| MINUTES
Clty of COMMUNITY CENTER FEASIBILITY TASK FORCE
Upp €r Arlington 3600 Tremont Road | Upper Arlington, OH 43221

614-583-5030 | upperarlingtonoh.gov

5/6/2020 | 7:00 PM

Due to the ongoing situation with COVID-19 and pursuant to H.B. 197, this Community
Center Feasibility Task Force Meeting was convened remotely via video-conference
using Zoom.

Join Zoom Meeting
Please click this URL to join: https://zoom.us/j/92603977203

Phone: 301-715-8592
Meeting Code: 926 0397 7203

The meeting of the Community Center Feasibility Task Force was called to order at 7:04
p.m. by Chairperson Margie Pizzuti.

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Chairperson Margie Pizzuti, Chairperson Nick Lashutka,
Dianne Albrecht, Kelly Boggs-Lape, Supen Bowe, Yanitza
Brongers-Marrero, Greg Comfort, Wendy Gomez, Chuck
Manofsky, Linda Moulakis, Linda Mauger, Brian Perera,
Matthew Rule, Todd Walter, Bill Westbrook

MEMBERS ABSENT: Merry Hamilton

STAFF PRESENT: City Manager Steve Schoeny, Parks & Recreation Director
Debbie McLaughlin, Parks Planning & Development Manager
Jeff Anderson, Community Affairs Director Emma Speight,
and City Clerk Ashley Elirod

1. Welcome/Opening Remarks
Chair Pizzuti welcomed everyone to the meeting and said she hopes everyone is staying
safe and healthy. She said this meeting is an opportunity to bring everyone up to date
and to discuss the path forward.

a. Approval of minutes of the February 19, 2020 Minutes

Mr. Westbrook moved, seconded by Ms. Albrecht, to approve the minutes of the February
19, 2020 Community Center Feasibility Task Force Meeting.

VOTING AYE: Albrecht, Comfort, Boggs-Lape, Bowe, Brongers-Marrero, Gomez,
Lashutka, Manofsky, Mauger, Moulakis, Perera, Pizzuti, Rule, Walter,
and Westbrook
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VOTING NAY: None

ABSENT: Hamilton

Motion carried.

Chair Lashutka reviewed City Council’'s Charge to the Task Force.
b. UA City Council’s Charge to the Task Force

Review history of previous efforts to develop a community center

Review findings of the UA Parks & Recreation Comprehensive Plan

Review of our existing facilities and programs including a review of options for the
replacement of the existing Senior Center

Review possible locations for a community center

Review of indoor recreation/community gathering centers outside UA

Examine prospective cost scenarios including possible amenities and associated
costs; public/private partnerships funding strategies for capital/operating costs;

7. Involve community participation in feasibility study

8. Provide a recommendation to City Council based on feasibility study findings to
consider proceeding with Community Center in UA

whN e

o gk

2. Update on Community Outreach & Statistically Valid Survey

Supen Bowe, Community Engagement Chair related they hosted a total of 14 community
pop-ups, 37 interviews, 8 focus groups, and a public meeting at the Senior Center. She
added they also did a statistically valid survey. She said she is very proud of how engaged
they have been with the community.

The City Manager advised the survey went out right before it was announced the schools
were closing, and the full scale of the current situation was not known. He asked Members
to keep this in mind as they review the survey results.

Leon Younger and Philip Parnin of PROS Consulting, presented an update on the
Community Outreach & Statistically Valid Survey (attached hereto and incorporated
herein by reference as Exhibit A.)

In response to Mr. Westbrook, Mr. Younger related the multi-use courts do not show up
as a response to Question 5, because they are more of a facility amenity than a program.

In response to Chair Pizzuti, Mr. Younger advised the daily fees would include general
admission to the facility, which usually does not include specific programs.

Mr. Westbrook asked if the Silver Sneakers program was taken into account. The Parks
& Recreation Director advised the survey asked respondents how much they were willing
to pay for a membership. She said the Silver Sneakers program will be taken into account
later in the process.
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Mr. Westbrook questioned if all the membership and daily entry fees would cover the
operating costs. Mr. Younger replied some Community Centers run an 80% cost
recovery, and some are 100% cost recovery. This committee will receive several options
and can choose which option they feel is best for this community.

In response to Ms. Albrecht, Mr. Younger advised they have reached out to several
organizations in the community to gauge interest in a potential partnership.

Ms. Gomez questioned how they established the user fees figures. Mr. Younger
responded they were based off the fees charged by similar facilities in the local area.

Ms. Mauger asked Mr. Younger if he had an idea of what community centers and
recreation activities would look like in six months. Mr. Younger related that across Ohio,
a majority of the Parks & Recreation levies passed, even in the heart of the pandemic.
He said there is a high level of support for both indoor and outdoor recreation spaces.

