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Project Purpose

MC Rec, the Manheim Central Recreation Commissiiained Toole Recreation
Planning to assist the Commission with the fadibtaof three commission meetings
and a stakeholders’ workshop regarding the futirextions and funding support for
MC Rec. The goal was to reach consensus on how BOARUIld be funded in the
future. The Scope of Services identified for thigjgct includes:

One pre-workshop meeting with the Strategic Plag@nb-Committee.
Facilitation of a one-day workshop on a Saturdde morning would focus on
community organizations and the afternoon wouldive the key partners.
Report on the findings of the meeting and workshith recommendations on
future directions.

Conduct a final meeting on the report.

Project Process

The project included three parts: research and/sisathe workshop and the report
as described below:

1. Research, Analysis, and Workshop Preparation

MC Rec provided relevant materials for review imlihg plans, reports, budgets,
meeting minutes and other materials that would tétip project understanding.
All partners were invited to all meetings, wereeiniewed on site at their
locations and received materials related to thgepto

An on site work session was held with MC Rec mansege and staff. This
included a tour of the communities and MC Rec arashiim Central School
District facilities.

Interviews with identified stakeholders for the pose of issue and opportunity
identification, meeting planning and workshop depehent. Stakeholder
analysis was conducted defining viewpoints, keyass desired outcomes, and
workshop patrticipation role.

A pre-workshop meeting was held with the key pagraad identified officials.
The workshop strategy, tasks, process and agendacneated.

Workshop logistics and pre-workshop communicationdnjunction with the
principal point of contact for MC Rec.

Workshop Project brief preparation including stitasgweaknesses,
opportunities and challenges to the organization.

2. The Workshop

The workshop for community organizations includgat@sentation of findings
about parks and recreation in the community witpeet to MC Rec,
introduction of key findings of the research anesentation of opportunities,




issues and challenges. The agenda was a combimditibe presentation of
information and interactive exercises.

» Participants asked questions and then engagethieepart discussion
regarding what works well, what could work betted &he identification of the
factor of importance to them regarding MC Rec.

» The Strategic Plan Sub-Committee Workshop focuseith® results of
community input, roles and responsibilities, mamaget tools and funding
formulas, as these were the key issues and oppieetutihat emerged for the
committee to address.

» Alternative concepts for exploration for futureaditions and funding were
explored.

» Preferred funding scenarios approaches to phasioganges were identified.

* Future directions and support were identified idatg resources, sources and
regional participation.

» A preferred plan and approach for the future dioecof the partnership was
formed to set forth a positive transformation oMdC Rec and the partners
could work together in serving the public througtiks and recreation.

3. Report Production and Project Finalization

» Development of a plan and report that simply aeduty documents the
decisions made and the steps forward to implenmentdcommendations and
consensus reached.

*  Product refinement through review and revision.

* Final meeting of the project. This would include froject process and preferred
plan/recommendations, input in the form of opermuision.

Findings

MC Rec

MC Rec serves as the regional parks and recredéipartment for Manheim
Borough, Penn Township and Rapho Township contigudgth the Manheim
Central School District. MC Rec provides recreatpportunities year round
through organized programs and self-directed oppdies that the citizens can
undertake on their own in the seven parks in th@ore Interviews found a high level
of public awareness and support for MC Rec.

If you've been to the Farm Show Complex, you'vedustC Rec services! In 2009,
MC Rec had 11,192 participants in its organizedyms and special events. The
community swimming pool was the host to over 26,88@ors, mostly from within
the school district. Pool memberships were nearnly distributed among residents
from the borough and the two townships. Park \isita as is customary, is not
tracked but estimated with about 70 percent optbulation using parks in line with
other communities in Pennsylvania for a total afw@til4,471 park visitord.able 1
presents comparisons about program and park wsitas a way of gauging MC Rec
community participation.
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MC Rec generates 68 percent of its operating budget non-tax sources including
program fees and charges, partnerships, sponssmhiprentals for its annual
budget of about $740,650.

Table 1

Benchmark Comparisons on MC Rec Usage
MC Rec Typical Standard
Program Participation 16% for just programs and 22% maximum.
60% when special events and |  This is the largest percentage a
pool attendance are included municipality could expect to
participate in programs.
Park Visitation Based on findings nationwide 70%

and Pennsylvania and the
facilities available, projection
would be the same 70% area.

Appreciate Parks NA 82%
whether the person
uses them or not

MC Rec:

What Works Well

MC Rec

Overall MC Rec has a positive public perceptiorardmg its programs, services,
and awareness. Participation has increased aslagtthe addition of the Old

Middle School as a program site, effective adviegisprogram quality and new
strategies such as e-mail outreach to participdihis.service area is contiguous with
the Manheim Central School District, which is cetesnt with how residents view
their community orientation. Residents are orientetihe school district as a place of
residence and for their community connections iticlg recreation rather than
oriented toward jurisdiction of residence. The igt&zernmental agreement including
three municipalities and the school district hases# the community well over the
last ten years in terms of service, facilities affdctive use of tax dollars. For every
tax dollar allocated to MC Rec, MC Rec generategtar $3.06.

The Partnership

Four governmental entities including the Manheinmi€ad School District, Manheim
Borough, Penn Township and Rapho Township have edbriigether collaboratively
for over ten years in providing community recreatservices through MC Rec. As a
progressive way of delivering public services, thastnership has served as a model
for other municipalities statewide. The schoolritistsupports parks and recreation
to a higher level than is typical in other commigst School districts that are
involved in multi-municipal recreation organizattohere and elsewhere have found
that making facilities and services available ® ¢bommunity at large benefits the
community and generates important public suppattgood will for the school
district that spills over to support other distiitiatives. The community key




stakeholder workshop revealed strong public semtirtigat these community
organization representatives want the MC Rec pesttife to continue with all three
municipalities and the school district. They wantitove ahead in a positive fashion
and eliminate negative publicity.

MC Rec: What Could Work Better

MC Rec

While MC Rec overall operates in an effective affitient manner given the
organization’s results, resources, level of exgentand increasing demands on
staff and funding, everyone agrees there are always to improve operations. In
this case, the scenario would be in line with tked-known business concept of
“going from good to great” or locally as “alwaysagbbut never satisfied”.

