PARK AND RECREATION COMMITTEE
January 9, 2013
7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers

AGENDA

Public Participation
Community Center Study Presentation

Consent Agenda
1. Minutes from December 12, 2012
2. Approve SuperPass ILA
3. Approve Swim Meet Letter of Understanding
4. Approve contracts with Challenger Sports for Flag Football and British Soccer camps

Reports
1. Public Works Report

2. Recreation Report

3. Chairperson’s Report
a. Ward V & Ward VI vacancy

New Business
1. Approve 2013 Recreation Fee Schedule

Old Business
1. Parks Priorities Next Steps
2. Trail Plan Discussion

Information Items
»  Next Meeting — February 13, 2013

Adjournment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

Prairie Village residents have repeatedly asked about the possibility of a community center-type facility.
The topic was discussed during the City’s Village Visioning process in 2005 and again during the Parks
Master Plan process of 2009. As the Parks Master Plan process was ending in 2009, the City received
information that Shawnee Mission School District (SMSD) and Johnson County Park and Recreation
District (JCPRD) had been in contact with a third-party that was exploring the option of funding, at some
level, a natatorium-type facility. After initial conversations with SMSD staff, it was determined the
School District did have some level of interest in the development of a natatorium facility suitable for
high school swimming and diving competitions. City staff and the Master Plan Design Team felt that the
City and School District had a similarly shared goal of an indoor swimming facility/natatorium that
merited additional discussion and discovery. At this point, conversations with JCPRD staff began and
their general interest in a similar-type facility created a synergy that was determined to be potentially
unique and significant. As conversations continued, the third-party donor lost interest in the facility.
However, the importance of this opportunity remained and was further enhanced by the ongoing
development of long-range parks master planning recommendations for Prairie Village that included the
future exploration of a community center facility. The study also represents an option for replacement
of the current 50m outdoor pool, whose life cycle/replacement cost is to be studied in 2013.

In early 2010, after approval of the Parks Master Plan, the Mayor and City Council established the
Community Center Committee to explore the available options and help shepherd the process of
developing a Feasibility Study. The Committee was comprised of the Mayor, members of the City
Council, members of the Parks and Recreation Committee, Prairie Village residents and representatives
of both the Shawnee Mission School District (SMSD) and Johnson County Park and Recreation District
(JCPRD). The City took the lead role in facilitating the process and funded 66% of the study with the
school and park districts splitting the cost of the remaining 33%. After a competitive RFP process the
Committee selected the 360 Architecture Design Team to complete the study. The Design Team was
tasked with establishing program options, determining capital and operational costs, exploring the
spatial relationships of a facility (minimum 40 year life) located in the preselected location of Harmon
Park, as well as other related tasks. The findings were to be assembled in a final report to provide the
necessary data for an informed discussion on how best to proceed with such a project, if at all.

“Aquatics Connection to Exterior” “View from Gymnasium to South”
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MARKET ANALYSIS

The Design Team provided the city with a competitive market analysis of the surrounding area that
included a comparison of the program elements available in that area. This information would be used
to help develop a program for a new facility that would be a unique destination compared to other
providers in the same marketplace. The results indicated a number of opportunities for the facility,
including:

- The site has other supporting amenities.

- The city does not currently have its own center.

- Even with the other neighboring facilities there is a market for a new facility.

- An equity partner can expand the market for a center.

- A 50 meter pool with seating of greater than 1,500 spectators, deck space and room space for
multiple teams will expand the center’s reach to the regional market.

- Demographic characteristics indicate households with children and higher incomes.

- Indoor recreation centers improve the quality of life.

The results also indicated some constraints that should be considered, including:

- Asignificant number of other providers in the market.

- The market is somewhat limited and will require a partner to be successful.

- A competitive pool will be impacted by school pools, the high cost of construction and operation
and the low fees currently being charged.

- The population demographic of Prairie Village is older.

