood Pool. As part of that effort, develop a
master plan for the remaining facilities in the park, including the Tennis Center
and the Golf Course Clubhouse. Consider consolidating tennis center and golf
course building in one building to create space for a two to four covered tennis
court building. Consider also reconfiguring parking for greater efficiency and to
create usable space.

Create a new entrance to the park from Robinson Street. Add featfures such as
pavilions and a connection to the existing Robinson Street trail that also allows
this park to serve as a neighborhood park for nearby residents. Add prominent
public art pieces in this highly used park.

Add shade and picnicking facilifies
around playground area.

llow access from Robinson st

e

r ot il




CHAPTER 8 - Outdoor Recreation Facilities Recommendations

A Legacy for the Next Generation

The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman
Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Athletic Facility Recommendations

Priority  Action Action Need for this Action / Considerations City Land in Acres  Estimated Cost Range Type of Potential Funding Mechanisms Potential
Sector Low High Low Range High Range  Action and Sources Time Frame

High ATH-1 Griffin Park - Soccer and Football Additional field lighting, add supplemental fields, additional Citywide - 0 0 $1,500,000 $3,000,000 New By association, sales tax revenue, certificates of 2012 - 2016
Improvements shade structures, update bleachers. Expand south of Regional Development/  obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights,
Robinson Street if possible. Renovation  sponsorships, grant opportunity
High ATH-2 Reaves Park - Baseball and Softball Facility Field signage, replace/upgrade fencing, minor field Citywide - 0 0 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2012 - 2016
Improvements regrading and reseeding as necessary, concession and Regional Development/ revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
restroom improvements, lighting improvements Renovation  grant opportunity
High ATH- 3 Westwood Park Tennis Center Improvements Develop 4 covered court complex adjacent to existing SE 0 0 $2,000,000 $2,500,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2014 - 2018
tennis center. Replace fencing, add additional shade Development/ revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
areas Renovation  grant opportunity

Estimated Expenditure by 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) $5,000,000 $7,500,000

Estimated Expenditure Beyond 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown)

1. Note: Costs shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs. Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.
2. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allowances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be between $50,000 and $75,000 per acre.
3. Costinclude an annual 3% escalation factor. All costs shown are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes available.
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Park Lighting

Development of New Parks Develop Initial Phase of Ruby Grant Park

A master plan was done for this park in 2008, and awaits funding. Development
of this park will include park signage, parking, frails, practice fields for soccer and |
baseball, signature pavilions, shade structures, regional cross-country competitive [+
facility, lighting and park infrastructure. Consider incorporating future indoor |
recreation and indoor and/or outdoor aquatic facilities at this park. The estimated | =
cost for construction of the initial phase is $4 million to $5.5 million. The proposed
timeframe for construction is 2012 to 2014.

Norman currently has two large community
parks that are undeveloped, Ruby Grant Park
and Saxon Park. By developing these two parks, the City will
be closer to reaching its target level of service for developed
community parkland. Other new park development includes
continuing to enforce the Parkland Dedication Ordinance so

that neighborhood parks are required as new development o Ruby Grart Mermdrial
f . . Mortheait Packing Ares — e R Cormrt: B rlal
OCCuUrs. FIHCﬂ new porkdevelqpmen’rrecommendohonsmclyde el - s 5::“ Al Misrmo o g p— ——-‘
developing the future potential parkland sites that are acquired morwest Parking fed. o : STty = iciats
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Signatirelavilions _.."]novéti\;e.'P.|(;}ié%bria's:_\'z\zifﬁ:sﬁg'r g o LS Develop Initial Phase of Saxon Park

bl I

Saxon Park is a large community park in the southeast sector of t
the City. Heavy growth is expected to occur in this portion of
Norman. This community park will be significant in serving those residents.

|

Initial phase of development could include park signage, parking, trails, play
areas, signature pavilions, picnicking areas, open play fields, a cross country
course, and park infrastructure. The estimated cost of construction is $2.5
million to $4 million. The proposed timeframe is 2014 to 2018.

Sand \Velleyball

-

RlaygreundsiwithiShadel

Coyvered Basketball Courts

Images are for representation purposes only and are pre-design. Actual amenities
placed in Saxon Park may vary considerably.
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- Provide Minimal Improvements to the George M.

|/
——
C XA

The Sutton Wilderness is a unique nature preserve in the center of Norman.
Minimal development is needed to this wilderness area which will allow access
to all residents of Norman. Proposed development includes adding a park
access area with expanded parking, additional park interpretative signs, trail
connections and accessibility ramps to the existing trail system, and a nature
center for environmental education programs.

dl Sutton Urban Wilderness

The estimated cost of development is $500,000 to $750,000. This development
could be a potential candidate for sponsorships or grants to help fund a portion
of the costs. The potential timeframe for development is 2015 to 2020.

Construct Neighborhood Parks in Developing Areas

Norman has a Parkland Dedication Ordinance which requires new developments to give
land or a fee to be used for land purchase for the development of a park within that
neighborhood. This ordinance has played a vital role in establishing a good system of
smaller neighborhood parks throughout all of Norman.

New neighborhood parks should be at least three to five acres in size. Typical amenities
will include playground areas, shade pavilion, picnic tables, BBQ grills, walking/jogging
trails, drinking fountains, backstops, and open space for practice fields and unorganized
play.
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Develop Initial Phase of Little River Greenway Nature Area
_________________________________________________________________________________________|

Assuming the Little River corridor is acquired and preserved for a linear/nature
park, the initial phase of development is proposed for beyond the 2020
timeframe. The initial development will include park entry signs, parking, trail
development, trail signs, interpretive facilities, play areas, shade pavilions and s, TR T e e . 3 X
picnic tables, and overlook points or nodes along the creek. The estimated g _ i S A, : o, I o e - A
cost for development, not including the acquisition of the land, is $2 million to : ' et wh : ' T .
$4 million.

Creek ngrlooks

Trails Signs
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‘ Develop Initial Phase of Southwest Community Tennis Courts

Park

The southwest sector of Norman does not have a community park and also
has the least amount of parkland to serve those residents. After acquiring
land for a community park, either along the Canadian River or elsewhere,
the first phase of development will include park entry sign, parking, trails,
play areas, shade pavilions with picnicking facilities, restroom facilities, and
park infrastructure. The estimated cost of development is $2.5 to $4 million.
The proposed timeframe for development is beyond 2020.

Sand Volleyball

Images are forrepresentation purposes only and are pre-design. Actual
amenities placed in the community park may vary considerably.

L
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New Park Development Recommendations

A Legacy for the Next Generation
The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman
Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Priority  Action Need for this Action / Considerations City Land in Acres Estimated Cost Range Type of Potential Funding Mechanisms Potential
ID Sector Low High Low Range High Range Action and Sources Time Frame
High PD-1 Develop Initial Phase - Ruby Grant Park Develop initial phase - include park sign, off-street parking, NwW 0 $4,000,000 $5,500,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2012 - 2014
trails, practice fields for soccer and baseball, signature Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
pavilion, shade structures, regional cross-country grant opportunity
competitive facility, lighting and park infrastructure.
High PD -2 Develop Initial Phase - Saxon Park Develop park entry, signs, parking area, access walks, SE 0 $2,500,000 $4,000,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2014 - 2018
play area, signature pavilion, picnic area, cross country Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
course, open active play field, nature trails. grant opportunity
High PD -3 Develop Initial Phase - Sutton Wilderness Add park access area with parking, signage. Add trail Citywide - 0 $500,000 $750,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
Addition connections to existing trail system. Potentially add a Regional Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
nature center structure. grant opportunity
High PD -4 New Neighborhood parks in developing areas Develop initial basic facilities for neighborhood parks as Per sector as 15 $750,000 $1,500,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020

(Three)

area population grows. Funding for three new parks is
included in this action. Include play area, shade pavilion,
picnic tables, short walking trail segment.

growth
occurs

Development

revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
grant opportunity

Estimated Expenditure by 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown)

$7,750,000

$11,750,000

Medium Term PD -5 Develop Initial Phase - Little River Greenway Develop initial phase - park entry, sign, parking Citywide - 0 $2,000,000 $4,000,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
Nature Area infrastructure, trail development, trail signs, park Regional Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
interpretive facilities, play area, shade pavilions, overlooks grant opportunity
and nodes.
Medium Term PD -6 Develop Initial Phase - Southwest Community Develop initial phase - park entry, sign, parking SW 0 $2,500,000 $4,000,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Beyond 2020
Park infrastructure, trail development, trail signs, park Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,

interpretive facilities, play area, shade pavilions, restroom
facilities.