Over the years, MC Rec has experienced increaggsgnams, participation, and
responsibility for more parks and recreation féiedi. The increasing demands on the
small staff have required staff to focus on “pugtout fires” rather than operating
more in a scheduled, planned fashion. Formalizdidips, procedures and work
programs could help to facilitate communication dedision-making. This will help
to foster management practices that are 80-90 pergetine and scheduled and 10-
20 percent emergency.

Major inclusions to MC Rec’s purview that appeah&we come about without the
best interest of the organization and a seemirigdaorganized decision-making
process and review of the long term impacts of sledisions include the swimming
pool capital debt (retired), the Farm Show Comgled the Covered Bridge. All of
these items have major costs associated with timehtoag-term and relationships to
parks and recreation that are somewhat questionable

The Partnership

The decision of Penn Township to leave the pattielrsgs major implications in terms of
funding and community service. Negative press bag bited as a problem.
Communication could be improved and decision-mag&imtganced through the
development and use of policies and proceduresapects and programs of major
significance. Involvement of the public on decisiah major importance regarding MC
Rec is important. The key stakeholder workshopddbat citizens who are heavily
involved with community service organizations adl a®general citizen representatives
were unaware of why the partnership is changirtgrms of Penn Township dropping
out. Continued communication and discussion of nisgnies is important for the long-
term viability of multi-municipal parks and recrieat departments.
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MC Rec: The Key Issues to Address

While many good ideas regarding how to work togebistter and improve MC Rec
have been suggested, three core issues emergethidnterviews, work sessions
and work shops. These include:

= Park and Recreation Facility Maintenance.
= Need for Policies and Procedures.
*» The Funding Formula.

Analysis and Recommendations

Park and Recreation Facility Maintenance

Mc Rec maintains 113.9 acres of parkland, commusvitynming pool complex grounds,
recreation facilities, the MC Rec portion of thed Middle School and the Farm Show
Complex distributed among seven sites rangingz@ §om about seven for 46 acres.
The Manheim Central School District is responsfblethe maintenance of the old
Middle School building along with its operating todMC Rec maintenance staff
provides custodial and minor maintenance dutieshi@mportion of the building
designated for MC Rec programs.

The 2009 maintenance budget for parks was $20@§66ting to $1,760 per acre. This
falls short of the customary range of $1,500 t®3,per acre or more. Soccer field
maintenance is estimated at about $4,500 peri@igyear. This is less than the
estimated cost elsewhere of $7,000 to $8,000. fet&fe working relationship between
MC Rec and the Manheim Central School Districtudohg communication and
information sharing as well as piggyback purchasing constant refinement of
maintenance practices have resulted in lower costs.

The roles and responsibilities of park and recosaftacility maintenance have emerged
as a major question. Factors for considerationuitel

* Should MC Rec continue providing park maintenarige@sn't MC Rec
duplicate what townships can provide on their owterms of park and
recreation facility maintenance? Wouldn't it casd$ for municipalities to
perform park maintenance instead of MC Rec?

» What are the procedures for adding a facility to K€t for maintenance?

= What is the role of the school district in park manance and why don’t they
just maintain all parks?




Analysis

MC Rec and Park Maintenance- The principle purpose of municipal governmeibis
provide for the health, safety and welfare of ttizens when using public facilities. It is
essential that parks be maintained in a safe hyeattd attractive condition for park users.
Municipalities are exposed to liability and potahlitigation based in operating parks and
recreation facilities. Insurance carriers repat the single most important measure that a
municipality can do to reduce hazardous conditiergosure to liability and potential

litigation is to have a formal maintenance managesgstem. This includes expertise in park
maintenance management, regular park inspectiodsi@umentation about tasks performed
and resolution of hazardous conditions. Parks regpiecialized expertise in sports turf
management, sports facility requirements, traihtesiance, natural resource management,
forestry, Consumer Product Safety Commission stdadar play equipment, customer
service, recreation programming with respect tedates and facility support, coordination
with leagues and facility renters and other a@ivispecific to the special conditions of a site
such as dog parks, amphitheaters etc.

The public perceives the parks and recreationtiasibs well maintained. The cost per acre
for MC Rec’s park maintenance is lower than otiraila communities in Pennsylvania.
Athletic groups also contribute to sports field menance. The school district provides
support, expertise, cost sharing, piggyback puichagroblem solving, and funding to
support the operation of MC Rec in park maintenance

One of the most valuable services that MC Rec geaviis “one stop shopping” for park
users. Park users who secure permits, scheduteatoants, provide volunteer support for
sports leagues, and schedule events have to dea single entity that is responsible for all
aspects of facility use and conditions. Since MC B@erforming park maintenance, park
maintenance is a priority. Park maintenance ttiatdader the purview of a streets or public
works department is often a secondary priority. kMm@ emergency occurs or roadwork such
as pothole attention in the spring is required pagintenance is deferred even when it is
essential to serve public scheduled events fortwbéople often pay a fee. This results in poor
public service, inadequately maintained faciliiesl cancelled events. By having scheduling,
recreation programming and maintenance under afigamper scheduling, and work
production can be accomplished. Park maintenancires a completely different set of skills
and expertise than do roads, streets and publkswBy having park maintenance under one
unit for parks and recreation, MC Rec has the ¢ispeaind cultivates the skills necessary to
provide safe, clean attractive facilities that neahdards and guidelines for public
recreational use.

Procedures for Adding Facilities for MC Rec Mainterance— Currently there is no official
procedure for adding facilities to MC Rec for ladiegm maintenance. Consequently MC Rec
has been designated as the agency responsiblaiftienance of facilities unrelated to
recreation such as the Farm Show Complex and ther€bBridge, which became the
responsibility of MC Rec at its inception. If tiigactice is left unchecked, it could result in
additional unrelated responsibilities for MC Redéft these facilities have been added,
additional financial resources have not been atidedmpensate for the additional associated
labor and costs. A formal process and procedussésyneeds to be established to discuss the
addition of facilities to MC Rec.

The Manheim Central School District and Maintenance- The school district already
provides exceptional support of parks and recneatisupporting MC Rec in terms of
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funding, facility use and expertise. The schodtidisprovides maintenance for facilities that
serve recreational needs as well on their schoaingis. They also provide the maintenance of
the old Middle School building and pay the buildegenses. The maintenance of facilities
that are not on school grounds is outside of teeponsibility and beyond their scope of work.