Ms. Brongers-Marrero questioned how important the central location was, the City
Manager related that during the pop-ups, there was a strong preference for a central
location. Mr. Parnin advised 70% of survey respondents indicated they preferred a central
location.

3. Final Components of Community Engagement Updated Timeline for Study
Process

The City Manager advised they are moving towards a mid to late June presentation to
City Council on the findings to date, as a wrap up for the first phase of the study process.

Chair Pizzuti advised community engagement will be going on throughout the process.
She noted the Facilities & Partnership Committee will begin working with the consultant,
and later in the process, the Finance Committee will be actively working on a financial
plan. She stated the current timetable has the Task Force continuing longer than
anticipated, due to the current pandemic.

Chair Lashutka thanked the Task Force Members and the consultants for their time and

hard work to keep this moving forward. He thanked Ms. Bowe for doing a great job on
the community engagement.

4. Public Comment

In response to Chair Pizzuti’s invitation to speak, there were no questions or comments
from the public.

* % %

There being no further business before the Community Center Feasibility Task Force, the
meeting was adjourned at 8:21 p.m.
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Timeline of

Survey

March 6 — Launch of statistically valid survey

March 26 — 400 responses received (reaching target goal)
survey extended

April 10 — 632 responses, survey closed

Notes:

* 58% of responses received March 17-26, as COVID-19
Stay at Home orders enacted

* 37% received March 27-April 10

* Findings are very similar when comparing responses
received by March 26 to those received after March 27



Methodology

Scientific and defensible method to understand
community needs

Administered by mail/web

Developed in partnership with the Task Force
Methodology allows high return rate

Total of 632 completed surveys (goal 400)

95% level of confidence with a margin of error of
+/-3.9%

Demographically and geographically balanced

Input from users and non users of the parks and
recreation system



Geographic
Representation

Responses reflect balanced
distribution across Upper
Arlington, enhancing
statistical validity of survey
results




Demographic
Comparison

Respondent demographics
reflect community
demographics, therefore
survey results are reflective of
community sentiment as a
whole

Demographics: Ages of People in Household

by percentage of household occupants

8%
e age s N £
9%
pges o
7%
ges 1014 I 7
6%

Ages 15-19

Ages 20-24

Ages 25-34 11%

15%
Ages 35-44 14%

O E——
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Ages 65-74 — g;’//:

20% 30%

M Survey [JU.S. Census

Source: ETC Institute (2020)
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Demographics: Gender

by percentage of respondents

U.S. Census

Comparison

Gender responses
reflective of community

M Male ™iFemale EMale W Female

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Q1. Are you or other members of your household currently using any INDOOR
recreation, sports, fitness, meeting space or aquatic facilities?

by percentage of respondents

Current Use of
Indoor Recreation
Facilities

YES response demographics:

* 74% - households with
children under 10 yrs.

* 69% - households with
children 10-19 yrs.

Source: ETC Institute (2020) HYes W No




Top Features
households
would use

Weight room/cardio
Indoor walk/run track
Aerobics/fithess/martial
arts/dance

Lap lanes

Leisure pool — zero
depth entry

Q2. The City is considering developing a new multigenerational community center. Listed
below are potential features that could be incorporated into the design of a
multigenerational community center. For each one, please indicate approximately how
often you and members of your household would use each of these features.

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Weight room/cardiovascular equipment area 44% 19% 8% 6%
Indoor running/walking track 33% 26% 13% 8%
Aerobics/fitness/martial arts/dance space 27% 22% 11% 11%
Lap lanes for exercise swimming 23% 21% 10% 12%

Leisure pool zero depth entry v 20% 15% 13%
Warm water areas for therapeutic purposes b 18% 14% 13%
Senior programming space 11% 10%
Multipurpose courts 9% 12%
Training space for outdoor sports 9% 12%
Indoor turf field 12% 13%
Unstructured indoor play space 10% 10%
Childcare (while using facility) b et 6% 5%

Rock climbing wall 14% 16%
Arts & crafts rooms 15% 25%
Multipurpose space for classes/meetings/parties 16% 34%

Culinary arts demonstration kitchen Bz 17% 29%
Teen gathering space [ b0 9% 5%
Unstructured indoor gathering space  Eed T 12%
Preschool programming space By 5% 7%
Gymnastics programming space [givk ] 8% 9%

Meeting & event space b0 14%

Indoor stage/performing arts  Eord  13%

Blackbox performance theater & 9% 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 30% 100%
M Several Times Per Week BlA Few Times Per Month At Least Once a Maonth Less Than Once a Month BlSeldom/Never
Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Top Features
Adults Would Use

Weight room/cardio
Indoor walk/run track
Aerobics/fitness/martial
arts/dance

Lap lanes

Warm water areas for
therapeutic purposes

Q3. Which FOUR of the features listed in Question 2 would ADULTS in your
household age 19 or older use MOST OFTEN if they were included in a new
multigenerational community center?