grant opportunity

Estimated Expenditure Beyond 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown)

$4,500,000

$8,000,000

1. Note: Costs shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs. Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.
2. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allowances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be between $50,000 and $75,000 per acre.
3. Costinclude an annual 3% escalation factor. All costs shown are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes av ailable.
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-.-“ Alternative Funding Projects - Development
\J a

C XA

Legacy Park is a master planned park in the northern part of the City. It will be funded
and constructed as part of the University North Park TIF District. The City of Norman will
not pay for the development of this park; however its construction is a high priority. It will
provide significant parkland to the northern portion of Norman and have unique features
that will attract all residents such as an amphitheater and large fountain.

of Legacy Park ey v —
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CHAPTER 8 - Outdoor Recreation Facilities Recommendations

A Legacy for the Next Generation

The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman
Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Alternative Funded Project Recommendations

Priority  Action Action Need for this Action / Considerations City Land in Acres Estimated Cost Range Type of Potential Funding Mechanisms Potential
Sector Low High Low Range High Range  Action and Sources Time Frame

High AF -1 Develop Legacy Park Development of Legacy Park will be funded by the TIF Citywide, NE 0 0 $0 $0 Development TIF District. This park will not be funded by the 2010-2016
district. Development is a high priority. The park is City of Norman, however development is a high
designed and awaiting funding from the TIF to begin priority.

construction. This will be a significant park in this area
and will offer amenities such as an amphitheater and
fountain.

Estimated Expenditure by 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) _ _

1. Note: Costs shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs. Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.
2. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allowances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be between $25,000 and $75,000 per acre, based on acreage to be acquired.
3. Costinclude an annual 3% escalation factor. All costs shown are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes av ailable.
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Chapter 9

Implementation Plan
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Introduction

The parks and recreation needs of Norman are described in the
previous chapters of this report. This chapter recommends a
series of actions to begin addressing those needs. These actions
are recommendations to guide Norman Parks and Recreation
Department staff and the City Council over the next five to ten
years, and should be revisited and updated on a regular basis.

Prioritization Criteria - The recommended prioritization is based
on information received from public input, as well as from the
needs assessment formed from facility and acreage standards
shown in Chapter 5. The criteria used to prioritize the park facility

needs in Norman are as follows:

» Level of need based on citizen input from citywide
surveys;

» Level of need based on direct citizen input from public
comments;

» Level of need based on level of service based needs
assessment; and

» Conditional assessment of existing park facilities in the City.

A summary of key priorities are shown in Table 9-1.

Needs meeting all of the criteria were ranked as very high priority
elements and are to receive the highest level of attention over
the next five to ten years. The top twelve priorities that the City
of Norman should accomplish are (in order of highest priority):

Mail-out Survey

Table 9-1
Summary of Priority Needs in Norman (ranked in order of highest priority)
Additional Facilities Based on Survey Results

Online Survey

Additional Facilities Based on Public Meeting

Fthat!ﬁmns.chlldr_ '3
| fﬁ I 0-1

It i theoladic
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. Develop New Trails

. Renovate Existing Parks

. Preserve Additional Open Space

. Indoor Recreation Center

. Develop Ruby Grant Park

. Indoor Aquatic Center

. Outdoor Aguatic Center

. Additional Athletic Fields for Every Day Use
. Additional High Quality Tournament Fields

. Develop New Trails

NV OONOCNOTDA~NWN —

day use

. Renovate Existing Parks

. Preserve Additional Open Space

. Indoor Recreation Center

. Preserve Drainage Corridors

. Renovate Westwood Pool

. Develop Ruby Grant Park

. Indoor Aquatic Center

. Additional Athletic Fields for every

. Indoor Aquatic Center

. Outdoor Aquatic Center

. Trails

. Develop Ruby Grant Park

. Renovate Westwood Park

. Open Space Preservation

. Renovate Existing Parks

. Indoor Recreation Center

. Develop Sutton Wilderness Nature Center

NV OONONOTDANOWN —

NV OONONOTANWN —

Additional Facilities Based on Level of Service
. Indoor Recreation Center

. Additional Open Space

. Football Fields

. Outdoor Aguatic Center

. Practice Fields

. Trails

. Playgrounds

. Picnic Facilities

. Splash Pads

Additional Facilities Based on Existing Condition

. Outdoor Aguatic Center (Westwood Pool)
. Indoor Recreation Center

. Neighborhood Parks

. Trails

. Playgrounds

. Picnic Tables

. Outdoor Volleyball Courts

. Soccer Fields

. Football Fields

NV OONONOT AN WN —
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. Renovation of Existing Parks - It is necessary for any city to
maintain what already exists. Existing parks in Norman need subtle
improvements that will greatly improve the overall image of each
park and the system as a whole. The first phase of parks to be
renovated is Andrews, Griffin, Reaves, Tulls, Northeast Lions, Little
Axe, and Eastwood. The Monroe Elementary play area should be
enhanced so that it becomes a frue neighborhood/school park.

. Develop 3-4 Miles of Trails - Trails were consistently ranked as a top
priority by residents during the public input process. Trails should be
constructed for walkers, runners, and bicyclists. Trail development
has become a means of alternative transportation throughout the
nation. Providing a citywide, interconnected trail system will allow
residents to commute throughout all of Norman either by bike or
on foot. Trails all over the City will allow residents to have a nearby
place to walk or run for fun or to improve their fitness.

. Construct an Outdoor Family Aquatic Center - Westwood Poollacks
amenities to serve as a significant aquatic draw. It has reached its
expected life cycle and is physically dated. A new family aquatic
cenfer is proposed to replace Westwood Pool. Such a center
could include amenities such as slides, a zero depth “beach” entry
areq, spraygrounds, a lazy river, diving and lap swimming areas,
extensive shaded lounging areas, family changing areas, places
for parties/special events, and improved concessions.

. Construct a State-of-the-Art Indoor Recreation Center - Norman
currently lacks a City-operated afttractive indoor recreation
center that can be used for fithess, exercise, and programming.
The proposed indoor recreation center will be 60,000 to 80,000
square feet in size. It could offer amenities such as gymnasiums
for basketball and volleyball, fithess and cardio equipment room,
indoor walking track, meeting rooms, arts and crafts room, dance
studio, locker and changing rooms, racquetball courts, climbing
wall, and multi purpose rooms for programs. This is infended to be
a multi-generational facility, and should have programs and space
specifically marketed towards seniors. A potential future phase

that includes an indoor agquatic component should be developed
as the plan for the Center is created.

. Develop Initial Phase of Ruby Grant Park - The development of this
park will provide a significant community park in the northwest
portion of Norman. Also this park is planned to have significant
passive areas, and Norman currently has a deficit of passive
parkland.

6. Preserve as Open Space Sections of the Little River and Canadian
River corridors - Acquisition of lands along the Little River corridor
and the Canadian River will help with flood control and provide
opportunities fornature preserves. The public input process pointed
out that residents want more of a balance between active parks
and passive parks. Acquiring lands for nature preserves will address
this need. Human access will be carefully placed to allow residents
to experience these natural areas in a manner that allows wildlife
to continue to flourish.

7. Enhance Griffin Park - Griffin Park is Norman's signature athletic
complex. However, to continue to aftract tournaments across
Oklahoma and the US, the park needs improvements and
enhancements. These include improving park areas around
the soccer and baseball facilities, providing additional facilities
for football, improving the frail and looping it throughout the
park, providing covered spectator seating, offering additional
playgrounds, and connecting the frail to the Sutton Wilderness.

8. Enhance Reaves Park - Similar to Griffin Park, there are
enhancements needed at Reaves Park so that it continues to be
a well used community park in Norman. These enhancements
include improved lighting, improved restrooms, improved walking
trail, continued renovations to athletic fields, and replacing
older picnic facilities and park fencing. Consider developing a
long range master plan for the park to guide the placement of
improvements.

9. Construct an Indoor Aquatic Center - In order for an indoor aquatic
center to be financially and operationally viable, it should be a
component of either a larger outdoor aquatic center or an indoor
recreation/fitness center such as the one proposed earlier. This
indoor aquatic center can provide a place for swim meets and
competitive swim team practice, as well as offer programs such as
year-round swim lessons, lap swimming for fithess and therapeutic
water aerobics.

