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meetings and classes, which would meet an expressed need and serve more local residents.
Moreover, although many participants in the Community Assessment questioned the value
of the preschool in the Rec Center, no one identified the preschool as a vital community
need.

o Hire a consultant to identify improvement options for the Rec Center. The results of the
Community Assessment indicate that there is strong support for keeping the Rec Center in
its current location and in investing in upgrading the facility. Therefore, the City should
consider hiring a consultant to help in developing alternative design plans for the Rec
Center. These options can range from the minimum level of improvements (upgrading the
restrooms, painting the building, adding a spray play area, resurfacing the pool, etc.) all the
way to tearing down the current structure, expanding the pool, adding a diving platform and
building a new facility — and various options in between these two extremes. This
consultant could also develop schematic design plans for these different alternatives,
including parking impacts, and provide preliminary cost estimates. In addition, the
consultant should take into consideration the need for additional space to accommodate
existing and proposed staff, as well as other administrative and operating functions,
equipment storage, etc.

o Develop cost/benefit analyses for all options. Once 3-5 alternatives have been developed,
the City, with the help of the consultant, should identify the specific benefits as well as the
estimated costs of each alternative. The City can also compare estimates to available and
projected revenues and determine the shortfall for each alternative design. As it develops
these budget forecasts, the City should take into consideration the need for additional staff
(at competitive salaries) in order to ensure the quality of future Rec Center operations.

e Clarify the City’s financial policy regarding revenue generation and funding support.
The City Council is encouraged to clarify how much revenue the Rec Center should be
expected to generate, as well as to establish the minimum level of financial support this
facility will receive from the City. Clarifying this financial policy will facilitate future
budget deliberations. Under the Council/Manager form of government, the Council's role
should be to establish policy expectations for the Rec Center, but then delegate this
operational responsibility to the City Manager and his designees. This will help the Council
avoid becoming mired in the details of departmental operations and keep its perspective at
the broader policy level.

o  Assess feasibility of financing alternatives. The Council should solicit further community
input as it pertains to raising the funds necessary to construct the proposed Rec Center
improvements. Residents most frequently mentioned private funding and property taxes, but
other options include improvement districts, targeted sales tax, bond initiatives and private
contributions. The impact on the average household could be computed and presented along
with what will be gained by the proposed expenditure. A consultant also might be hired to
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At a minimum, we would recommend responses be obtained from at least 50 households in
each neighborhood in order to make statistically valid inferences. However, in order to get
this many responses, it may be necessary to further increase the sample size, as well as to
plan for several follow-ups and possibly require pollsters to go door-to-door. Obviously, if
the project becomes more labor-intensive, it will be more expensive.

In summary, if the City wants representative data at the neighborhood level versus on a citywide
basis, the number of households that must be surveyed more than doubles: from a minimum of
335 to 720. With over-sampling to compensate for lower response rates, the total sample size
could easily increase from 500 to over 1,000 households. When factoring in the follow-up that
may be necessary, this could increase the costs of this project considerably. Therefore, we
recommend that the City talk with several firms that specialize in citizen surveys in order to
better understand the tradeoffs between precision and cost, so that the City can determine the
most feasible approach for Litchfield Park.

If you have any questions about these recommendations, please let us know.
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information as to a) the priority the community put on having a Rec Center and b) if residents
felt the Center was important, the kinds of programs that would interest and specifically serve
Litchfield Park residents. That way, when the Recreation Subcommittee recommended whether
to maintain, update, and/or rebuild the Center, the programs the citizens wanted would inform
the Subcommittee as to the kind of facility necessary to deliver those programs.

In November 2007, the Rec Subcommittee sought the expertise of ASU’s Partnership for
Community Development to conduct a community assessment focused on the Litchfield Park
Recreation Center. The Partnership is part of the College of Human Services at Arizona State
University. Its mission is to assist local governments, non-profits, businesses, and educational
agencies in addressing critical community needs. This report, prepared by ASU, documents the
results of the City of Litchfield Park Recreation Center Community Assessment project.