by percentage of respondents who selected the items as one of their top four choices

Weight room/cardiovascular equipment area
Indoor running/walking track
Aerobics/fitness/martial arts/dance space
Lap lanes for exercise swimming

Warm water areas for therapeutic purposes
Leisure pool zero depth entry

Multipurpose courts

Senior programming space

Multipurpose space for classes/meetings/parties
Culinary arts demonstration kitchen
Meeting & event space

Childcare (while using facility)

Rock climbing wall

Arts & crafts rooms

Indoor turf field

Training space for outdoor sports
Unstructured indoor gathering space

Indoor stage/performing arts

Unstructured indoor play space

Blackbox performance theater

Teen gathering space

Gymnastics programming space

Preschool programming space

Source: ETC Institute (2020)

-~ 1In 57%
44%
37%
36%
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Most Often B 2nd Most Often Bl 3rd Most Often

4th Most Often



Q4. Which FOUR of the features listed in Question 2 would YOUTH in your
household age 18 or younger use MOST OFTEN if they were included in a new
multigenerational community center?

by percentage of respondents who selected the items as one of their top four choices

Leisure pool zero depth entry ] 21%
T F t Multipurpose courts _ 17%
O p e a u res rRock climbing wall | [NEENEGE 14%
Unstructured indoor play space s 14%

Youth Would Use s

Training space for outdoor sports
Childcare (while using facility)

Weight room/cardiovascular equipment area
Teen gathering space

Leisure pool — zero

Preschool programming space
Lap lanes for exercise swimming

d e pt h e nt ry Aerobics/fitness/martial arts/dance space
. Gymnastics programming space

Multi-purpose courts
. . Unstructured indoor gathering space
ROCk CI I m bl ng Wa I | Multipurpose space for classes/meetings/parties
Indoor stage/performing arts
U nstru Ctu red i n door Warm water areas for therapeutic purposes
Culinary arts demonstration kitchen

play space

Meeting & event space
Arts & crafts rooms

Indoor running/walking track

Senior programming space
Blackbox performance theater

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Source: ETC Institute (2020) Most Often B 2nd Most Often Bl 3rd Most Often 4th Most Often




Q5. All activities your household would use at a community center

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses could be selected)

Exercise & fitness 80%

Top Activities
Aguatics

H O u Se h O I d S Drop-in activities
WO u I d U Se Lifelong learning classes
1. EXE rCISE & fltness (80%) Meeting & event space
2- Classes (67%) Art & theater
3- Aq UatiCS (62%) Team sports
4. Drop-in activities (50%) o (whie uang ety
5. Lifelong learning classes ot

(48%) Wouldn't use a community center 10%
0% 20% 40% B0% 80% 100%

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Top Preferred
User Fees

1. Monthly family pass
(37%)

2. Monthly adult pass
VEY)

3. Monthly senior center
access only (14%)

Q6. Much of the cost of operating a new multigenerational community center
would need to be covered by user fees. Knowing this, which ONE of the
following would be your preferred way of paying to use a multigenerational
community center if it had the features you most prefer?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

i Monthly family pass

m Monthly adult pass
Maonthly senior center access only
Pay per visit

™ Don't know

I'm not willing to pay to use the center

Source: ETC Institute (2020)



Q6a. What is the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay for a
MONTHLY FAMILY pass (4 or more people) to use a new multigenerational
community center if it had the features most important to your household?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided"”)

Willingness to
Pay

Monthly Family Pass

5125+ per month
™ 5100-5124 per month
$75-599 per month

M | ess than $75 per month

e $75-99 (35%)
* Lessthan S75 (34%)
e S5100-124 (19%)

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Qé6b. What is the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay for a
MONTHLY COUPLES pass to use a new multigenerational community center if it
had the features most important to your household?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Willingness to
Pay

Monthly Couples Pass

m 5100+ per month
m 575-599 per month

550-574 per month
B | ess than $50 per month

» S50-74 (45%)
e Lessthan S50 (30%)
e $75-99 (20%)

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Q6c. What is the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay for a
MONTHLY INDIVIDUAL pass to use a new multigenerational community center if
it had the features most important to your household?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Willingness to
Pay

Monthly Individual Pass

B 550+ per month

B 540-549 per month
530-539 per month

M | ess than $30 per month

* S30-39 (38%)
* Lessthan $30 (27%)
o S40-49 (23%)

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Willingness to
Pay

Monthly Senior Pass

* Lessthan $S30 (49%)
* S30-39 (23%)
* S40-49 (20%)

Qéd. What is the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay for a
MONTHLY SENIOR INDIVIDUAL pass to use a new multigenerational community
center if it had the features most important to your household?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