10. Master Plan and Develop the Initial Phase of Saxon Park - Similar
to developing Ruby Grant Park, the development of Saxon Park will
provide a community park to the southeastern portion of Norman.
This park is also planned to contain passive amenities and provide
open space.

11. Renovate Westwood Park - Besides replacing the existing
pool, which is recommendation #3, there are other renovations
and enhancements that are needed in Westwood Park. These

primarily include improvements to the Tennis Center
and constructing a covered tennis court complex.
Other improvements include providing way-finding
signs that direct people to the park, enhancing the
park entrance off 24th Avenue, allowing access
from Robinson Street or Fairway Drive, adding shade
and picnic facilities around the playground area, and renovating
the existing restrooms and the golf pro shop building.

12. Enhance New Neighborhood Parks in Developing Areas -
As the population of Norman grows, the Parkland Dedication
Ordinance is vital to the development of neighborhood parks.
Future neighborhood parks should be in central locations of those
neighborhoods, should be at least three to five acres in size, and
should include features such as additional shade pavilions, picnic
tables, walking frails, playgrounds with shade, and open space
play areas.

Action Plan

The Action Plan on the following page recommends the basic actions
and tasks required in order for the City of Norman to reach the target
goals for the parks and recreation system. It maps out the immediate
tasks at hand, together with the costs attached. Consider the following
notes when reviewing the Action Plan:

» Sequence - The sequence is based directly on the recommended
importance and need for each action. However, some actions
may take longer to occur. In that case, other actions may be
easier fo accomplish sooner, but should not diminish the need for
the higher priority actions.

» Funding Possibilities - The sale of certificates of obligation may
generate funding. The Action Plan is a guide, but may vary as
specific needs or opportunities occur within the City. Other
potential funding sources are noted but are not secured. Rather,
they should be considered as possibilities to also pursue.

» Projected Costs - The projected costs per project are intended to
establish an order of magnitude cost range. These estimates are
made prior to any designs or detailed concepts being developed,
and will vary as more detailed design occurs.

» Suggested Timeframe - The projected timeframes are approximate
and are intended to establish a sequence for all actions.
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A Legacy for the Next Generation
The Strategic Parks and Recreation Master Plan for Norman
Action Plan 2010 - 2020

Key Recommendations - 2010 to 2020

Priority Action Need for this Action / Considerations Land in Acres Estimated Cost Range Type of Potential Funding Mechanisms otential
1D Low High Low Range High Range Action and Sources Time Frame

Very High R-1to8 Renovation of key existing parks Renovate eight key parks in the system, including Andrews, All Sectors o (o] $3,000,000 $6,000,000 Renovation Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
Griffin, Reaves, Tulls, Northeast Lions, Little Axe, and general obligation bonds, revenue bonds,
Eastwood. Also enhance Monroe Elementary play area to parkland dedication fees, naming rights,
become a true neighborhood/school park. Renovations to all sponsorships, grant opportunity
parks include signs, entrance features, trails, pavilions and play
features.
Very High T-1 Trail Development (Citywide) - develop 3to 4 Develop new trail segments throughout the City for bicyclists, Citywide - 25 50 $3,500,000 $5,000,000 New Donation of land, sales tax revenue, certificates 2010 - 2020
miles of new trails for bicyclists, walkers and runners, walkers. Regional Development of obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights,
joggers sponsorships, grant opportunity
Very High A-1 Replace Westwood Pool with a new Family Existing pool is dated and lacks facility to serve as significant Citywide - 10 20 $6,000,000 $12,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2010 - 2015
Aquatic Center regional aquatic draw. Planning, design and construction for Regional revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
replacement will require two to three years. Include water play grant opportunity

area, zero entry "beach”, slides, lazy river component and
outdoor lap pool. Plan for future outdoor phase expansion.
Consider adding indoor pool phase if feasible.

Very High -1 Develop a new state-of-the-art indoor Develop 60,000 to 80,0000+/- sf facility. Include gym with 2+ Citywide - 20 30 $12,000,000 $16,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2012 - 2016
recreation center in aregional location courts, fithess and cardio component, indoor walking track, Regional revenue bonds, general obligation bonds, naming
meeting rooms, arts and crafts, dance studio. Include a senior rights, sponsorships, grant opportunity

center as an added component of the center. Plan for indoor
aguatic component as future phase.

Very High PD -1 Develop Initial Phase - Ruby Grant Park Develop initial phase - include park sign, off-street parking, NwW [e] o $4,000,000 $5,500,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
trails, practice fields for soccer and baseball, signature pavilion, Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
shade structures, regional cross-country competitive facility, grant opportunity
lighting and park infrastructure.
Very High R-1 Acquire floodplain lands for Canadian River Acquire floodplain lands for linear park and open space Citywide - 50 200 $0 $5,000,000 Acquisition Donation of land, sales tax revenue, certificates 2010 - 2020
Park and Little River Corridor Preserve preserve. Acquisition may range from no cost donation to fee Regional of obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights,
simple purchase, or may consist of acquiring access sponsorships, grant opportunity

easement and development rights.

Estimated Total Cost - Very High Priority Items ( note that partner participation, donations and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) $28,500,000 $49,500,000 _

High ATH -1 Griffin Park - Soccer and Football Additional field lighting, add supplemental fields, additional Citywide - o o $1,500,000 $3,000,000 New By association, sales tax revenue, certificates of 2014 - 2016
Improvements shade structures. Regional Development obligation, revenue bonds, naming rights,
/ Renovation sponsorships, grant opportunity

High ATH -2 Reaves Park - Baseball and Softball Facility Replace fencing, minor field regrading, concession and Citywide - 10 15 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2014 - 2018
Improvements restroom improvements, lighting improvements. Regional Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
/ Renovation grant opportunity
High A-2 Develop indoor aquatic center - include Provides expanded capacity for fithess and competitive Citywide - (o] (o] $8,000,000 $12,000,000 Development Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
competition pool, indoor water play area swimming. Develop as partnership with Norman Public Regional revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
Schools. Develop as component of indoor recreation grant opportunity. Consider school district
facility. participation.
High PD -2 Develop Initial Phase - Saxon Park Develop park entry, signs, parking area, access walks, play SE (o] (o] $2,500,000 $4,000,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
area, signature pavilion, picnic area, cross country course, Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
open active play field, nature trails. grant opportunity
High ATH -3 Westwood Park Tennis Center Improvements Develop covered 4-court complex adjacent to existing tennis SE (o] (o] $800,000 $1,500,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, 2015 - 2020
center. Replace fencing, add additional shade areas. Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
/ Renovation grant opportunity
High PD -3 Enhance new Neighborhood parks in Enhance neighborhood parks as area population grows. Per sector as 10 15 $1,000,000 $1,500,000 New Sales tax revenue, certificates of obligation, Ongoing
developing areas (Three to Five) Funding for three new parks is included in this action. In key growth occurs Development revenue bonds, naming rights, sponsorships,
area parks, add features beyond play area, such as additional grant opportunity
shade pavilions, picnic tables, walking trail.

Estimated Total Cost - Very High Priority Items ( note that partner participation, donations and grants may fund portions of the 10 15 $15,300,000 $24,000,000
amounts shown)

Estimated Total Cost 2010 to 2020 ( note that partner participation and grants may fund portions of the amounts shown) $43,800,000 $73,500,000

. Note: Cosis shown are order of magnitude estimates prior to any concept or design, and will vary as site selection and more detailed design occurs. Listis for guidance in planning, and not all items may be implemented. Grants and donations may reduce the cost of each item.
. Land costs, if shown, are general estimates intended to establish allowances and will vary. Land costs are estimated to be betw een $25,000 and $75,000 per acre.
._Costinclude an annual 3% escalation factor. All costs show n are rounded to nearest $50,000. Costs should be updated frequently as additional cost information becomes av ailable.
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Funding Strategies for Recommendations

A large amount of funding is required to accomplish the goals of the
Action Plan; but with a vision, commitment, and a concerted effort to
secure funding from available sources, many of the recommendations
can be accomplished. The very purpose of the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan is to provide the City of Norman with the vision to motivate
the citizens of Norman to support, participate and collaborate with
park development and recreation programs.

Different parks and pathways will require different funding strategies.
While improvements to existing parks and most trails can be built with
local funds, other park, open space, and large facility projects may be
able to contend for federal and state funds. This section provides brief
descriptions of these funding implementation assistance opportunities.