Recommendations

1. MC Rec should establish a formal process for etialyavhether to accept the
maintenance responsibility for an additional pufalality. Figure 1 presents a
Management Impact Statement tool for this purpbise MIS offers a series of questions
to address as part of the discussion and decisaixmmprocess for all facilities under
consideration. This tool can also be used to ass&ss new programs under
consideration as well.

2. Consider creating a minimum size park that wouldifeder MC Rec's care. This could
be a park larger than 5 acres or community parks oo neighborhood parks.

3. Ata minimum, MC Rec should be responsible forttaéntenance of all sports fields,
playgrounds, and game courts and anything thatddmischeduled and permitted for
public recreational use.

4. Plan for increasing human and financial resourmearfy additional facilities in the
budget. Use the MIS to develop the figures foraithditional resources needed along with
their sources. As an alternative, use the perratedor park maintenance by MC Rec at
the time the project is under consideration.

5. Allow for provisions for municipal park maintenanmiesmall parks five acres or less,
neighborhood parks or aspects of park maintenarateas mulching shrubbery and tree
care and so on.

Policies and Procedures

The development of policies and procedures is goiog task. As situations and
circumstances change, new policies are neededstingxones modified.

Policies provide the mechanism for communicatiregdtandard operating practices and
protocols of an organization. They provide a framefor discussion and decision-
making. Policies communicate a common referencéhfmse involved to understand how
things work in a way that ensures progress, fatég routine operations, and minimizes
putting out fires. Policies could help to fostebpa understanding and build support for
MC Rec.

Analysis

The Intergovernmental Agreement is the overridiaticy document governing the MC
Rec partnership. The IGA falls under state law l&ting these agreements. State law
specifies that only municipalities, counties anllcgd districts can sign on as partners in
intergovernmental agreements. While alternativahitoorganizational structure were
suggested including board composition without migicand school district
representatives instead by citizens or by businkese alternatives are not legally




permitted. The Board also has by-laws that goveerrégulation and management of MC
Rec. Potential changes in funding formulas raibedjuestion about partner
representation on MC Rec. Consideration could dergihe reviewing the structure of
MC Rec to determine if and how it should be re<trced.

Figure 1
MIS
Management Impact Statement

Purpose

1. To assess the impact of a significant proposedprajr a major program considering the
capital and operating costs including human ressuand the effect on other parks and
recreation facilities and services.

2. To use the assessment to make an informed deeibmut feasibility and viability of the
proposed project.
Method

Determine:
1. Capital cost of the proposed project.

2. Operating costs of the proposed project. Include:

®  Number of staff hours required

m  Cost of the staff hours

m  Cost of materials and supplies

®  Miscellaneous costs

m  Volunteer support over the long term

3. Impact on other facilities and programs with th@liementation of the proposed project.
m Wil the project/service require funds needed fitreo facilities/programs?

m  Will the project/service require staff time neededother services/programs?
m  How will the project impact the quality of servitethe MC Rec service area?
m Wil the project require resources from the comryand are they available?
4. Revenue Sources

m  Grants

®  Donations

®  Municipal funds — additional appropriation

®  Municipal funds — within current budget

®  Non-tax funds to be generated from the project/og

Decision-Making

Based upon the above information, does MC Rec timveesources to move ahead with this
project?
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MC Rec operates primarily on a strong history afcessful operating practices that have
not been formalized as policies. Consequently waheaw situation emerges, there is no
foundation in place to facilitate decision-makinglaiscussion. Policies that would help
MC Rec and its partners include the following:

Use of the MIS tool.

Fees and Charges Policy.

Maintenance parameters with respect to park siddamwility types.
Establishment of annual goals, objectives and iiesr

Procurement Policy — include roles and respong#sliof the MC Rec Board and
MC Rec Management and Staff.

Capital Project Selection.

Recommendations

Review the MC Rec Board composition in light of ebas in the funding
formula. Consider composition that reflects therfola. For example if the
adopted formula is part equal share and part bylatdpn, then have each
member appoint one member plus additional membithsraspect to the
formula. It is most important to recognize thastis a regional service and that
the good of the region as a whole is crucial. Whieeveryone will get
everything they want, nor will everyone have torme everything they want,
the region, as a whole will benefit.

Use the MIS shown iRigure 1 to evaluate proposed facilities or programs that
are major in terms of scale, cost and staff ressurequired. Set ground rules for
when this policy would be used, for example prgexnter $10,000.

Develop a park and recreation facility maintengpaiecy. Include minimal size
of parks to be maintained by MC Rec. Specify faesito be under MC Rec’s
purview, which should include ballfields, game dsuplaygrounds, the
community pool grounds and other active facilitissvell as all facilities that are
scheduled and reserved for recreational use.

Develop and adopt a policy in fees and charges.

Adopt a policy to establish annual goals, objectiaad priorities for MC Rec in
conjunction with the development of the annual lmidg

Adopt a policy to determine how capital improvemertdjects are selected. With
about $75,000 a year in municipal capital funditigcations, a three to seven
year capital improvement program could be estabtisitrive to get grants to
leverage every local tax dollar. Use the critehaven inFigure 2 as the method
to select projects. The criteria and criteria wesgtould be revised as needed
based upon emerging opportunities.




Figure 2

Sample Criteria for Selection of Capital Improvement Projects
Applied for an Example Project

Project Title: Project X Capital Cost: $100,000 Funding Source(s): Muni's. & DCNR
Annual Operating cost: $10,000 Operating budget source(s): User Fees
s |3 |2 |a
R 2 o £ X =
Criteria 2 |5 |8 |F
=
1. Does proposed project meets broad public need? 2 3 5
2. Does the project benefit a majority of the citizens? 1 1 2
3. Will the project meet safety and accessibility needs of 1 1 2
community?
4. s the project consistent with MC Rec Comprehensive 2 1 3
Parks & Recreation Plan, design guidelines, park master
plan and mission?
5. Will the project improve existing park conditions? That is, it 2 3 5
will fix up what the township has rather than build new?
6. Is projectin an area of the community that needs municipal 1 1 2
investment?
7. Is funding available for the project? 2 3 5
8. Does a community group support(s) the project? 2 3 5
9. Will MC Rec or other provider be able to maintain the 2 3 5
improvement/project upon completion?
10. Will the quality of the project enhance the public image of the | 2 2 4
MC Rec community?
11. Do you have time to undertake the project? 2 2
TOTAL Points 40
(#) = point value

Chart Formula

Step 1. Answer each question of the criteria with a yeaar

Step 2. Mark either “2” in the yes box or “1” in the no hox

Step 3. Determine if the project is a high, medium o lpriority.