W 550+ per month

W 540-549 per month
$30-539 per month

M | ess than $30 per month

Source: ETC Institute (2020)



Q6e. What is the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay for a DAILY
ADULT fee to use a new multigenerational community center if it had the
features most important to your household?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Willingness to
Pay

Daily Adult Pass

* S50rless(50%)
* S6-7(28%)
e $8-9(13%)

B 510+ per visit
N 58-9 per visit
S6-7 per visit

M 55 or less per visit

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Willingness to
Pay

Daily Child Pass

* S5(36%)
* S4orless (33%)
¢ S8(18%)

Q6f. What is the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay for a DAILY
CHILD fee to use a new multigenerational community center if it had the
features most important to your household?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

B 58+ per visit

W 57 per visit
56 per visit
55 per visit

M 54 or less per visit

Source: ETC Institute (2020)



Q7. How strongly would you support the construction of a community center
that included the features most important to your household, if it could be
accomplished without increasing taxes on residents?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Support of a
Community
Center if Funded

Without a Tax
Increase

* 79% Supportive
* 13% Unsupportive
* 7% Neutral

W Very Supportive ™ Somewhat Supportive Neutral " Somewhat Unsupportive ™ Not Supportive At All
Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Q7a. If you answered "Somewhat Unsupportive” or "Not Supportive at All" to
Question 7, please indicate why you answered this way.

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses could be selected)

(46 respondents

54%
out of 86)

Our household wouldn't use it

Reasons for Non-

O orapriate ol for a sovernment/dantt
Support
(Community Center et e o conmunty e
funded without a tax

(44 respondents
out of 86)

51%

33% (28 respondents out of 86)

| believe it will compete too much with
private providers

19% (16 respondents out of 86)

increase)

16% (14 respondents out of 86)

Represents 14% of  think that user fees willbe too expensive
respondents (86 of 632)

12% (10 respondents out of 86)

I need more information before | can answer

 Wouldn’t Use (54%)
* Not Government’s Role

(51%) Source: ETC mnstitute (2020)
* Not Needed (33%)

Other 11% (9 respondents out of 86)

0% 20% 40% 0% 80% 100%




Q8. How strongly would you support the construction of a community center
that included the features most important to your household, if it required
increasing taxes?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Support of
Community
Center With a

Tax Increase

* 54% Supportive
* 33% Unsupportive
* 12% Neutral

W \jery Supportive ™ Somewhat Supportive Neutral Somewhat Unsupportive ™ Not Supportive At All
Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Q8a. If you answered "Somewhat Unsupportive" or "Not Supportive at All" to
Question 8, please indicate why you answered this way.

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses could be selected)

Reasons for
Non-Support

(Community Center
funded with a tax

increase)

Represents 32% of
respondents (206 of 632)

* Would support if no tax
increase (49%)

* Not willing to pay more
taxes (S44%)

* Wouldn’t use it (30%)

I'm okay with the idea of a new community
center, but | do not want to pay higher taxes

I am not willing to pay more taxes to support
a community center

Our household wouldn’t use it

| don't believe that a community center is an
appropriate role for a government/don’t
support using tax dollars

There isn't a need for a community center in
Upper Arlington

| need more information before | can answer

| believe it will compete too much with private
providers

Other

Source: ETC Institute (2020)

(101 respondents
out of 206)

49%

aa (82 respondents
out of 206)

30% (62 respondents out of 206)
25% (52 respondents out of 206)

15% (31 respondents out of 206)

15% (31 respondents out of 206)

10% (21 respondents out of 206)

11% (23 respondents out of 206)

20% 40% 60% 80%

100%



Agreement with
Statements

1. Generate revenue from
user fees

2. Community center
would increase property
values

3. Valuable to have
community center

Q9. Rate your level of agreement with the following statements.

by percentage of respondents using a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means your needs are "Strongly Agree” and 1 means "Strongly
Disagree (without “don’t know")

A community center should generate revenue
from user fees

38%

| believe a community center would boost
property values in our community

18%

It is valuable to me to have a community center 16%
A community center should be geographically
located as close to middle of our community as 23%
possible
A community center should include social 2%
gathering spaces
Our community needs more fitness, recreation
. -, . 20% 6%
& social opportunities for seniors
City of Upper Arlington needs a community center 19% 6%
Our community needs more fitness, recreation
) - 19% 8%
& social opportunities for youth & teens
0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100%

Wlstrongly Agree Bl Agree Meutral Disagree B Strongly Disagree
Source: ETC Institute (2020)



Q11. What is your age?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Respondent
Demographics —
Age

1. 35-44 years (22%)
2. 65+ years (22%)

3. 55-64 years (19%)
4. 45-54 years (19%)
5. 18-34 years (18%)

B ]18-34 years W 35-44 years 45-54 years W 55-64 years W65+ years

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Q12. Counting yourself, how many people in your household are:
by percentage of respondents

Respondent
Demographics —
Household

A\

AN

Makeup

2 2 § B
@ o o o oa
M M M M M
wWowWmoownmow\mn

1. 55-64 years (15%)
2. 35-44 years (15%)
3. 45-54 years (13%)
4. 25-34 years (9%)




Q13. Approximately how many years have you lived in the City of Upper Arlington?