Key City Generated Funding Sources

General Fund Expenditures — General fund expenditures are primarily
used for improvements to existing parks and facilities. Some funding
should be set aside annually to cover capital costs. Norman currently
has a minimum of $500,000+ set aside annually for improvements.

Sales Tax Revenue — A special sales tax is highly recommended as the
preferred vehicle for improving parks in Norman. Benefits of a one-
time, special sales tax is that it is specifically targeted and can have
a specific target expiration date. At the current pace of retail sales in
Norman, each half cent sales tax generates approximately $6,000,000
in revenue for the City of Norman on an annual basis. Over a five year
span, the revenue generated could renovate or improve many park
facilities in Norman. If approved by the voters of Norman, the sales tax
could then be reduced to a ' cent, but left in place to continue to
improve and maintain Norman Parks. This fax matches citizen desires to
provide excellent quality of life features in the City.

Bond Funds - It is recommended that the City consider a bond program
to support park and facility developments within the next five years.

Park Facility Funding through a Parkland Dedication and Parkland
Development Ordinances - Continue the implementation of the
Parkland Dedication and Parkland Development Ordinances so
that they provide some lands and funding for the development of
neighborhood parks throughout the City. Partnering with developers
and private land owners is frequently possible as land is developed in
Norman through the Parkland Ordinances. These ordinances provide
a vehicle for development of parks, open spaces, and trails as land
is developed in Norman. The City should work together with the
developer to create non-motorized corridors, which will connect the
new neighborhood to adjacent or future neighborhoods, schools, and
other key destinations; and be beneficial to both the developer and
the citizens of Norman. Monitor the parkland development fee amount
(currently $200 per unit) and consider increasing it if needed to keep up
with infiation and increasing park development costs.

Key Grant Funding Sources

Grants can provide a significant source of additional funding for
parks, but should not be considered as the primary source for park
construction.

Oklahoma Department of Commerce - Funding opportunities are
divided into three categories: Human Development Program Funding,
Energy-Related Funding and Community Development Block Grants.
Within the Human Development Program Funding, there are three
programs that qualify for grant funding. One of the programs is the
Multipurpose Senior Center Program. This program offers grant funding
to improve or construct a community facility that provides health, social
and nutritional group activities for senior citizens over the age of 40.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) - This fund is divided into two
funding categories, state grants and federal acquisition. The state grants
are distributed to all 50 states, DC and other territories based on factors
such as population. State grant funds can be used for park development
and for acquisition of parkland or easements. Oklahoma's allocation
of LWCF funds is a 50/50 matching grant reimbursement. Norman has
applied for and received several rounds of funding through LWCEF.

Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Act (UPARR) -
Funding for UPARR is currently not available. Typically
this funding source has supported traditional parks rather
than linear parks.

Oklahoma Recreational Trails Program - This state-
administered, federal-aid programisincludedin the SAFETEA-LU funding.
This is a reimbursement grant program to be used on recreational
trails and trail-related projects such as maintenance, restoration, land
acquisition for frails, construction of new ftrails, construction of frail
access for persons with disabilities and development of trail heads. The
development of the Little River corridor frail may be an ideal candidate
for an enhancement grant application. The City should budget for
a local 20% match. Norman has applied for and received matching
funds from this program.

Statewide Transportation Enhancement Program - This program provides
monetary support for transportation activities designed to strengthen
the cultural, aesthetic and environmental aspects of the transportation
system. Funding is on a cost reimbursement basis and projects selected
are eligible for reimbursement of up to 80% of allowable costs. The
City of Norman has worked with these funds for parks, public works and
fransportation projects.

Environmental Protection Agency - The EPA can provide funding for
projects with money collected in pollution settflements, or with funding
targeted at wetland and habitat preservation or reclamation.

Foundation and Company Grants - These can assist in direct funding
for projects, while others exist to help citizen efforts get established with
small seed funds or technical and publicity assistance.

Grants for Greenways - This is an annual grant program that is designed
to help establish a national network of greenways. Grants can be
used for mapping, ecological assessments, surveying, design activities,
developing brochures and interpretative displays, building pedestrian
bridges, or planning bike paths. Grants range from $500 to $2,500 and
the deadline is June 30 each year.

Safe Routes to School - This is a federally funded reimbursement program
which allows State Departments of Transportation to administer the
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program. The purpose of the program is to encourage
children to walk or bike to school, including those with
disabilities, by promotingsaferandmore appealingroutes
andtransportation alternatives. Qualifiedreimbursement
projects caninclude improving sidewalks, traffic calming
and speed reduction improvements, pedestriaon and
bicycle crossing improvements, on-street bicycle facilities, off-street
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, secure bicycle parking facilities, and
traffic diversion improvements. Norman is currently involved with two
of these grants and potentially applying for more in the future.

Partnering with Volunteer Groups - Partnering with volunteer groups can
be helpful when constructing nature, bike and equestrian trails. Their
efforts can be used as part of the required match for the Recreational
Trails Program. There are a variety of sources for volunteers including
user groups, local residents, corporate community service inifiatives,
and business and civic support groups. Norman Parks and Recreation
Department has a long history of using organized volunteers for labor
on many projects.

Policies and Ordinances

Parkland Dedication Ordinance - Norman currently has a Parkland
Dedication Ordinance and Parkland Development Ordinance
which have been vital in the creation of the neighborhood park
system throughout the City. These ordinances should continue to be
enforced.

Landscaping Ordinance - Consider establishing a landscaping
ordinance that will contribute to new beautification efforts throughout
the City.

Joint Planning with Norman Public Schools - Establish joint planning
review sessions with Norman Public Schools to allow for coordination of
facilities and possible pooling of resources for a partnership in acquiring
land for schools and parks.

Norman City Council - City staff should provide presentations of
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significant changes in the Master Plan and provide brief summaries of
annual updates to the documentation. Currently City staff provides
a five year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) to Council. The updates
to the Master Plan will provide the City Council with comprehensive
information to assist with development decisions and updating the
annually presented CIP.

Plan Updates

The Norman Parks and Recreation Master Plan is a guide to be used
by the Norman Parks and Recreation Department fo address system
needs over the next five to ten years. However, during that timeframe
there will be changes that occur. The area population may increase
more rapidly than projected; the community may indicate a special
need for a facility not listed in the recommendations; or development
of some of the recommendations listed in this master plan will occur.

A review and update of this master plan by City staff should be
conducted on an annual or biannual basis or when a significant
change does occur. These updates can be published in short report
format and attached to this master plan for easy use. Four key areas
for focus of these periodic reviews are as follows:

Facility Inventory - An inventory of new or updated city owned
facilities should be recorded. This inventory should also mention any
significant changes or improvements to Norman Public Schools’ parks,
county parks, state parks or major private facilities that could influence
recreation in Norman.

Public Involvement - As mentioned previously, this Master Plan reflects
current population and attitudes expressed by the citizens of Norman.
However, over time those atfitudes and interests may vary as the City
changes. Periodic surveys are recommended to provide a current
account of the attitudes of the citizens and to provide additional
direction from the public onissues that may arise. In order to make an
accurate comparison of the changes in afttitudes, it is recommended
that future surveys include similar questions to those included in this
Master Plan.

Facility Use - Facility use is a key factor in determining the need and
renovation of additional facilities. Updates on league participation
and recreation center participation should be incorporated each
season with data from each associafion. Most associations already
present this information to the Park Board every year. Changes in
participation of those outside the city limits, as well as the citizens of
Norman, should also be recorded.

Action Plan - As items from the actfion plans in this document are

implemented updates should be made to the prioritized list to provide
a current schedule for City staff and elected officials.

Operation and Maintenance

With the recommendations of addifional parks, recreation facilities and
trails, it should be recognized that additional manpower is needed for
the required maintenance of these various projects. The number of
additional staff needed to aftend to these proposed facilities will vary
depending on the use of these facilities. The provision of adequate
staffing must be included as each facility is developed or the facility
should not be built.

As the park system grows, additional maintenance resources should be
provided to the Parks and Recreation Department. This includes new
mowing and transporting equipment, as well as park maintenance staff.
Over the next ten years, as new facilities are added, park maintenance
staff should grow, as a minimum, at the same rate. Operation and
maintenance needs and budgets are discussed below.