Step4 Mark either a “3”, or a “2” or a “1” in the apypriate priority box.

Step 5. Multiply the Yes (2) or No (1) points times tReiority Points High (3), Medium (2) or
Low (1). Put that answer in the total point’s colufor that criterion.

Step 6. Continue working your way through all of theteria in the same manner.

Step 7. Add the Total Points Column. Write the scoréhi@a box in the bottom of the column.
Compare this score against the scores of otheegirounder consideration. In the example
above, Project X scored a value of 41 out of d &flgpoints possible. Compare this score with
other projects that could range in value from 16QoUse as part of decision-making process.
Step 8. Adjust the criteria and point values as meritecedagpon the use of the rating scale.
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Funding Formula

The funding formula was the compelling public reattat sparked this study. The
formula established with the creation has beenaoegfor the past ten years. According
to this formula, the School District pays for th€NRec Director’s salary and benefits.
This is equally matched by Manheim Borough, Perwighip and Rapho Township.
The amount allocated through this partnership BR20as $242,095.36. This
appropriation is dedicated to operating the dagladg-expenditures of MC Rec.

In addition to the operating budget the followirthar allocations are provided through
the partners:

= Each municipality has contributed $25,000 annusitige 2007 for park and
recreation facility capital improvement project@nibined this totals $75,000
annually and if continued for the next ten yearsi@enerate a total of
$750,000. This is significant funding that wouldable MC Rec to plan for
capital improvements efficiently and effectively.

= The Manheim Central School District pays for thempion and maintenance of
the Old Middle School. The districts charges renttifie lease with the
Intermediate Unit. This lease will expire in 20I&lather plans for this school
are under discussion. The district also provideshmsing power to MC Rec in
allowing MC Rec to purchase materials and supphiesugh piggybacking with
the school on bids as well as in direct purchasingugh their vendors.

Analysis

Benchmark Comparisons- Benchmarks provide a useful comparison for parkks
recreation organizations and municipalities tossbkew they compare with other similar
operations elsewher€able 2 presents comparisons between Manheim Borough, Penn
Township and Rapho Township with the Pennsylvamibrationwide average municipal per
capita investment as well as in ratios of parksrangeation to township expenditures.

Table 2
Benchmark Comparisons on Funding Parks and Recreation

Ratio of Parks and Recreation
Per Capita to Operating Budget

Manheim Borough $12.65 2.39%
Penn Township $8.28 2.15%
Rapho Township $7.05 4.00%
State Average $32 NA
National Average $65 3.14%
Best Department Municipal NA 5.00%+
Operating Ratio Nationally

Table 2shows that the MC Rec partners spend less thaavtdrage statewide per capita
municipal investment. This should be the case kmxafithe cost savings they realize by
pooling their resources. However, if each municipalffered parks and recreation on its
own, the $32 would be the standard of measuréddndase these municipalities would

1



be only 20 to forty percent of the statewide averalglanheim and Penn’s appropriation
is less that the 3.14 percent average of the npalioperating budget ratio. While Rapho
is higher at four percent, the township’s overaliipet is low. In comparison, Penn has a
higher per capita investment in MC Rec than Rapliabower ratio of the operating
budget. None of the partners is at the level astBDepartment”. This refers to
departments nationwide that are viewed as sucdqadflic assets by the business
community. These departments generally have fivegms or more of the municipal
operating budget.

A second level of questioning emerged regardingifumbeyond the formula itself. This
guestion raised was regarding the budget amoutiteifunding enough to operate MC
Rec efficiently and effectively? The fact that M@dgenerates 68 percent of its budget
from non-tax funds is an important consideratioart@inly, MC Rec is not expecting the
municipal and school district partners to pay fegrgthing and operates in an
entrepreneurial fashion to ensure a mix of fundiogrces. While programs are self-
sufficient, park maintenance is the one area tlegt In@ under funded. At about $1,760
per acre this is less than the cost per acre itlasicommunities in Pennsylvania.
Coordination with the school district and succelssfanagement and material practices
has produced effective maintenance. But the inatusf structures like the Covered
Bridge has resulted in expenditures beyond the éyslgrameters. The addition of
substantial facilities should be addressed befui ficceptance into the system and
included in the operating budget or other fundiogrses.

Program Use and Park Use It is important to note that municipal discussidave
been oriented towards programs when it comes téotheula. However, most of the
public use of parks and recreation systems istik pse not in programs. About 70
percent of citizens use parks while up to aboyp@@ent participate in organized
programs or special events. The public use of paeksls to be considered as a major
factor in the value of MC Rec services. Fairnessequity needs to include both park
use and programs when considering share valueiat'snly about programs! A
municipality paying an additional fee to cover nesident rates in programs or pool
membership fails to include the value of citizesmgg the parks and recreation facilities
system wide. Park usage should be considered wdleulating the value of regional
recreation.

Budget Composition by Tax and Non-Tax Sources. Tabel3presents the MC Rec
budget according to tax and

Table 3 non-tax budget sources.
MC Rec 2009 Budget Sources Cost recovery of municipal
Amount % parks and recreation
Tax Support $242,095.36 329, | departments is generally in
Non-Tax Support 500,250.00 68% | the 30 -35 percent ranges.
Total $742.345.36 100% | Fifty percentis often a goal.

Nearly seventy percent can
be achieved but it is difficult and ever more ditfit than a 50 percent recovery rate. MC
Rec’s cost recovery also includes the maintenandgdt making this cost recovery rate
especially notable. Park maintenance results itsa@shout revenue while programs
generate revenue. As maintenance costs increasepshrecovery goes down.
Achieving a 68 percent cost recovery rate with ri@iance is very high. Park
maintenance requires expertise, knowledge and iexerin areas of sports turf
management, safety inspections, Consumer ProdietlyS2ommission play equipment
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standards, recreation program support, customeiceenatural resource management,
workload cost tracking, horticulture, landscapieguipment maintenance and other
areas. Effective park maintenance is requireddace a municipality’s exposure to risk
and litigation.

Current Allocation According to Equal Shares
The Manheim Central School District pays for thieusaand benefits of the director.
This amount is matched equally by each of the parig municipalitiesTable 4

presents the current funding information accordintax dollars and ratio of parks and
recreation operating expenses to overall muni@pealating expenses.