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Respondent
Demographics —
Resident Tenure

M (-5 years W 6-10 years

1. 31+ years (35%)

2. 0-5 years (18%) s sty
3. 21-30 years (16%)

4. 6-10 years (14%)

5. 16-20 years (10%)

6. 11-15 years (7%)

Source: ETC Institute (2020)




Respondent
Demographics —
Household

Income

1. S150K+ (33%)

2. S100K-S149,999 (19%)
3. S60K-599,999 (15%)
4. S35K-559,999 (12%)

5. Under $35K (9%)

Source: ETC Institute (2020)

Q14. What is your total household income?

by percentage of respondents

M Under 535K
i $35K to $59,999
560K to $99,999
= S100K to $149,999
S150K+
Not provided



Respondent
Demographics —

Voting Record

1. Yes (96%)
2. No (4%)

Source

: ETC Institute (2020)

Q15. Have you voted in the past two years?

by percentage of respondents

W Yesz B No



Respondent
Demographics —
Race/Ethnicity

1. White/Caucasian (87%)

2. Asian (5%)

3. Prefer not to answer
(5%)

4. Hispanic/Latino (3%)

Q17. Which of the following best describes your race/ethnicity?

by percentage of respondents

Source: ETC Institute (2020)

m \White/Caucasian

M Asian

™ Hispanic/Latino

" African American/Black
Native American
Other

Prefer not to answer



Key Takeaways

Summary

Respondents would most frequently use indoor fitness space (weight
rooms, cardio, indoor track, aerobics, etc.) and indoor aquatics

74% willing to pay for a monthly pass

79% were supportive of constructing a community center if it could be
accomplished without increasing taxes

54% were supportive of constructing a community center if it required
increasing taxes

79% agree that a community center should generate revenue from user
fees

71% agree a community center would boost property values
Enhanced statistical validity of survey results
o Exceeded the goal by 58% (632/400)

o Responses reflect balanced geographic distribution across Upper Arlington

o Respondent demographics reflect community demographics - results are
reflective of community sentiment as a whole
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Cit Of JOINT COMMUNITY CENTER FEASIBILITY TASK FORCE
y AND PARKS & RECREATION ADIVSORY BOARD

I [ ]
Upper Arllngton” 3600 Tremont Road | Upper Arlington, OH 43221
614-583-5030 | upperarlingtonoh.gov

6/24/2020 | 7:00 PM

Due to the ongoing situation with COVID-19 and pursuant to H.B. 197, this Community
Center Feasibility Task Force Meeting was convened remotely via video-conference
using Zoom.

Join Zoom Meeting
Please click this URL to join: https://zoom.us/j{/99007938535

Phone: 1-929-205-6099
Meeting Code: 990 0793 8535

The joint meeting of the Community Center Feasibility Task Force and the Parks &
Recreation Advisory Board were called to order at 7:04 p.m.

TASK FORCEMEMBERS PRESENT: Chairperson Margie Pizzuti, Dianne Albrecht,
Supen Bowe, Yanitza Brongers-Marrero, Greg
Comfort, Wendy Gomez, Merry Hamilton, Linda
Moulakis, Linda Mauger, Brian Perera, Matthew
Rule, Bill Westbrook

MEMBERS ABSENT: Chairperson Nick Lashutka, Kelly Boggs-Lape
Chuck Manofsky, Todd Walter

PARKS & RECREATION ADVISORY

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairperson Matt Petersen, Lindsey Christ, Kate
Diday, Mary Duchi, Matthew Hare, Caroline
O'Donnell, Allison Thomas

STAFF PRESENT: City Manager Steve Schoeny, Assistant City
Manager Dan Ralley, Parks & Recreation
Director Debbie McLaughlin, Parks Planning &
Development  Manager  Jeff  Anderson,
Community Affairs Director Emma Speight, and
City Clerk Ashley Ellrod

1. Call to Order of the Community Center Feasiblity Study Task Force

“ Cityof Upper Arlington
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Chair Pizzuti called the meeting of the Community Center Feasibility Study Task Force to
order. She welcomed everyone, and thanked the members for their dedication.

2. Call to Order of the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board
Chair Petersen called the meeting of the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board to order.
3. Overview of the Joint Meeting Purpose

The City Manager thanked everyone for coming together for this meeting. He advised
the purpose of the joint meeting is to hear from the consulting team and the committee
leaders who have been working on the Community Center Feasibility Study.