The current and past parks and recreation operation and maintenance
budgets are in Table 9 - 2 on the following page. For fiscal year 2009,
Norman's Parks and Recreation Budget is 8.7% of the City’s general
fund. Of the total budget, the Parks portion of the budget is only 4.3%
of the total overall City's general fund. The Recreation portion is 2.3%
of the overall City's general fund. The Westwood Park Enterprise Fund
is 2.1% of the City's general fund.
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Park Maintenance Requirements — On a system-wide basis, Norman's 29 Park Maintenance
Table 9 - 2 . .
. staff members average approximately 23.7 acres per employee. As large additional parks
Norman Parks and Recreation Budget at Ruby Grant and Saxon are developed, and if greenbelt corridors along the Little River
Fiscal Year 2007 Fiscal Year 2008 Fiscal Year 2009 and the Canadian River are preserved, additional maintenance staff will be required. For
Total General Fund Budget $62,636,064 $69.,332,742 $71,459,701 the two larger parks, a minimum of two to four new park positions should be considered. For
the larger greenbelts, one staff member per greenbelt is recommended for maintenance.
Parks Budget $2.915,446 $3,077,281 $3,052,749 The.lqrger greenbelt por!<s will also challenge the Q’ry’s patrolling copopili’ries, ond‘one to two park ranger
Recreation Budge! $1.556,605 $1.541,537 $1.672.712 positions should be considered to enhance security in those parks and in Sutton Wilderness.
Westwood Park Enferprise Fund $1.396,219 $1,483,735 $1,487,230 Table 9 - 4 compares Norman and the other benchmark cities in terms of department staff personnel to the
total developed park acreage. This comparison provides a better understanding of the amount of acres
Total Parks and Recreation Budget $5,868,270 $6,102,553 $6,212,691 the department staff is responsible to maintain. Norman is average when it comes to developed park
Percent of General Fund 9 4% 8.8% 8.7% acres per staff member, ranking sixth out of the ten cities. Th[s shows there currently is not a major lack of
Excluding Westwood Park Enterprise Fund $4,472,051 $4.618,818 $4,725,461 park mom’renqnce. staff. However when the larger community parks such as Ruby Grant and Soxqr) are
Porcent of Generdl Fund excluding Westwood % 5 T% 5 5% developed, this ratio of deyeloped park acreage to staff members should be re-evaluated and additional
: : : park mainfenance staff will need to be added.
N . . . . . Table 9 - 4
orman was compared to the benchmark cities determined by the Master Plan Steering Committee, City .
staff, and the consultant tfeam in ferms of expenditures for parks and recreation on a per capita basis. Department Personnel Comparisons
$55.30 per capita is budgeted for parks and recreation in Norman. Norman is ranked ninth out of the ten Budgeted Park Total Developed Number of Total Dev. Park
cities in terms of the per capita dollars that are budgeted for parks and recreation. Tulsa, Oklahoma was and Recreation Park Acreage Department  Acres/Staff Member
the only benchmark city Expenditures Personnel
~ble g that spent less per capita Columbia, MO $12,679,649 2,101.00 43.5 48.30
omparison of Park and Recreatio ol=lale s on parks and recreation. Tulsa, OK $18,179,000 5,636.64 166.6 33.83
Populatio Budaeted Pa ber Cabita Lawrence, KS $6,991,479 1,309.40 71.78 18.24
and Recreatio pendaiture Topeka, KS $9.862,463 1,330.00 95.75 13.89
DETCILLTE Edmond, OK $4,929,536 550.55 40 13.76
Boulder. CO 103.114 $25,430.180 $24¢.62 Norman, OK $6,212,691 688.30 63 10.93
Columbia, MO 96,093 $12,679.649 $131.95 Dentfon, TX $10,436,223 1,209.86 124.31 9.73
College Station, TX 20,897 $9.187.624 $101.08 College Station, TX $9,187,624 1,149.04 133 8.64
Denton, TX 120,126 $10.436,223 $8¢.88 Waco, TX $9,111,574 892.95 142.7 6.26
Topeka, KS 122,113 $9.862,463 $80.77 Boulder, CO $25,430,180 800.00 146.99 5.44
Waco, TX 113,726 $9,111,574 $80.12
Lawrence, KS 90,866 $6,991,479 $76.94 _ _ N - ‘ ‘ ‘ )
Edmond, OK 83,259 $4.929.536 $59 21 Near‘-Term Implgmentatlon Actions — Some additional detail is rQqU|red to prow.de Norman readgn’rs with
specifics on actions to be funded by bonds or sales tax mechanisms. The following near-term actions and
Norman, OK 112,345 $6,212,691 $55.30 potential costs associated with each action on shown in Table 9-5 on the following page.
Tulsa, OK 388,000 $18,179,000 $46.85
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Table 9 -5
Near-Term Park Master Plan Implementation Actions
Action Projected Cost Range Responsibility Time Frame

1 Conduct feasibility review for improvements or replacement facility for Westwood Pool. $25,000 to $40,000 Parks & Recreation Within 6 to 12
Include master plan for Westwood Park to consider impact on area around pool. Department months

2 ldentify bond fund capacity for park improvements permitted by temporary 1/4-cent to 1/2- Parks & Recreation Within 6 months
cent sales tax. Department, Finance, City

Managers Office

3 Conduct survey to determine specific features for selected projects. Develop detailed cost $10,000 to $15,000 Parks & Recreation Within 6 months

estimates for selected projects. Department, Finance, City
Managers Office

4 |dentify most likely and actively pursue park improvements and trail development grant $0 to $10,000 (for external grant Parks & Recreation Ongoing over next 6
opportunities. Identify source of funds for locally required match. assistance if required) Department to 12 months

5 In conjunction with Norman Public Schools, develop plan and identify funding source for Parks & Recreation Within 12 months
school park at Monroe Elementary. Department

6 Coordinate with Greenway Master Plan to identify key immediate trail expansion routes. $10,000 to $20,000 (for master Parks & Recreation Within 12 months
Develop cost projections for next routes. planning and cost estimate Department

preparation if needed)
7 Develop detailed list and cost of near-term improvements to existing city parks. To be determined Parks & Recreation Within 12 to 24
Department months

8 Prepare master plan for Saxon Park o determine short-term and long-term actions on the park $25,000 to $50,000 Parks & Recreation Within 24 months
site. Department

9 Conduct detailed feasibility study for a phased recreation and aquatic center to determine $50,000 Parks & Recreation Within 24 months
size, location, operational costs, potential revenue, and membership cost ranges. Department




Conclusion - A Legacy for the Next

Generation

Norman has an excellent parks system, with very good access to parks
found throughout the City. At one time, many in Oklaohoma considered
the Norman Parks and Recreation System to be among the best in the
State, if not the best. However, many park facilities throughout the City are
now aging and are in need of updating. Furthermore, the centerpieces
of recreation and quality of life in the City, the indoor recreation centers at
the 12th Avenue Center, Whittier and Irving Middle Schools and the City's
one pool at Westwood Park, are very dated and not able to adequately
serve the City's growing and active population. The availability of indoor
v . s ~« swimming facilities, beyond those offered by the YMCA, is in question as
o My ' the University of Oklahoma considers developing new facilities with limited
S 4 general public or league access. Finally, a surging desire to have more
trails and passive natural preserves throughout the City is an ever increasing
priority for many residents of Norman.

With anything that is built, normal deterioration and aging takes place
over time, and eventually everything must be renovated orreplaced. Park
facilities are no different, except that somehow we believe that since many
recreation facilities are outdoors they do not really need to be repaired or

I improved. That is not the case, and the time has come to renovate and
improve many aspects of Norman's parks and recreation system.

R
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Parks in Norman are owned by the residents of the City. As such, the parks,
trails, buildings and programs offered by the City of Norman should reflect
what they want to see built and offered. When considering how to renovate
Norman's parks, a unique opportunity arises. Norman has the chance fo
create the parks, frails, pools and unique open spaces that will become the
legacy left by this generation for the next generation of Norman residents.
Those future Norman residents, now only children or perhaps not even born
yet, can find a City that has great parks, beautiful trails, many natural open
space preserves, ponds and water features everywhere, and a variety
of facilities that satisfy many different types of recreation activities. This
master plan provides the road map to create that “Legacy for the Next
Generation.”
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™ T EKitchen/cocking classroom

4%
4N
1%
8%

18, 1If the
likaly oF u
surrently usa?