- Funding the development and operation of the center will have to be clearly defined.
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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN

To help establish a program and construct a facility that meets the requirements of the citizens, a
random resident survey, conducted by Leisure Vision of Olathe, was randomly sent to over 1,500 homes
in Prairie Village during the months of October and November in 2010. The responses to the statistically
valid survey provided feedback on demographics, overall interest in a community center-type facility,
desired program elements and general questions on what facility related components the respondent
would be willing to support financially.

The goal was to obtain a total of at least 300 completed surveys from City of Prairie Village households.
This goal was far exceeded, with a total of 376 surveys having been completed. The results of the
random sample of 376 households have a 95% level of confidence with a precision of at least +/-5.1%.

It should be noted the survey was completed after the recent economic recession had already taken
hold in 2008. It also occurred after the approval on September 20, 2010 of Community Improvement
Districts (CIDs) at the Village and Corinth Shopping centers, as well as the temporary 1% sales tax
increase instituted by the State of Kansas in May 2010 and scheduled to expire in July 2013. Realities
the survey does not take into account are the budget difficulties faced by Shawnee Mission School
District that resulted in the closing of multiple schools or the pace of the economic recovery from the
recession.

The survey feedback indicated four features residents would regularly use if incorporated into the
design of a new community center/Aquatic Center in Prairie Village (in order of importance):

Weight room/cardiovascular equipment area
Indoor running/walking track
Aerobics/fitness/dance space/ yoga/Pilates

HwnNe

Indoor aquatics/swimming center
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Weight room/cardiovascular equipment arza I
Aerobicsitness/dance space/yogaPilates 6%
Indoor running/walking track hE%
Indoor aquatics/swimming center
Gymnasium for basketball, volleyball, etc
Interactive playground area for young children
Childcare area for parents using facilities
Performing ars center for concens, theater, atc.
Teaching kitchen
Arts and crafts studios
Rock climbing wall
Sanior citizen area
Racquethall'handballiwallyball courts
Public computer access or Wi-Fi
Multipurpose space for classes, maslings, elc.
Praschool program space
Banquet hall f meeting space
Space for teens
Outdoor reception area
Cither

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
[mMost Likely E12nd Most Likely C13rd Most Likely ER4th Most Likely |

All four of these features were at or above the 60% level of interest. The next most popular feature was
only rated at the 33% level, significantly less than the first four. These four features became the basis for

moving forward with the study.

Eighty-one percent (81%) of households are either very supportive (59%) or somewhat supportive (22%)
of the city partnering with the Johnson County Park & Recreation District in developing and operating a

new indoor community/aquatic center.

Johnson County Park & Recreation District g M| 13%
Shawnee Mission Schoal Distnct for a competition 16% 16%
MNeighboring communities 20t 4%
YMCA ml 15%

Hospital andfor health care providers 18% 2%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[mvery Supportive mSomewnat Supportive EINot Supportive 100Nt Know |

Fifty-five percent (55%) would support paying at least $125 per year in additional property taxes to fund
the construction and sixty-seven (67%) would either vote in favor (47%) or might vote in favor (20%) of a
half-cent (0.50%) sales tax to fund the construction.

Thirty-five percent (35%) of respondents prefer a % cent sales tax for funding the costs of operating and
constructing a new indoor community center/aquatic center, and 21% prefer a combination of a
property tax increase and a % cent sales tax.
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$125-$149 per year $150-$174 per year
38% B%

$175-$199 per year
4%

$200 or more per year
5%

None
450

Additional Property Taxes to Support Funding

Vote in favor
47%

Might vote in favor

20% Vole against

22%

Not sure
11%

% Cent Sales Tax to Support Funding

I would support @ com bination of 1/2 cent sales tax

some increase in property taxes 35%
and a ¥ cent sales tax
21%

%
An increase in
property taxes
Mot sure

17%

23%
Meither. |would not support
either an increase in property
taxes ora  cent sales tax

Preferred Method of Funding
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SITE ANALYSIS

Parks Master Plan (2009)

Possible site locations for a community center were initially explored as part of the Prairie Village Parks
and Recreation Master Plan in 2009. It was during this process that the potential opportunity arose to
partner with JCPRD and SMSD in a facility and tentative discussions began. During these tentative
discussions, and due to the logical expectation that a joint Prairie Village / SMSD facility located in
Prairie Village should be located near Shawnee Mission East High School, the decision was made to focus
discussions on Harmon Park. According to the Parks Master Plan Design Team, Harmon Park provided
the following inherent benefits:

- The park houses the City’s outdoor aquatic complex, which might functionally and efficiently
mesh with the proposed natatorium and community center.