4. Welcome/Opening Remarks
Chair Pizzuti advised the CCFTF was given the following charge from City Council:

1. Review history of previous efforts to develop a community center

2. Review findings of the UA Parks & Recreation Comprehensive Plan

3. Review of our existing facilities and programs including a review of options for the

replacement of the existing Senior Center

Review possible locations for a community center

Review of indoor recreation/community gathering centers outside UA

Examine prospective cost scenarios including possible amenities and associated

costs; public/private partnerships funding strategies for capital/operating costs;

7. Involve community participation in feasibility study

8. Provide a recommendation to City Council based on feasibility study findings to
consider proceeding with Community Center in UA

o gk

5. Community Center Feasibility Study Phase | Key Findings

Supen Bowe, Community Engagement Chair, Greg Comfort, Facilities and Partnership
Chair, Matthew Rule, Finance Chair, Tom Poulos & Nan Weir of Williams Architects, Leon
Younger of PROS Consulting, and Aaron Domini of OHM presented a PowerPoint
(attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference as Exhibit A.)

Mr. Comfort noted this is not a design for what UA will have, but there could be a lot of
similarities. He stressed he does not want anyone to think a center has already been
designed.

Mr. Poulos said if this moves to Phase II, depending on the site this could become a multi-
stacked project, occupying multiple floors.

In response to Ms. Duchi, Mr. Younger advised they looked at the size of Worthington,
Dublin, and Westerville’s facilities in comparison to their population, and did a
comparative for the size of this space. He noted this size is right in the middle for UA’s
population.

“ Cityof Upper Arlington
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Ms. Christ questioned if they had data on the analysis done for the comparisons. The City
Manager responded they can provide that, and all of it will get refined in Phase Il. He
added this phase is defining what a community center is, and gauging public interest. The
next phase is building a business plan. Mr. Poulos agreed and said it is premature to
make comparisons without having the design take place.

Mr. Petersen questioned if they have thought about the impact the Coronavirus will have
on a community center. Mr. Younger said currently every level of recreation and parks
has seen an increase of priority and appreciation through the pandemic. They are
currently in the process of studying all the options.

Mr. Perera stated the public sector has been trying to define what essential and non-
essential services are, and there will be levies coming up. He wants to make sure
everyone is aware people may think they are tone deaf to this, and the point that this is
years out is important to emphasize. The City Manager advised from the survey there
was still a large interest in this from the community, despite many responses coming in
after the stay-at-home order. He said the Senior Center needs a lot of work, and
integrating a Senior Center into a community center makes more sense than spending
millions on that facility.

Ms. Duchi said she has concerns about accessibility to the whole population. She
remarked they need to make sure everyone has access, not just a part of the community.
The City Manager said there have been conversations with philanthropic groups in the
community, to make sure it is financially accessible. Mr. Younger added making it
equitable and fair is a large part of their work.

Ms. Diday questioned if there would there be an opportunity for the community center to
serve as a place for people in the community to go and work. She said she would enjoy
that for the socialization and thought it should be considered. The City Manager stated
this is something they are looking into.

6. Next Steps

Chair Pizzuti thanked everyone for their work. She said the process has been robust and
there has been extensive community engagement.

Mr. Comfort said it is really important they move forward with Phase Il. Phase Il provides
the whole picture and helps them better understand who are the partners, where the site
could be, etc. He thinks it would be a great disservice to stop now.

Ms. Albrecht said she agrees with Mr. Comfort, and has no doubt they need to keep
moving forward.

Ms. Bowe thanked everyone on the City Staff, Task Force, and Parks & Recreation
Advisory Group, she thinks they definitely need to go to the next Phase and added the
feedback they have received has been overwhelmingly positive.
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Mr. Rule related he appreciates how data driven this has been. He said continuing that
into Phase Il will be critical.

Ms. Mauger she said she was involved in the previous community center study, and this
experience has been entirely different in so many ways. She said this has been so
positive and she supports going to Phase II.

Ms. Hamilton said agrees with what everyone said and feels they need to move forward
with Phase II.

Ms. Brongers-Marrero said it is important to move forward with this initiative, and they
owe it to the community to explore this possibility.

Mr. Westbrook said this facility could be designed to deal with the new world. He thinks
they definitely need to continue, because they do not have enough facts to make an
informed decision.

Ms. Gomez echoed what everyone has said, if they did not move forward it would not be
fair to the community.

Mr. Perera said he is extremely concerned about the new world they have entered. Mr.
Comfort said he thinks the next phase will help them to better understand the new world
better.

Chair Pizzuti said they will present at the Special City Council Meeting on Monday, June
29.

Mr. Petersen said the goal of the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board is giving the whole

community equal access to the facilities they need. He stated while they recognize the
need to be sustainable, it should not be at the expense of those they serve.

7. Public Comment

In response to Chair Pizzuti’s invitation to speak, there were no questions or comments
from the public.