1%
831%
13%

i5%
0%
1'%
10%

3 0%

1%
1T
13%
16%
5%
Il%
2%
4%
6%

Chise

inacaad of

43%
4T%
53%

a0%
1%
SZW
48%

51%

54
2%
L4 ]
4%
51
40%
5T
47TH
40%

Following facilities were constructed as state-of
Liely would you Be Eo ubllize

the-art,
the locationa veou

23% LO%
a% 3%
10% a%

=1
T

23% &%
1&N 6%
154 a%

21N
A%
1T
238 T
19N
15%
11N 4
2% T
23% &%

now

. v

=] 19 . Ploass deocTilb=d Cavorlre
B1% youresll .

67% Malkingfhiking
61 joggingf running
4o% soocer fbarkathall

OLLE
(20%) . swlmsingfequatics
I BT
feollevball /racguétball

FecC AL lonal

{15%),

L5%E

gl
sut fasrcbice fexeroios fweighe

Rl Agquatic Facilikies 40% il 14%
B} REecreation center facilities 2% 3a% 12%

1O
TH

activicy for . .

(1%} .

(TR}

Bikieng ;
ark §

lifring

15b. Pleass describe wour favorite recrsational activity for WHAT
opougE .
Walking/Miking .k Y goll (-Hal 1 i iEsl i faaat Lo [0k},

ST biking (a%),

11%]

Freapketball fracgquetball Mol levisall |k
jeaging/rarming (8%) . work cut/asrchico/exercise/weightlifcing

150, Flease describe your favorite recreatiomal activicy for WOHAT
ohildren.
Wa Lk ims /hiking | 265} gl i Fwimnlng faguacica (0%},

Biking
1%

socoet foannl e/ Bankathball M racquathall M 10%)
jeaging/ ramming (B%) , work out/asrcbice/exercise/weightlifcing

20 . Check ths boxes of Ebe organirzationn you or vYour family dtilize to
participate in ths above activities. {(Check all that apply)
Ciey of Horman 24%
Hormap publlie
pehool d La%k
State Park/
Laks Thunderbird 13%
Hon-profit youth 4%
Frivata cluba B
L 1T L%
THCR Li%
(%1 LI%
Cther 5%
21 How Likely oF unlikely would you be to parcicipats In your oF yous

ghild*s favorite Fecreaticoal activities L[ che

City provided che [acilitcy?

If v curpently uoe & Cley [acilicy, choods *Clcy fasility.™
Very likely L
Lk ko 1y 22%
ol 1 ey %
Vary unlikaly 5%
ey [acilicy LiE%
23, Bow patisfisd or diesarisfied are you with recrearional activiciss

provided by the City of Bomman for people in the following age groupo:

VE k',

Al Yourngy childpen [ursler adgs 6] 1% Sa% 22k a%N
B} Children, ages & 1z 18& 63k 15k 1%
C} YWeaseh, apaa 13 - 14 Lk co% I3k %
D) Adulbte,. agpea 19 - 4% Ik a6% klL o
Bl Adulbs, agea 46 3] 1] 47N Ll LON
F)] Adulto over Che age ol &5 rh | 47N 5y LOY
23 - Hhat kind of recreatiohal program{s] woald you Jlike e City oo

provide? Tou may provids up

P LD X ks I GREQnfdE .
Swimmioeg/aquat ice 48k}, walking/biking/Eraile (34%]), pature/oubdsor

acbivities (11%), exercise/fitness/asrcbico/weight traindng (108}, programs
for kide/factivicies/playgrounds (e, Yoga Tai
Chi/Filates/medi cation, cial arca (W), gvenco/choacer (&%),
FRCESACIOn Cental/oyes1ndocor Trask (6%, aot BEElOFE AT P E Ao

wicth dlpabilicies (&%) .

olapses /cockingfarte & ocraft

Nk,

Fporcd prograsas/ lasguss/fields fopsrce Complax
(%), golf/golf course (5%
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24. How frequently do you or any mesber of your household participats in 27. How stromgly do you agres or dissgres that sach statement below io a 30.  How Fraguently do you utilize Westwood Pool during the time that ic is
the following activities? D=daily, Weweakly, Memonthly, and O=occaofonally valid reason for not uwoing City operated facilicies to participate in your open |oummar only)?
— i} ol M 0 fawarice accivities? Check Clvy box chat 1o clofest Co your oplnion, IL you Dl ly 1%
Al Fitpsss exercise |(runnipg. jazsercize, 1A% 7N ik Z1% have po oplnien, do pot Bark AR AREFRST Teise weakly 0k
Voaga, ato.) Sh B i} &0 Chon & weak Lk
B} Chitdoor Eeam sports (baseball . softball. a% 354 -1 aTh Al Costs too mich to participaEe 10% 2248 Ed% 154 tnoe & month 2%
foothball or sooCcar) B} Don't knoow what recreatlonal actlwvitles 18N 46N 8% il | Benar 5Th
T} Indoor crganized sports [basketball k' 204 114 441 are of fered
wal layalll cl ¥ 1@ Tob [ar away Lo -1 26% S4% 13% L. How Likely @F anlikely woald you o ©o wie Westwood Pool 1E che
i idual sporce (ewisning, 301, cepnde, 21% % 14% 28% mAds the [ollowriney isgr g7 Cheack cthe By et 18 clspage ©o
ling, are.) D ¢ avening care for children id% 14k ENIE 1% epinian, IF you have ne oplndicn, 46 pot Atk AR andeer .
Bl Vigual areo (painting or drawing) t11 19% 164 TR Bl The City facilities ars insdequate 2dh Pl 10W 111 merhin g i i if
Fi Performming arto (muglc, drama) 10% 13% 18k Sd% Fi Don't know wherse City facility 1o % 26k 45§ 17% Al Zaro depth entry area (beach liks sntry) 1% 15% 14
G} Crafes {pottery, weavingl & 11% 164 [:11 1ocated Bl Water playground for youth 184 1% 12%
H} BExsursicts [(Cousa, Eripe) 2% 10% 5k [-a Z} Clagn ia full/walicing liart =1t Z1% ca% 15% ZF Addicional a1idas 16k ilk 14%
I} Crrdosyr recres # (caEping, Tishing, 2% 13% i 1=l " a5k Hl Poor cugcomer =a by ecall Th 18k 56% 1 6% I More abaids 4% 14% T
Boating) I7 Prefer baing wieh THCE, OO, 13 14 % 1 % 1% Bl Improved [aslly changlng ares 0% 10% 12%
Sooial activities (dances, cooking. card &4 25% 264 43k or private faciliey ¥} Improved concessions 11k 8% 17%
playingl J} Poor pecurity at slts =11 26k &1% 14% G} Additional pool a2% 11% 11
El Swimming or water activities for fitnesoo 2% 8% 164 16% K} Retivity not offered by CAiEY Az ik Zd% 5% HiI A Llary river (moving current channsl) 48% 9% Tk
L} Extresd sports (BN, skacaboarding, wall i% T 10% f={id L OF BoC Lonbareatad Tk IThk a40% 16 % Il Teproved parking 3% 0% 1&%
alisbing) M & 18 NCoHAaELent lasnel s, 10% 14k 45% 10% J) Lapdissping J6% 10% 16%