Table 4
Current Funding for the Municipal Shares

NOTE: Numbers vary but are within a tight range due to rounding and use of
percentages.
Current: Equal share matching | Current Ratio of Parks &
the School District’s Recreation Expenditures to
contribution in §. the Municipal Operating
Budget - %
Manheim Borough $60,523.84 2.39%
Penn Township 60,523.84 2.15%
Rapho Township 60,523.84 4.00%
TOTAL $181,571.52

Potential Funding Formulas

Since the current allocation of equal municipalrehas no longer in favor and the
partners want to explore another funding formu&aftillowing approaches were created
for exploration. A per capita formula was discusa@ti no sense of agreement that this
would be a formula that would work for all partneéFable 5 presents an alternative
formula that includes four factors to relate capatt pay, property values, population
and amount of parkland@able 6 presents the share for each municipality based tiis
formula. Using this formula, the Manheim and Pelmares decrease while Rapho’s share
would increase. It is important to note that Pepwiship has no parks and recreation
facilities. Manheim Central School District hasilidies in this township that essentially
serve as de facto recreation facilities. Penn Towpnis in the process of developing two
neighborhood parks in conjunction with developensstructing housing developments.

It is important to note that while Rapho Townshges not have a property tax, the
assessed valuation is used only for formula puiphbeee. The inclusion of the assessed
valuation is not a recommendation for a propergty itais merely part of the formula.
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Table 5
Combination Formula by Earned Income, Assessed Valuation, Population, & Percentage of Parkland

% of Parkland Avg. of

Earned Income Assessed Valuation 2000 Census Proportion

of the four

factors

Amount Percentage Amount Percentage | Number | Percentage | Acres % %

Manheim $470,000 19.12 | $249,141,600 17.14 4,784 2314 | 789 | 693 3217
Borough

Penn 855,626 34.81 585,349,900 40.28 7,312 35.36 0 0 27.61
Township

Rapho 1,131,690 46.05 618,561,300 42.56 8,578 4149 | 350 | 307 40.20
Township

Total $2,457,316.00 99.98 | $1,453,052,800 99.98 | 20,674 99.99 | 113.9 | 100% 99.98%

Comparison: 2009 Municipal Contributio

Table 6

and the Combination For

ula Contribution

Municipality 2009 Share Combination Formula Share based on 2009
Budget
Manheim Borough $60,523.84 32.17% $58,411.56
Penn Township 60,523.84 27.61% 50,131.89
Rapho Township 60,523.84 40.20% 72,991.75
Total $181,571.52 0.9998% $181,535.20

Since all partners were concerned about any onagraequiring too much of an increase in any
one year, the partners wanted to consider howasgm share adjustments resulting from a new
formula. Table 7 presents a strategy to phase in the combinationuia by using an equal share
plus the formula over the next two years in deéngaamountsTable 8 presents the shares over
the next three years by municipality.

Table 7
Municipal Contribution Formula of Equal Shares and Percentage of the Combination Formula
Year 1 and Year 2
50% Equal/50% Percentage of the Combination Formula 25% Equall75% by Percentage of Population in
$
YEAR 1 YEAR 2
50% Equal 50% of $90,785.76 Total 25% Equal | 75% of $136,178.64 by Total
Share by Combination Share Combination Formula
Formula
Manheim $30,261.92 | 3217 | $29,205.78 $59,467.70 | $15,130.96 | 32.17 $43,808.67 $58,938.63
Borough % %
Penn 30,261.92 | 27.61 25,065.95 55,327.87 15,130.96 | 27.61 37,598.92 52,729.88
Township % %
Rapho 30,261.92 | 40.20 36,495.88 66,757.80 15,130.96 | 40.20 54,743.81 69,874.77
Township % %
Total $90,785.76 | 99.98| $90,767.61 | $181,553.37 | $45,392.88 $136,151.400 $181,543.28
%
14 MC REC REPORT




Table 8

Municipal Contribution Amounts Based on Phasing In Formula Changes over Three Years

Municipality Year1 Year 2 Year 3
50% Equal/50% 25% Equal/75% 100% Combination
Combination Formula Combination Formula Formula
Manheim Borough $59,467.70 58,938.63 $58,411.56
Penn Township 55,327.87 52,729.88 50,131.89
Rapho Township 66,757.80 69,874.77 72,991.75
Total $181,553.37 $181,543.28 $181,535.20

Capital Funding: Crucial

The formulas do not include capital funding. Howewapital funding is essential for
safe, clean and attractive facilities. The reconuiation would be for the partnering
municipalities to continue allocating the $25,00@apital funding annually. The capital
contributions since 2007 have enabled MC Rec tairepcreation facilities used by
residents of all three municipalities. The rislkchranging the funding formulas is that
municipalities that will experience an increaséhia share may transfer their capital
allocation to their operational funding share. Twuld be a dangerous precedent. This
practice may be a necessary measure in the imreddiate to deal with the loss of
funding resulting from Penn Township’s withdrawdbwever, it is important to
determine how to provide capital funding annuadlgover the cost of repairs when an
emergency happens as well as for planned cyclainepnd rehabilitation.

Benefits of Municipal Participation as a MC Rec Partner

By participating in MC Rec, the municipalities qn@oling limited funding to provide a
full-time professional parks and recreation systemprovide public recreation
opportunities and facilities year round. None @& three municipalities is large enough
by population or resources to warrant its own parks recreation department. The
average per capita municipal investment for parksracreation statewide is $32, which
is well more that the $7.05 to $12.85 per capita athocated in MC Rec. For that
investment the partners have a year round profesisgpaff that plans, directs, and
maintains parks and recreation programs and fiasiliMC Rec leverages every dollar
contributed by the municipalities with another $3.0he partnerships helps to maximize
limited human and financial resources and prevemtuplication of services. For
example, Rapho’s new community park of 30 acredavyypically cost between

$60,000 to $90,000 annually to maintain. In 2008pkd Township contributed $60,524
to MC Rec for not only maintenance of the parkdsb year round program
opportunities, community swimming pool use, vol@nteoordination, park maintenance,
and use of a total of seven parks. Other bendfiguicipating in MC Rec for the
municipalities include the following:

» Professional management and staff manage parkaategecreation facility use and
scheduling.
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= Non-tax resources that comprise 68 percent of tidgédt complementing the 32
percent contributed by the municipal partners.

= Advertising and outreach through the program broghermail, direct mailing and
response to citizen inquiries and requests fostssie via telephone.