* % %

There being no further business, the joint meeting of the Community Center Feasibility
Task Force and the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board were adjourned at 9:20 p.m.

Chairperson
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ATTEST:

City Clerk
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EXHIBIT A

Community Center
Feasibility Study
Phase | Key Findings

Community Center
Feasibility Study

Task Force Meeting
June 24,2020



Task Force Agenda

e Welcome / Opening Remarks
o Community Center Feasibility Task Force

e Phase 1 Key Findings Overview
e Community Engagement

e Needs Assessment Survey

e Visioning & Programming

e Building Space Program

e Next Steps
e Q&A / Thank You
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Community Center Feasibility Task Force

Front Row (from left): Chuck Manofsky, Matt Rule, Bill Westbrook, Greg Comfort, Nick Lashutka
Back Row: Todd Walter, Kelly Boggs-Lape, Supen Bowe, Margie Pizzuti, Linda Mauger, Merry Hamilton, Linda Moulakis, Wendy Gomez, Brian Perera
Not Pictured: Dianne Albrecht, Yanitza Brongers-Marrero
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Feasibility of a Community Center

A modern Multi-Generational
Community Center should be
based off the needs of the local
community!

The 2018 Parks & Recreation
Comprehensive Plan resulted in
80% respondent support for
exploring the feasibility of an
indoor recreation facility
serving all ages of the
population.
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Study Purpose (2 Phases)

4 I
Phase I:

Is a community center needed and
desired by the community?

NS /
/ Phase ll: \
If yes, what should the community
center look like (programming, location,

operations, funding, etc.)¢

\_ /
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Qur Consultant Team
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Feasibility Study Process

Project
Kick-Off /

Data
Collection

Stakeholder
&
Focus Group
Input /

Statistically
Valid Survey

Community
Meeting

Similar
Provider
Analysis /

Market
Definition

Facility
Program /

Partnership
Identification /

Site Evaluation
Criteria
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Stakeholder Focus Groups & Interviews

e 2/ Interviews of 41 Stakeholders

~

/ Stakeholder & Focus Groups

Recreation Community Lifelong Arts and
Groups Learning Culture
o
; ®
Seniors Business

.

Community

Active Sports /

/Who Did We Inierview?\

e 41 Stakeholders

e Over 30 Hours of Input
Generated

e From 16 Different

\_

Organizations

/
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Community
Pop-Ups

12 Community Pop-Up Events
Engaging ~460 Residents
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Community Meeting

Community Meetings Held at Senior Center
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Needs Assessment Survey

/ 632 completed \

©
surveys (goal

400)

o 95% level of
confidence with
T 3.9% margin
of error

Please note: Online community
and youth surveys were not
implemented in Phase | due to
Covid. Additional community
surveys will be conducted in

Qqse I /
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Respondent Demographics — Age

howbd -

35-44 years (22%)
65+ years (22%)

55-64 years (19%)
45-54 years (19%)
18-34 years (18%)
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Top Activities Households Would Use

Q5. All activities your household would use at a community center

by percentage of respondents (multiple responses could be selected)

1. Exercise & Fitness (80%
Classes (67%)
Aquatics (62%) o
Drop-in Activities (50%

Meeting & event space

Lifelong Learning
Classes (48%)

o o o Childcare (while using facility)
6. Senior Activities (37%)

kA LN

Other

Wouldn’t use a community center 10%

80%

o, o,
Source: ETC Institute (2020) 0% 20% 40% 60%

80%

100%

Upper Arlington Community Center Feasibility Study Phase | Key Findings



Top Features Households Would Use

1.

Weight Room /
Cardio

Track

Aerobics / Dance

Aquatic Programming et B

Options

[ ] [ ]
Senior Programmin T ectirg & ventspoce B0 4%
g g Meeting & event space pEiv 14%

Space

Q2. The City is considering developing a new multigenerational community center. Listed
below are potential features that could be incorporated into the design of a
multigenerational community center. For each one, please indicate approximately how
often you and members of your household would use each of these features.

by percentage of respondents (without “not provided”)

Weight room/cardiovascular equipment area 44% 19% 8%

Indoor running/walking track 33% 26% 13%
Aerobics/fitness/martial arts/dance space 27% 22% 11% 11%
Lap lanes for exercise swimming 23% 21% 10% 12%

Leisure pool zero depth entry 2 20% 15% 13%

Warm water areas for therapeutic purposes b 18% 14% 13%
Senior programming space 11% 10%

9% 12%
9% 12%
12% 13%
10%  10%

6%
8%

Multipurpose courts

Training space for outdoor sports
Indoor turf field

Unstructured indoor play space

16%

15% 25%

Multipurpose space for classes/meetings/parties |4 =i 16% 34%
Culinary arts demonstration kitchen R3S 17% 29%