- A need to make greater use of Harmon Park and capture its potential as a true community park
was one of the most significant park analysis comments generated during the early phases of
the parks master plan process. Adding year-round recreation in the form of a community center
would help achieve this objective.

- Harmon Park is centrally located in Prairie Village and a community center in this location would
maximize accessibility to all residents.

- A community center in this location would further enhance the functional and perceived center
of Prairie Village, which already exists with the presence of the City Hall, Public Safety Center,
Skate Park, and adjacent SM East High School.

Prairie Village Parks Masterplan

With these potential advantages for the placement of a community center in Harmon Park in mind, the
site-planning goals were as follows:

@' 360 ARCHITECTURE Section 1-6
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- Analyze potential natatorium/community center configurations within the park, specifically to
create concepts which address:

0 The ability of the park site(s) to accommodate the desired building footprints.

0 Parking and vehicular access.

0 Pedestrian access and internal park flow.

0 Impacts on other park features.

0 The desire for 400-500 permanent spectator seats and removable sides for summer
open-air swimming. Note - this was later revised to +/- 1,500 seats.

0 Work with SMSD representatives to determine if the concepts satisfy the school
district’s desire for an indoor 50-meter pool and diving well.

Community Center / Natatorium Feasibility Study (2012)

The current Design Team concurs with the findings of the previous study. The park site does provide
several inherent benefits due to its location:

- Adjacent to outdoor aquatic complex, providing potential management efficiencies.
- Enhances Harmon Park as a true destination/community park.

- The park is centrally located within the City, which maximizes access for all residents.
- Enhances the functional and perceived centrality of the existing civic campus.

Also, the Harmon Park site can reasonably accommodate the desired community center/natatorium
facilities in terms of available space and vehicular and pedestrian access from both Mission Road and
Delmar Street. The topography of the site very well accommodates the design for the facility, nestling
between the playground area and the existing pool facility. The design of the facility will need to
understand the parking uses during the day for different times of the year (i.e. school, community,
summer, events, etc.).

SHAWNEE MISSION EAST HIGH SCHOOL | ‘
¥ | N

Finally, the Harmon Park site has the important benefit of being adjacent to Shawnee Mission East High
School, which is of significant value to the school district as a potential natatorium site. The idea of
partnering with the school district is also contingent on the existing site. Any other site would not be of
interest to the School District.
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PROGRAM

It is the city’s goal to operate recreational programming as both a public service and a revenue
generator. An important goal is to provide health and fitness recreation programming to reverse public
obesity trends. Any program schedule will require flexibility to adapt to specific needs of the
community. Potential Exercise/Aquatic Programming could include, but is not limited to, the following:

Community Center/Natatorium Programming

- Swim Meet Rentals

- USA Swim Team (Regional Meets/Championships)
- Blazers (Johnson County) Swim Team
- Year Round Swim Lessons

- Lifeguard Training

- Wellness Programming

- Gym Programming

- Personal Training

- Group Exercise

- Meetings

- Birthday Parties

- Private Rentals and Corporate Events

Marketing and Branding Strategy

In order for a facility of this type to be successful, its value must be made apparent to potential users.
This can best be achieved through a marketing and branding strategy. Branding refers to the summation
of all community center and aquatic amenities — the state-of-the-art pools and attractions, responsive
customer service, intelligent aquatic programming, and a desirable setting for community wellness
programs — all in an eye-appealing package with a competitive advantage. Some strong aesthetic visuals
to assist in branding include a cohesive logo, website, brochures, and staff uniforms. Competitive
advantages may include strong family/community programming, relationship to other centers in the
county for supplemental activities, cross-generational programming, cultural diversity, or perhaps the
facility as the only championship venue in the region. The facility can encourage participation by the
residents of Prairie Village through perceived value against other providers and the knowledge that the
facility addresses the prevailing needs and concerns of the community, as indicated in the citizen
participation survey. The Community Center and Natatorium ought to be seen as integral to economic
development through:

- Stimulant to the creative economy within the city, the county, and the region.