= Generation of sponsors and partners for recreatioinparks. This includes 43
business partners and over a dozen community Gagns.

= Coordination of youth sports organizations

= Avyear round slate of programs, activities and spevents.

= Management of volunteers such as Eagle Scouts wthertake park improvement
projects.

» Technical assistance to the municipalities on geasf topics related to parks and
recreation.

= One-stop shopping for community recreation: thizeit and community
organizations know to go to MC Rec for assistamzk@oblem resolution.

* Increased competitive value for the municipalitid®en seeking grants due to the
partnership.

= Safe, clean and attractive parks and recreatiahties at a higher standard and
lower cost than any one municipality could do Groivn.

= Social capital and public goodwill as evident oa pgositive public perception of MC
Rec.

Recommendations for Future
Directions

1. Strive to hold the MC Rec partnership together This is important to the citizens

according to the findings of this study. Havingaaks and recreation system contiguous
with the school district serves the community veeltl makes the most use of public
resources. Citizens relate to their school distriote than their municipality and tend to
use facilities and services within the school @isservice area. No single partner would
be able to provide the level of programs and sesvaffered through their partnership a
MC Rec.

Hold a public meeting Inviting citizens to hear about MC Rec, the parship and
potential changes. This study found that the pudgigears to be unaware of municipal
considerations regarding their partnership in MC,Rlee changes that may happen in the
near future, the reasons for those changes aritchghieations for future community park
and recreation services.

Agree on a formula and how it will be phased in ovetime. Work towards gaining
agreement on a new funding formula that meetsriberia set forth in this study. Use the
formulas presented in this study that gained piakiny consensus of the Strategic Plan
Steering Committee that consisted of municipal seftbol district representatives.

Continue to use the current process of budget flation. The Director should continue
to develop the draft budget using the base of theipus year; add new projects,
programs or initiatives; and consider economic famding conditions. The MC Rec
Board would continue to review the proposed budgmgage in a budget discussion and
make recommendations. The Director finalizes thdgkbudraft and submits it to the
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Board for final approval and then on to the padrfer their approval. This budget should
hold fast throughout the year, while allowing sthi flexibility to take advantage of
additional opportunities in programs and other pté equipment deals that present
themselves with board review and approval for laigens. Once the budget is
approved, the Director should be empowered to daoyt.

Develop policies Begin the process of developing and adoptingcjgslifor MC Rec
operations. Start with adopting the use of the B8 Project Selection Criteria tools.

Develop a policy on facility maintenance regarding roles and responsibilities of MC
Rec, the municipalities and the School Districtllide the maintenance of sports fields,
game courts, playgrounds and other active fadliieder MC Rec. This should also
include any facility that is scheduled or reseraad permitted for recreational use. The
municipalities may want to maintain things like daoaping or other tasks not associated
with the active recreational use of facilities.

A user fees and charges policy would also be hklgkiting user fees should also
consider administrative and advertising costs dsagesaving for cyclic facility repairs.
The American Public Works Association recommends tivo to four percent of the
facility development cost be set aside for cyatipairs and renovation.

Conduct an assessment of policies that would fatglioperations and schedule their
development as part of an annual goals and obgsctor MC Rec.

Consider a MC Rec Board restructuring Consider re-structuring as related to a
revised formula using a combination of one repreeg®®@ per organization and
additional members according population. The boaets need to follow the
Pennsylvania state law regarding intergovernmexgedements that provide eligibility

for board members for municipalities, counties acldool districts. Since the concept of
different types of representation emerged in thudysincluding citizens and the business
community, consideration could be given to esthbig a Friends of MC Rec or Friends
of the Parks group perhaps as a private non-@0fitc-3 organization.

Explore how fundraising for recreation is conductedin the Manheim Central

region. Establish a study committee to explore altereativo the current method of every
organization tapping the same resources multiplegithroughout the year. Essentially
many community groups are tapping the service farethe same limited dollar from the
same businesses and citizens. Perhaps a regiamaldtion could be considered that
would do fundraising and allocate resources.

Evaluate facilities not related to parks and recretion. Consider the Covered Bridge
and Farm Show Complex regarding their fit in MC Red means of support.

Continue to provide capital improvement funds Although the formula will change,
the capital allocations should continue and nardesferred in to the operational costs
supported by the municipal shares.

Begin to plan for the potential loss of the old Midle School by 2011Conduct a
feasibility study to assess potential alternatieethe old Middle School should it be
removed from use for community recreation.
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10. Work towards establishing and strengthening MC Re@s an organization with long-

term viability. Continue to track facts and figures about the htnef MC Rec. Let all
parties know what they get for their money and ti@ests such as utilities, benefits,
materials and supplies continue to increase bupdinimer contributions are decreasing or
provided with a cap despite rising fixed costs @& Rec. Consideration for how the
partners’ share can be adjusted with respect tts golgjectives as well as with respect to
economic measures such as cost of living indicesi@eded. Document and use the
benefits of MC Rec to ensure the organization’iiigt over time. MC Rec has a lot to
offer the municipal partners in terms of expertisd assistance. MC Rec could be
involved in park and recreation planning as wellras planning and development and
other areas.

Alternative Direction

What if Penn Township carries out its stated irtendf withdrawing as a MC Rec partner? The
optimum future direction that appears to have bmmaulic support is to continue the MC Rec
partnership with all four partners. However, if Rérownship ceases to be a partner, MC Rec
needs to plan for the impact of that scenario. @enations include:

Without Penn Township as a partner, MC Rec woulldb& capable of operating due to
the non-tax revenues it generates as evident fraitk record. It is likely that Penn
Township residents would continue to participat®i@ Rec programs, use parks and
recreation facilities within MC Rec and partakepool memberships and activities albeit
at higher cost to them due to higher non-residess.fWhile the operational contribution
of Penn Township is $60, 524, MC Rec could stifidiion due to the fact that the
organization raises $500,250 annually in non-tgppeut. Even if one third of that were
to be generated from Penn Township citizens, tlmatdvmean MC Rec raising $330,165
without Penn Township. However, additional revengeserated would continue to be
generated from Penn Township participants payingoasresidents at higher fees and
charges than the citizens from Manheim and Raphddymay.

Make provisions for municipal contributions for gapimprovements. Without capital
funding, MC Rec will be unable to pay for reguladaemergency repair of facilities.