M} General recreatbion (walking, Bi

'eling. & 3% i 5 k %

rurini g ) i Regigeration for program io difficule ak 16% a6k 1d% 12. The ciurrent cost for & family Eeason pasp to oeim af Westwood Pool is
M} Visicing natural areas 5 JE% el 1T 2140. If the pool facilities were renovated or improved and you were asked
28, if you andfor your family want to ewim or participsts in agquatic to pay an additional cost, what would be the highest tofal amount you would
25 Thinking aboub Pour current recreation activitles and thoawe in which acciviciaa, which of the [ollowling aites do ywou wEilize? (Check all that axpact to pay [or a family esasch pass?
you might wish £ parcicipate, what wogld you o mesbete of your household ApRLY Current ratce of 5148 2I7T%
1ika to S8t ot of chodd accivicies? [Chisk all EBAE ABEly] Cliey poal [(Wasbwodd, E140 L 8] 16%
Have Lun 15% oummer only) 21% g§l6l - 180 21%
Develop new okillo ¥k YMCA pool 15% 5181 - H300 12%
Improwve health/fitness 15% Off Swim complex 18% More than 5300 11
Intaracc Wwich [riands 11% Facilicy cutaide of Norman Th
Haks pow Friendes Ak Parmorial pool 10% 33, Bacs pha Fol lesrd ray FOCTHAT L oTenl characcapriscice af Ol ey -onmmad
Participate in competltic B4 Heighbarhoosd Raocclat ion Eacilicied in Nogwman., Check che Dox that i clo@est o0 yYour opimion. I you
Exparience baing part of & pool a§ have no opinicn, do not mark an AnEwer.
team activity 1] Gther facilicy (1 E G F s
Enjoy the cutdoors 14% Don't owim =11 Al Having parks conveniently located for 1% 50N 2% [ ]
Help otlhwres 6% poople in all areadn
Isprove gpecific okilla L% 19, Whap You use a podl in which of the [ollowing activicies 45 you Bl The overall qualicy of City parks 1% % 2E% ak
Papcicipate in organlzed parcicipate?T [(Check all that apply ) The verall safary &f Cley parke L% ETN 25N a%
Fparts N Therapeutic recreaticon &k 0l The maintenance of Ciey parks 104 Sk 11 1]
Find an ackivity in which Hatar mafety/Red Bl The variety of recreational Facilikiss &% 1R 5% 11k
to excel kL] Cross certification 2% within parks
O Tun ok Water asrobicos ik FI Having achlscic fislds cormveniently ok 45% by 15&
Eacreacics (youbh) 1T% locacsd fop pecple ip All apsan
] 1 In che past 17 monche, have You orf & nesber of your [amlly parciclipated Becraacion (adulch Z1% @ The nusber of athletcic [ields In the CLEY 1i% a7k 28% 13N
in a resreation class or prégram Eponsored by Ehe Norman Parke ansd Ewin Eesanfoompebe 45 Hl The maiotenance of City athlatic flields 15% Li% 258 ay
Recreation Department? Learn Eo oeim {(youath] % I} The overall gqualicy of City athletic fields T4% L¥1 ] 28N ™
Fan 104 Learn Fo swim {adule 1% J} Having practice areas conveniently locatsd ak J9% IEN 1Th
Ho 3% )/ lap owimed neg 14% for pecple in all arsas
Do T sl ™ 20% Kl Tha nushay of practics areap Lin che Cicy BN 17T (f-1 1EN
Ochar ik L] The sverall guality of prastice aress :11 d3% 3EN 14N
Ml The amount of accessible natural arean ™ 1% 41N 20%
Ml The Varietbty of programs abd avents rl | d6h LE-L | -1
offered by the parke and recrsation department
0} Tha cverall gquality of parkos and iy B3N 13k ak

FacraaliOon pIo]rasd And sventa
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F] The overall quality of walking/bikinpg (1} 35%
traile 1n cha CLEyY

01 Having walking/biking cralle convenisnt] ik 1% 154
located [or pecple in All areks

E] Having owim facilities comrenlentiy 5% 15% 19%

located for people in all arsas

14. What
af tha CiE

Traile (23W],

o Tetraaticoal 15
-\.

Facllicy &2 you bBalisve 1o lacking

Lok,
L TN,

patatorive/saquacicefoplash pad/water
peighborhood park [(9%). opecific park or facilicy
center/gwm/indoor walking track bacsstbsll -1
fisldsfooccer fieldo (5%)

par paal

Tnamed

35, Chietk

family Beslate PArticipats.

the tchres [avorice athlescles sccivicias whidelh you

101
Swrim
Sicat ing hockey
Bicyoclinog
Baskatbsll
LT

HWalk s

Al g ooy L g
Volleyball
Exarcios/work out
Teomnla
Basgabsall fasfelall
Golf
Seabeoardling
Football
o hay
346 I GenaTel Wit 1 Seadoh, how
participats in the athletic ackiv

[requencly @& Yol oF el

Laily

ek ly
Monchly
Gocanicnally

Havey
7. Check the bowea of the organizations whers vou participacs

" i

hres favorite athletic activities. (Check all chat apply)

Cicy of Norman

Hogman pubnlic
sl i

btakbke Fark;Ll-ake
Ehnends rinl. rd

Hon-proflt youbh

Frivate cluba

CHEFohES

YR

[ ]

Cthelr

[
otk b

PasT

[1L%),

recreation
Fporte/ complex,/prackics

'r': e

15%
1%
11h
3%
4%

Eaml 1y

ities ligted in ths previcus guastion?

in

1%
b1
11
[41

1i%

1%%

10%

i1B.
deolalong about

An the City develops itn parks master plan, it will bs faced with

the future directiom of parks. How important or unimportant

do yvou Balieve 1t 8 [or che C of Horman to do che [ollowing? Chesk cha
Box chat i@ Slossst to your ofd: i+ JTE you have no oplplen,. 4o not mark an
IRl |

I ¥l 1 8] ¥
Al Renovate/enhance smaller parks 14k o1l 13% 2%

Al

9.
W] d

LEach

e pPTEV]oa0

throughout the City
Dovelsp addicional achletic §
for avaryday 1
Develsp high qualivy athlacis
to attract major tournaments
Construct City-operated recrsatlom
center{s) with AJUACICE, ClEnsism,
EASCLTY TooEmE, and gysia)
Pregerve addicichal open Space along
dralnige wayve chroughout the CLLy
Develop new trailes in each sector of
the City for walking and biking
Dewelop REuby Jrant Park (160 acreas at
Frardlin & TH-35)

L q

Renovrats afid aNpand Helwood

10%

iglda

16%

Facilicies

W

16k

T
0%

SEFar Few Pecreat | PRRST RN e

Develop & new Ci cemeed indoor owim 40% 2Th 1% 12%
canter Lor competibilve and §iltneosa

0w 1 B

Conatruct cowarsd Cennla courte for 1™ I3k 33% 1E%

VeaLD-Found cermie play
Divaelop addicional naturs parke oF ofadn

Opace prepoyen

™

thras moakt
T

Horw
Liks

please chooos the

to eea The Cloy focus.

e gl

A, Bencvate/enlancss smaller parks throughout the Cloy

B, Develop additiomal athletic fields for sveryday use

. Develop high quality athletic facilities to attract

Eournamento =1 |

Pt Clty-operaced recresaticn oencer|es) with

1, Tictheasn, SEACUing rooms, and gymial

v addicional <palh Fpase Alondg AralBegs wWaye
throughout the City =1 |

F. Develop new Erails inm sach sector of ehe Cley Por
walking and biking

3. Develop Ruby OQrant Park (160 scres at Framklin &

H. Banovates and expand Wespwood Pool co offer new
PS TRAC ] C8 OPEPOrCuUnl £l

1. Develop & néw City-owned indoor éwim cesiter Eor
competitive and fitness owimming

J. Comstruct coversd tenmis courts for year-round Eennis play

¥. Develop additicnal nature parks of open Opacsd praoarhes

important astrateglises on whilon
lise of straceglies i@ Che oABG A8

YDA
151

136
ik

15%

TH=3%5] 10%

%

11N
] |
11k
elhe mulrural asccivities
the Ciey of Horman?
Vary satisfisd
Catigfiad
Dissaciafied
Very dissatisfied

digpatisgfind are
Ehmater. &b,k

ief Lad
comcarte.

Heow @At
an arto.

GE el with
providad by
20%
T |
12%
2%

11
=L

Why would you may

provided by the Cicy?

vou are diosatiofisd with the

Cultural &°t

LVILCLEBG

Too [ew acclvicien provided [(42%), unowars of caleusal ascivicieoslack of

FrLr ¥ LB [Z3%). B ansugh vareit variecy (13%). SEFEE  AD6

lacking (10%) . need Leatter quality asciviciss (A%

421. How strongly would you support or opposs paying additional City taxes

in ordar for the Cicy to do ths Ffollowing?

e = pes B e el L L 2 g 230

Al IEprove maintenancsd of parke in Horman J8% Ul 11% 0k

Bl Provide more resresaticn progrems LAk 51% 21% Lo%

Cl Improve arts and culture programs 16% 117 2E% L%

O} Maintain new park Eaclilitien 23% LA 11 TR

B} Operate a natatorium for ares swimming 254 1 2%5% 15k
coEpaCiciond And [1CH&ld owWlERlng Brograsd

Fi Iepreve Eralls and gresnbelts thioeghour 40% 42k 10% %
Nernan

Gl Operate mew indoor recreation center(s 28N a4k 19% 12k

41. Improving or conatructing new recreatlional facilitiss ey requirs

additional funding, What funding sources would yYou moEt likaly Support ©o

ralads the BEaseddary [unds? Thers Lo Alés & BoX o oppodsd K

&4 .