Teen gathering space [ e 9% 5%

Unstructured indoor gathering space  EiZ Tk 12%

Preschool programming space Ly 5% 7%

Arts & crafts rooms

Indoor stage/performing arts 254  13%
Blackbox performance theater 4 9% 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Ml Several Times Per Week BEA Few Times Per Month At Least Once a Month Less Than Once a Month Bl Seldom/Never
Source: ETC Institute (2020)
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Support of a Community Center if Funded Without a
Tax Increase

Q7. How strongly would you support the construction of a community center
that included the features most important to your household, if it could be

1. Supportive (79%) sccomplished without ncreasing 12K onresdents?
2. Unsupportive (13%)
3. Neutral (07%)

|

m \ery Supportive 8 Somewhat Supportive Neutral © Somewhat Unsupportive = Not Supportive At All

Source: ETC Institute (2020)
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Support of Community Center With a Tax Increase

1. Supportive (54%)
2. Unsupportive (33%)
3. Neutral (12%)
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Reasons for Non-Support

Q7a. If you answered "Somewhat Unsupportive" or "Not Supportive at All" to
Question 7, please indicate why you answered this way.

) by percentage of respondents (multiple responses could be selected)
1. Wouldn't Use

sa% (46 respondents
out of 86)

Our household wouldn't use it

2. Not Government’s Role i
3. Not Needed
4

° C o m p ete W ill.h P I‘iVCI fe I believe it will compete too much with

private providers

appropriate role for a government/don’t

51% (44 respondents
out of 86)

support using tax dollars

There isn't a need for a community center in

Upper Arlington 33% (28 respondents out of 86)

19% (16 respondents out of 86)

Providers

| think that user fees will be too expensive

16% (14 respondents out of 86)

5. Fees too expensive

12% (10 respondents out of 86)

| need more information before | can answer

O

Need more information

11% (9 respondents out of 86)

0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100%
Source: ETC Institute (2020)
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Agreement with Statements

Q9. Rate your level of agreement with the following statements.

by percentage of respondents using a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means your needs are "Strongly Agree” and 1 means "Strongly

.I ) G e n e r d te reve n U e A community center should generate revenue B
from user fees

31,
from user fees 38% 16%

| believe a community center would boost

18% 5%
property values in our community

[ ]
2 ‘ O m m U n Ity Cente r It is valuable to me to have a community center 16%
[ J

A community center should be geographically

M located as close to middle of our community as 23%
wOuU Incredse posse
A community center should include social

) 24%
prope I‘T)’ vdaiues e
Our community needs more fitness, recreation

. . - 20% 6%
& social opportunities for seniors
3 ® Vd I U G b I e 1.0 h d ve City of Upper Arlington needs a community center 19% 6%
[ J
C O m m U n I t C e n te r Our community needs more fitness, recreation 9% %
y & social opportunities for youth & teens 1 8
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Wl Strongly Agree BElAgree Neutral Disagree Bl Strongly Disagree
Source: ETC Institute (2020)
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Visioning & Programming
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Core Activities

Lap / Fitness Swim

Pickleball Basketball Swim Lessons
Volleyball Badminton Exercise Active Play
ATHLETICS AQUATICS
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Core Activities

Health & Fitness Group X - Yoga / Pilates / TRX / Aerobics

EXERCISE GROUP FITNESS
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Core Activities

Exercise - Silver Sneakers Arts & Crafts Arts & Crafts
Dance Class Café Meet-Ups Meeting Space
SENIORS CULTURAL
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Core Activities

Culinary Art Exhibitions Indoor Play Kid’s Activities
Community Events Inclusivity Gaming Teens
MULTI-USE YOUTH
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Building Space Program
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Program Summary
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Gymnasium
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Adventure Play

Upper Arlington Community Center Feasibility Study Phase | Key Findings



Adventure Play *Priority 3
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Adventure Play
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Adventure Play * Priority 2
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SENIORS & PROGRAMS

CUSTOMER SERVICE RESOURCE BILLIARDS

SOCIAL LOUNGE / LIBRARY / CAFE MULTI-USE ROOM
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*Priority 3
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Next Steps

@ a result of: \

. gOld8 Parks & Recreation Comprehensive Plan Outcome to Conduct a Feasibility
fudy

* Thorough Public Engagement Feedback and Support Findings

* Statistically Valid Needs Assessment Survey Support
* Unmet Program Need in the Community

* Core Building Space Program to Support Unmet Programming Needs

The Next Step is:

Qove Forward with Phase Il of the Community Center Feasibility Study /
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Next Steps

4 N > N
Site Focus Group Staffing /
Analysis/ Input/ Operational Presentation
Selection Surveys Plan/ &
Facility Community Partnerships / Final Report
Design Meeting Pro forma
S VAN J VAN
Engagement
November June January
2019 2020 2021




Thank You