Many of MC Rec’s expenditures cannot be reduced asgyrass mowing, sports facility
maintenance, and pool operating expenses fonesilithemical, and supplies. Even if
MC Rec were to cease, these expenses would stél toabe paid.

Establish a fees and charges policy. Include gpiton-resident rates based upon direct
and indirect costs for administration, program erges, advertising, and facility use.

Explore the potential of offering a school distficogram such as an after school
program, fitness and wellness and or environmedatation in return for the School
District paying a portion of the Program Directasaary and benefits.

Explore the potential to raise additional fund®tigh sales, grants, gifts, donations,
bequests, fund-raising for specific projects orgoams. While MC Rec already raises 70
percent of its income, the organization is vigilahbut looking for new revenue sources.
This practice should continue.
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Steering Committee Findings
Pre-Workshop Meeting

9-29-09
Participants
Dave Wood, Penn Township Duane Martin, Rapho Toygnsh
Dave Kratzer, Penn Township Sara Gibson, Rapho $hign
Brenda Faulhaber, Community Member Jay Kready, MC Board Representative
Jeff Book, Community Member Matt Parido, Manheinr@agh
Michelle Stone, Community Member Bonnie Martin, Mamm Borough
Tim Ryan, Community Member Sam Parks, Manheim @¢stchool District
Doug Lowery, MC Rec Director Ann Toole, Toole Reatien Planning
Purpose

To obtain input from Strategic Plan Committee merslvegarding what MC Rec does well, what
MC Rec could do better on, and priorities to adslregarding MC Rec.

MC Rec: What Works Well

* Great parks and the pool.
* Lots of green space.

* Old Middle School is a great place for programstidé@ble change since MC Rec got
the old Middle School for programs.

* The program guide has increased participation aibtiqpawareness.
* Program participation is up.

* The e-mail system in place to notify participantsrks well.

* Great staff.

® Great parent volunteers.

* Serve different ages.

* Strong positive community identity and awareness.

® School district support and funding.

* School district support in maintenance.

* Maintenance and scheduling is under one roof.

* Good maintenance of sports turf and fields.

* Open communication.

* New facilities.

* MC Rec in existence for nearly 11 years.

* Do alot with a low budget.

* Convenience in registrations and payment optioreasli, check and credit card.
* Variety in programs and facilities.

2 MC REC REPORT



* Everyoneisat this pre-workshop meeting and around the table discussing issues and
opportunities.

MC Rec: What We Value

* Centralized planning for recreation.
* Intergovernmental agreement is better than a SDarganization.

* Capital Improvement Funding of $25,000 annuallypanicipality is necessary and
works well.

* Major improvements in programs and facilities unither purview of MC Rec.

* Partners know they have to invest.

* Many different groups, such as sports, contribateairious ways; ie: field maintenance.
* Increased program participation and use of faedliti

MC Rec: What Could Work Better

¢ Strong municipal focus on acquisition and park dmwaent but less so on maintenance.
* Lack of consideration for long-term maintenancéaoflities.

* Lack of communication about facility transfers. 38 a gray area with no discussion.
Added facilities drive up costs. Examples incluide Farm Show Complex and the
Covered Bridge.

* Concern about the potential loss of the old Midsitdbool once the lease by the 1U
expires in three to four years. The loss of thadlits will have a major negative impact
in community service, recreation participation aedenue for MC Rec. School District
provides operating costs.

® School District is under turmoil with change in 8uptendent. Previous superintendent
was most supportive of MC Rec.

* Partners seen to have lost sight of the big piafisehat is important in the community
citizen service, especially for youth.

* Lots of anger and hurt feelings over recent didonssand negative press
* Limited resources and competing priorities.

* Maintenance is duplicated and not as efficient asuld be.

* Aging facilities such as the pool locker rooms #melold Middle School.

* MC Rec responsibilities such as the Covered Bridddjtional parks, retired pool capital
debt and so on.

* Feuding and negative press has caused poor p@stemtion.

* Political atmosphere and the “need to be right”rame-productive and damaging to the
community and MC Rec.

* Resistance to change.
* These are normal “bumps in the road” in intergoneental agreements.
* Communication is huge.



¢ Come to resolution on the issues under discussidmve ahead in a positive manner.
* Need to get positive press.
* Resolve the negative press — it is a huge probfésntang the public and MC Rec.

® |ssues include maintenance, funding and differemegiment philosophies. Wears you
down and makes you feel bad.

¢ Decide what is good for the community. Make goodiglens and get positive press.
* Voice of the public is essential.

* Needs Toole Recreation Planning perspective ontergnce, contributions and
comparisons with other operations.

* Address the funding formula of equal municipal cifmitions that results in different
rates for the same citizens. This is referringi®municipal per capita share, not
program fees and charges, which are the same éoyawe.

* (Citizens don’t know the costs.
¢ Ability to pay needs to be considered.

® Citizens do not understand the impact if Penn Tdwpndrops out. If Penn drops out,
they still pay school taxes.

® Should park planning be under MC Rec or not? If R is expected to take over the
park maintenance, should they be involved in tla@mpihg process?

¢ ltis important to continue regional park and ratian facility planning within Manheim
Central School District.

* How can we bring the volunteers together such ag\MAder MC Rec?

* Concern about branding and continuing to increatdippawareness about the benefits of
MC Rec.

* Maintenance should be separate from MC Rec.
® Municipalities decide what will be in their own pgar

* How do we catch up on everything? Things have Ibedding up and now result in
emergency attention to situations rather than sdeddoutine management tasks now.

® There should be coordination to prevent duplicatibfacilities.

* Centralized location of park and recreation fdetitin the borough works well for
citizens and everyone uses borough facilities.

* Want to avoid future “residency/non-residency” essuegarding park use and program
fees.

* People use facilities throughout the school distmthout regard to the location of the
facility by jurisdiction.

One thing to Do for MC Rec

* Decide what we need to work on.

* Provide fairness in fees for residents.

* Address issue of Penn leaving MC Rec.

* How can MC Rec make up this support?