Focus Group Sessions

ASU’s Partnership for Community Development, on behalf of the City of Litchfield Park,
initiated the Litchfield Park Recreation Center Community Assessment project in early 2007.
The Rec Subcommittee agreed to utilize focus groups to obtain more in-depth, qualitative
opinion data from community residents. Because the Rec Subcommittee felt strongly that it
wanted to hear from all residents of Litchfield Park, they decided to hold focus group sessions by
age group. In addition, the Subcommittee wanted to hear from residents who lived in all parts of
Litchfield Park. In preparation for the focus group sessions, the Rec Subcommittee generated a
comprehensive list of potential participants representing a cross section of community residents
in terms of four age groupings and nine established neighborhood areas. In addition,
announcements were placed in the local newspaper and information made available at the
January 27, 2007, Annual Town Hall, encouraging any interested resident to add their name to
the pool of potential focus group participants. All citizens were invited to add their names to the
pool, excepting City Council and Commission members and their relatives. Thus, while not a
scientifically random sample, the final list of 221 residents was created with the intent to solicit
broad participation from the community as a whole.

The Rec Subcommittee provided the list of potential focus group participants to ASU, who
contacted Litchfield Park residents and invited them to attend one of the eight scheduled focus
group sessions. All sessions were held at the Litchfield Park Elementary School. Two sessions
were arranged for each age group, as shown in the following schedule:

12-25 yrs: Tuesday, February 27 or Wednesday, March 7; evenings.

26-45 yrs: Thursday, February 22 or Tuesday, March 6; evenings.

46-65 yrs: Thursday, February 15 or Wednesday, February 28; evenings.

65+ years: Saturday, February 24; one in the morning and one in the afternoon.

Each focus group session was conducted as a conversation with up to 12 residents. Sessions
lasted from 1% to 2 hours. Sessions were informal and designed to elicit more in-depth
responses than are possible with a written survey. ASU facilitated these conversations based
upon a set of question prompts that were developed with input from the Rec Subcommittee.
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Residents were asked to share their responses to questions related to the following topics:

e Current Perceptions and Usage of the Rec Center
e Alternative Future Scenarios for the Rec Center
e Ideas for New Programs and Facility Improvements
e Financing Strategies
Community Meetings

In addition to the eight focus groups, two open community meetings were held to gather
additional input from Litchfield Park residents. These sessions were scheduled for 9-10:30 a.m.
and 1-2:30 p.m. on Saturday, March 10, 2007. The community meetings were also held at the
Litchfield Park Elementary School.

Unlike the focus groups, these sessions were open to the general public. An announcement of
these open community meetings was included in the local newspaper. In addition, the Rec
Subcommittee members also publicized this opportunity to interested citizens, through phone
calls, emails and other interactions.

Citizen Participation

In total, fifty-eight citizens participated in the eight focus groups and twenty-one residents
attended the two open community meetings. Thus, a total of seventy-nine citizens participated in
these community conversations about the Recreation Center. City staff subsequently compared
the list of residents with the Rec Center’s utilization records. It is interesting to note that
approximately half of these residents had participated in Rec Center programs at one time or
another, while the other half had not used the Rec Center or its programs at all (according to City
records).

Despite valiant attempts to reach all neighborhoods and age groups, some neighborhoods and age
groups were underrepresented in the focus groups and community meetings. Specifically, there
were fewer participants in the age groups ranging from ages 12-25 and 26-45. Of the nine
Litchfield Park neighborhoods identified for this project, participation from four of them
(identified as Neighborhoods 1, 5, 6, and 9 on the map included in the Appendix of the full
report) was lower than the other neighborhoods.

Interpreting Results

The results of this Community Assessment are based upon the conversations held with residents
during the focus groups and community meetings. While this information is useful and richly
detailed, caution is needed in interpreting the results as indicative of the opinions of every
resident in Litchfield Park.
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As noted above, the pool of potential focus group participants was generated from two sources:
a) the Litchfield Park Recreation Subcommittee and b) respondents to notices that were posted in
the West Valley View and other outlets. In addition, participation in the community meetings
was open to any interested resident. Because participants in the focus groups and community
meetings were not randomly selected from among all of the 2,500 (approximately) households in
Litchfield Park, the results cannot be considered to be a statistically valid sample of the total
population. In other words, the opinions expressed by the 79 citizens participating in the
community assessment cannot be interpreted as representing the views of all Litchfield Park
citizens. Nevertheless, the issues and concerns raised by participants were strikingly similar
across all groups. This lends credibility to the notion that the common themes, if not held by all
residents, are characteristic of a substantial number of Litchfield Park citizens.

The results of the focus groups and community meetings have provided valuable citizen
feedback to the Recreation Subcommittee, which will consider this information in formulating
recommendations to the City Council about policies and priorities for future recreation services.
In addition, the focus group results can be used to guide the development of any scientifically
valid community surveys that might be conducted in the future.