Which of the following

palas tay waa implesented?

45.

L

Redw erpangly do voil Ageed o dispgres with the [ollowins

ranged would you most

nawi Fupd
Higher usser [eae
taler bax increase
Voter-approved bonds
Hotel /fmotel Doom Cax
S T il i
[nersaned Proparty CAXGD
Cppassd o new [unding,
oYEN L0 1IEpIohyS

ourrent Escllities
likely supporc 1f
Lagd vham L/3 cemnt
1/ omnk
34 cento
1 Csnt

Up t I cento

A& sy
i n L

L6
L%
4%
5%

28%
5%

T
& e

12%
™
oY
1T
a%

Ediz

=

=

Tha Parke and Recrsation departmant
nesdos to expand ite programe aosd
garvices to mest the sxisting needs
af reaidante .

The deparceant provider apn adsguate
amoimt and divereity of programe for
the existing population.

Tha Parks and Bescreation departmsnt
has an adequate musbsr of facillities
to supportc thelr programs

Ao Hoysan gbows, 1t Lo isportant [op
the Park and Recreation lando, facilitiea.
programns, and oervicded axpand Eo mest
the nesads of new recidente.

The value of my proparcy in Horman is
afhanced Dy QUAlLLELY parks and aervices

Chat make Hozman An actEacclive place

18% 48% 16N

TR 7%

Ea live,

e

L]

(4]

il ]

L%

1%
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LB o o A A v o ey 2009 NORMAN PARKS AND RECREATION
Bl S STUDENT SURVEY
!-i.-.:-:'.:ejcn.t:l.;:-u .1:.-: d.‘.l':-:-n: I‘.:-'i CUMU I.AT’UE EES”LTS-

City cable chanmel Zh

Ech 108

?'I“ ": FROJECT 07052000 RAYMOND TURCD & ASSOCIATR

3 JUNE J008

O s 1 — — . S . — = S - =
iil:m:l of wenibh 15k Congratiliationesl As a resident of Norman, the City nesds your halp Amnd your
'--'|-'.:-|.' P “"Iu imput]l The City [p currently involved in developing a Parke and Fecreation
o 3 Master Flan. This is a document that helps the City set priorities for parks
- . e = L . i and recreaciconal facilities che naxi 5=10 years. Studancs ouch as yourgslfl
:?.l .-I-:f:‘..-!|:.I..:[..I.r-||l-l|r- . o L -EE-=FL.II":1 slactions, like LRy AlE L af upare ol '.:.-It:l:.' ¥ charafore, an .|-l.':|._'n:'|'."'l1 wWhoas visws lh-‘.- ]d::E'."'

tha Cicy takes very serliously. P pé Eaka & few minuates o HShe ¥ AfEwer
13k this survey about parks and recraa it neighborheod, Baad sach quastion
'i'l: and check the box that is clopest EoYour op . Cheak only s box par guastion
T upnleos the instructions oay, 1 I apply.= If you don"t have an

opinion, do pot check any boo. you don't underscand someching or you have

a guesticn, pleass ask your teachay.

Al saye gal’t ity i
]

B

of smoking i

the parking 1

Male (Boy

Femals (Jirl). .

LUl
[
- =

EStromgly oupport g
SupporEt .
Cppooe

L= I..':'I'_I..'_. L 4 Sl

= g
wl i
-

2. What grads are you Lng

3
— 1

a9, {If you golf or uwtilize Westwood Golf Course)l How stroogly would you
support or oppose including Westwood Golf Course as & Facility in which
enoking was not pemitted, sxcept for in the parking loc?
Srrongly oupport =¥
Suppart L%

Kk
[l
L

High echeal

Norman High i . ] Adans Elementary %

I'W:EE_;;_I:I prap— '1: Horman Morth High 11% Hadieon Blementary %
o G o B Whiccier Middle . . . 10 Roopevelt Element %
Lopgfallow . . . . . . . B% Fennedy Elsmantary ' s %

Irving Middle . . . . . . 8% Jefferoon Elementary . - 3k

Aleskt . . . . . . oA HoEinley Elsmancary %

Tri=man Blemsntary . . " 5% Haopnres Eleasntary 2%

Washington Elsmsntary 4% Lincaln Blensantary L 2%

Bigenhowar Elemantary A% Lakeview Blemsntary R

Cleveland Elementary . . 4% Wilpon Elemsntary . . . 1%

Jackeon Blsmentary . . - 1%

F | How lond BaE hokir [aslly lived LH che Cley of
L%
13%
14%
15%

. da you liks moge AbBSAUt the parks L6 Horman? Wrice in
Ewinge/elides/jungle gyms/equipnent (10%) ., Fun/play/active/mn
{12%], o fequipmant /playgrounds (1061, Clean/well ma ninsd/oafe;
{34}, MNature/cress/landscaping/wildlife/beaucy (T4}, Open opace/fields/no
fencing (6%}, Eventefaccivicies/ioco to do (5%]
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. What do you ot like about the parks in Morman? Write in pour anower. 14. What did vou like to do at Lake Thunderbird? {Check all that apply} v i i Wi
Trashy/poorly droppings recycling bins (18%), broken Fich Ty =1al * 0 Enjoying nature arsas or learning about
equipaeit fewinge/ T N T i ercwdsd/ noley/con amall fEo Swim . . [
ppace (%) . bad Bshavior/ e Tk} Pl 4 31 ] peEr - PR 15N Pl ng & Tesn Cepter (a cepter Iof
Boating P Sriat o T L veafso with ceafs activicies) 11% T6% 13% 1l
Whean yvou vislE a park, what do vou normally do? (Check all that apply) OEha R S I R SRR L] 2 earming oew activitles like Timbling,
Flay on a playground . . . &5% yamagstics, Karate or others 29% i
Walk/run on traile . . . . 42% 154. Did you go to & ciey ousmsr camp laot year? = Mouncain Bikes riding 29% r.
16 % TEE : & & a2 = & & ¢ S0% 4 i A ESund ! I 2
ek 19k M e AL v o 19K T AR cutdoor WATSY Fpraygrouand
FA&TIL e B 1 ¢ and young adults 3% TTh 24% 16%
v activity such ao a 1%b. Will wou go this vear? ifh Going to festivals or events in a park 11 4% 11% rl ]
s E I R ARPSR . & | THRE : & & « s & & & 228 W Ekatencarding at the Ekate Park 1in
ipate in sports ouch W o v s s el 1K Andraws Park 21% 1Th 2TH 1Y
i Bagabill, SocceT, oF

¥ Z3% 23%
L] 24N 21N
L] 15 15%

i From the 1iet abowe, writs down the letter (A o Vi of Ehe ohis AStiVIEY

i would &

fostrhball . . . ror or o+ ARE 16a. Have you svery played on a schosl play arsa alcer pehesl oF on weakands

Maar with T T R ('8 * whah you ware ROt in echool? ir b ba your [averice.
Flay basketball or ¥YoFE . . . o = = . . BER imming in a large pool with loks of fun things to do . . 18%
volleyball . - L = [ & ‘s oa v s s 35N Flayimg GOOCET n o mm, e R e e e v oma 5w s a N
Ekateboard . . . = & + + o 1TH ing bapsball or softball . - . . & . PR Pl =l b R R DR . |
g foothball TR R T - O L |

W

> which melhoold

bird 5%

B. What i§ ths nams of your [avoriced park in Horss: 5 .
AL A& PALK St e TR [

i s i 16% HeElnlay . R 1

Rahvesd . . - s A% Breakhavan e T IRTPTELy . vl LA i & A % Hotrod . . ol . &%
ndress . .. e aa 28% Griffin . . e i - Hisanhower . REPETRPT LA - | 11 Vel R T |
o R A% Kide Space . s PERRRee | frving . . oo 1 Kemnedy . . . . . & F 1 20. What are some of the main reapono why you might not be able to do your
WeatwoDd . . - = 2 o2oa il | iEcellansoum FARET Tt TRt S T 4 | favorite recreation activitlies in Norman? Cheack all the bodes that ares reasons

17a. Do you play on any clty. THCA oF leagus teams (pon achool Ceamp) T Eor you.

Pa. Have you ever visited the 13 Avenus Esc. Cantar? Tli b O T Ko place [or that Fport or AcElvicy near whare I live T | 1
Yag . . . e 33% He HEHEHCN v noa BEN Hard to gt & ©ide £o CHat ACELVILY OF EpSEt e ) . 1« |
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