* Involve the public so that all citizens know abthé impact of Penn Township leaving.
* Provide a framework for here’s where we are and’herhere we need to go.
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Community Organization Findings

Workshop
10-31-09
Participants
Lyn Carvell, Manheim Soccer Ron Smith, GermaniadB@ftub
Jen Martin, Doe Run PTO Brian Smith, Germania Baht
Mary Whiting, Doe Run PTO Jennifer Shearn, H.C.dawd PTO
Mike Givler, Church Softball Traci Cooper, H.C. gard PTO
Marlin Becker, Farm Show Donna Garman, Summer SWéam
Kevin Stauffer, Rotary, 3T Security Dave Gibson, MA
Don Wenger, Manheim Rec League, Softball Pat WedaA
Mel Grayhbill, Senior Softball Brooks Hastings, MASSoccer
Bill Loercher, Manheim Tennis Club Doug Lowery, MR&c
Barbara Basile, Manheim Library Craig Merkey, MCcRe
Ann Toole, Toole Recreation Planning

Purpose

To obtain input from community organizations regagdvhat MC Rec does well, what MC Rec
could do better on, and priorities to address @iggrMC Rec.

MC Rec: What Works Well

* Lots of youth programs.

* Programs such as the summer recreation prograkid®and after school rock climbing
are great. The after-school programs are an ediyegtend idea and should be expanded.

¢ Community pool.

* Citizens relate to the school district not to thmunicipality of residence. School district-
wide parks and recreation works for the citizens.

* Good use of existing facilities.

* Coordinate effectively with the School District acmimmunity likes the school district
being involved.

* Farm Show, MC Rec and School District all workingdther will help us to get grants.
¢ Community spirit.

* MC Rec works well with the municipalities and traamunity.

* Nice bus trips.

* Good use of old Middle School.

* Impressed with the communications in 2009 sucla@®ted e-mails to citizens regarding
programs of interest to them as individuals, therdlin the schools and building up
public awareness.

® Special community events such as the midnight swomscerts and Breakfast with
Santa.



MC Rec is good about being open to ideas, solvioblpms and anticipating and
resolving issues.

Coordinate openly. Doug and his staff encouragas@ad input.

Collective management of parks and facilities paesi“one stop shopping”.
Collaboration on events with MC Rec, MAA and others

Doug is effective at envisioning ways to make tBibgtter for the community.
High quality instructors for programs.

In comparison with other parks and recreation systelsewhere in Lancaster County,
MC Rec parks and recreation facilities look grétdts off to the park maintenance staff.

Willingness to work with other organizations sushchurches.
MC Rec provides information about sports groups.

MC Rec and community sports organizations gengyaoe will.
Provide summer jobs for youth.

Competent staff.

On-going improvements such as in Mummau Park.

MC Rec: What Could Work Better

Keep MC Rec partnership open and flexible. Decisi@kers need to be open to
compromise and willing to hear each other out.pbiints need to be considered and no
lines in the sand drawn. Do not demonize peoplettagid opinions as this creates a
defensive atmosphere instead of a productive oe&dérs of all three municipalities are
open to negotiation. The board needs to get owegtrand move ahead. Frustration
comes from not knowing.

Penn Township residents do not know what is goimgegarding the Township
withdrawing from MC Rec. Residents want to be in RE€c. They want to continue to be
pool members and use MC Rec’s parks, recreatialitiizecand programs. Concern about
pool membership and program fees increasing.

No long-term goals or strategic plan.
MC Rec is micro managed.

Non-users don’'t understand MC Rec and its valueeGou use MC Rec services, you
understand MC Rec’s value.

MC Rec spends a lot of time putting out fires. Seéonbe a trend based on the issues
going on with the partnership, the press and cldutiye directions of the organization,
not the staff. Staff is competent and does a gobd |

Need to resolve capital funding and ensure thadntinues in the future.

Pool rental fees for swim team: not understoodvliynsteam organization and appear to
be high. Breakdown of costs would be informative.

Pool locker rooms need to be upgraded especialflolor. “Waffle” type of rubber floor
surface is preferred. Locker rooms are smelly.

Mushroom/baby pool was closed in 2009. Informinglpesers about the sound reason
for closure would help in creating understandinghefissue. “The pool needs a drain
retrofit costing about $6,000 to meet new statetgakgulations.”

Look for other revenue sources. Example cited waspfield generating income from
selling the naming rights to facilities.
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¢ Although MC Rec has greatly improved advertisind pablic awareness, people still
have a sense that they don’t know all the things dhne going on. Kids lose fliers. People
misplace their brochures.

* Some organizations may not always receive the stafperation needed.

* Library has the same issues with stability of fumgdand the worry associated with an
uncertain future.

* Need to look at all funding alternatives. Sportsups are seeing decreased contributions
and volunteerism.

* MC Rec has four masters.

* Expectations of MC Rec are increasing while resesiand municipal support are
decreasing.

* Why doesn’t the School District maintain all thekgaand recreation facilities? They
already have the staff and equipment.

* Fundraising is competitive. Many organizations sgeking the same limited dollar from
the same limited pool of donors on an on-going$dsonsider establishing a unified
way for recreation related organizations to raismey.

* Consider board composition. Suggestions includangry a citizen board or a board run
by business people. The premise was to keep gdbtit of the board to create objective
board oversight.

¢ Offering too many new programs may result in desedaguality.
* Need rail trails.

One Important Thing to Focus On

Participants were asked to vote on the items dfdsgimportance. The overwhelming top issue
was keeping the MC Rec partnership intact. No adseres approached the significance of that
concern to the community organization represergatparticipating in this meeting.

* Get the partnership back.

* Fix the pool.

* Keep centralized services for recreation schodtidisvide.
* Combine resources under one umbrella.

® Audit use and participation in order to know whe MC Rec market is and direct
services to increase satisfaction and participation



Steering Committee Summary

Workshop Meeting
10-31-09

Participants

Duane Martin, Rapho Township

Sara Gibson, Rapho Township

Brenda Faulhaber, Community Member
Jeff Book, Community Member
Michelle Stone, Community Member
Tim Ryan, Community Member

Ann Toole, Toole Recreation Planning

Purpose

Sam Parks, Manheimr@kschool District
Justin Wolgemuth, M@8&xd
Jay Kready, MC Representative
Matt Parido, Manheinr@agh
Doug Lowery, MCcRe
Craig Merkey, MC Rec

To review project findings to date, view the publiput from the community organization
meeting and to discuss the key issues emergingtherproject findings.

Meeting Summary

Ann Toole presented the project findings. She preskpotential directions in funding formulas,

maintenance and decision-making tools. The padntgpdiscussed these matters, provided input

on future directions and worked to produce a sgsategarding the revision of the MC Rec
funding formula. The results of this discussion raféected in the body of this report.
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