A summary of the results from the focus groups and community meetings is provided below.
Information is first summarized in terms of general age group comments, followed by thematic
statements that were common to all groups.

Age Group Responses

Conversations with local residents reveal that their current impression is that the Rec Center is
used most frequently by the youngest (i.e., those under age 20) and the oldest (i.e., those over
age 65) residents in Litchfield Park. Interests in recreational activities vary somewhat across the
lifespan. These general trends as expressed by focus group participants are briefly summarized
in the following table. (The Appendix in the full report contains a list of more specific
comments about recreational needs and interests for each age group.)
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Common Themes

Residents participating in the focus groups and community meetings, whether actively using the
Rec Center or not, were virtually unanimous in their sense that the Rec Center is of central
importance to Litchfield Park. Impressions of the current facility and services, as well as their
ideas about future programs were similar among all the age groups. No specific preferences by
specific neighborhood were identified.

Following are the key findings and other observations that emerged from these community
conversations. These statements reflect the general opinions of the majority — but not
necessarily all — of the 79 participants in the Community Assessment. For further explanation
of these comments, as well as identification of any dissenting points of view, please refer to the
full document.

Key Findings

e The majority of respondents would like to see the Rec Center re-conceptualized as a

multi-generational Community Center, and perhaps renamed to reflect its importance to
Litchfield Park.

e Those residents who have used the Rec Center consider the current facility to be
outdated, undersized and unattractive. The pool, exercise room and restrooms/showers

were most often cited as needing improvement.

o The majority of participants think that the Rec Center should be upgraded and expanded,
but without losing its small-town character.

e Virtually all respondents view the Rec Center as an important symbol of the Litchfield
Park community.

e The majority of participants want the Rec Center to remain downtown.

e Most respondents think there is a need for more community meeting space in Litchfield
Park.

e Many residents are interested in greater opportunities for lifelong learning.

e Most indicated that Rec Center should receive some financial support from the City.
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Additional Observations

e Most respondents had high regard for the Rec Center's current programs and special
events.

o The vast majority of participants see the pool as a vital part of the Rec Center, and
emphasized its importance for the youth competitive swimming programs.

o Those who have participated in Rec Center programs felt that the staff at the Rec Center
have been a tremendous asset.

e Most residents believe that the Rec Center does not presently serve the entire community.
The overall impression is that it is predominantly used by the youngest and oldest
residents, but not by most residents aged 20-65.

e The majority of participants want to see the Rec Center continue — whether they use the
current facility or not.

e According to the majority of participants, maintaining the status quo is not a viable
option.

e Many residents questioned the value of the preschool program at the Rec Center.

e Many respondents expressed tentative support for new funding to improve the Rec
Center.

o Residents suggested that the Library building might provide an opportunity to expand the
Rec Center.

Summary

The common themes that emerged from this Community Assessment of nearly 80 residents
reveal that the Rec Center is important to many residents in Litchfield Park, and has played a key
role, especially for the youth, in the community. However, participants believe that the current
facility is outdated and in dire need of improvement. They would like to see improvements to
enhance the pool and upgrade the exercise room and restrooms/showers. In addition, residents
expressed a desire for more community meeting space and opportunities to promote lifelong
learning. In this regard, they thought that if the adjoining County Library moves, this building
would provide an excellent opportunity to augment the Rec Center facilities. Ultimately, many
would like to see the Rec Center re-conceptualized, and perhaps renamed, as a multi-
generational Community Center in an updated facility that can respond to the community
as a whole.
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While residents expressed a desire for new improvements, they seemed acutely aware that any
major renovations will be expensive and may require new sources of funding. Many residents
expressed tentative support for financing that would make these desired Rec Center
improvements possible.

In summary, residents expressed appreciation for the opportunity to share their thoughts and
ideas with the City Council. Many participants thought that the next steps would be for the
Council to develop more specific alternative conceptual designs and cost estimates for the
Litchfield Park Recreation Center. From this analysis, the City might identify a final set of 3-5
improvement options for the Rec Center, along with pros and cons for each alternative, as well as
funding implications. This information could then be presented back to the community for
further review and comment. Many of the residents who participated in the Litchfield Park
Recreation Center Community Assessment offered to assist the Council in their further
exploration of alternative ways to meet the community's future recreation needs.
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