- Business attraction to Prairie Village

- Promoting Tourism through the centers’ connection to the recently renovated Village and
Corinth Square retail districts as a part of hosting regional and national events.

Park and recreation amenities (Harmon Park improvements in addition to the Community
Center/Natatorium) stimulate happier and healthier families, positive business growth and economic
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development opportunities = quality of life. Creative, active people choose to live in communities with
high quality amenities and experiences. Further, championship venues bring tourism to local restaurants
and retail businesses.

“Healthy Buildings for Healthy Bodies”

CONCEPTUAL LAYOUT AND DESIGN

With information gathered from the Citizen Participation Plan and feedback from the Committee, a list
of preferred components was developed and a facility program created. This program was used as a
basis for setting the design options, area allocations (square footage) and cost estimates. The Design
Team developed the following three options:

1. Option One: a community center similar to the Matt Ross Community Center in Overland Park,
Kansas, along with a full aquatics component that includes an indoor 50m natatorium pool with
bleachers to accommodate 1,500 spectators for swim/dive meets and a leisure pool with slides
and zero-entry features.
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2. Option Two: a community center similar to the Matt Ross Community Center in Overland Park,
Kansas, along with a full aquatics component that includes an indoor 25m x 25yd natatorium
pool with bleachers to accommodate 1,500 spectators for swim/dive meets and a leisure pool
with slides and zero-entry features.

3. Option Three: a hybrid community center option modeled on components of the Matt Ross
Community Center and the Gamber Center in Lee’s Summit, Missouri. This option does not
include aquatics features, an indoor track or a gymnasium. It is envisioned only as a community
gathering area with smaller space exercise functions.

Once the three options were developed the Design Team studied space layouts, adjacencies, and overall
building concepts within the Harmon Park boundaries. Option One and Option Two are envisioned as
taking advantage of the existing outdoor aquatic facility in an effort to share, not duplicate, similar
features like entry points and locker-rooms. The vision for these two options is for the facility to light-up
and serve as “a beacon on the hill” for the community, seen for miles around, especially from the north
and south. The vision for Option Three is for the facility to be located east of City Hall where the existing
Community Center is located. Option Three would serve as a community-wide gathering space where a
variety of classes, public meetings and some recreational opportunities would be offered to the
community.

.@' 360 ARCHITECTURE Section 1-10
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Gross Bldg Area | Total Construction .
Total Soft Cost Total Project Cost
(sq. ft) Cost
Option One
50meter 136,349 $ 32,512,000 | $ 11,379,000 | $ 43,809,000
Option Two
25m x 25yd 130,005 S 30,999,000 | $ 10,849,000 | $ 41,770,000
Option Three
Community Ctr. 21,081 S 3,794,000 | $ 1,328,000 | $ 5,122,000
Design Options Program Charts
A ] B [ C D E F G
1 Preliminary Program Statement Design Option Design Option Design Option Matt Ross Sylvester Powell
One Two Three Community Center Community Ctr.
2| Survey Description NSF NSF NSF NSF NSF
Rank
3 Cardio 2,200 2,200 2,000 2,000
4 Strength 2,100 2,100 1,800
1 5 6,850 3,000
5 Free Weights 2,100 2,100 1,600
6 Stretching Space 450 450 300 1,000
7 2 Indoor Track 5,500 5,500 (1] 5,500 6,500
8 3 Group Exercise Multi-Use 2,000 2,000 1,600 2,000 2,000
9 Natatorium (50m) 18,000 13,730 0
10 s Leisure Aquatics 15,800 15,800 0 17,800 | | 10,000
11 1,500 Bleachers 5,720 5,720 0
12 Pool Storage + Mechanical 4,000 3,500 0
13 5/6 2-Court Gym with 100 seats 13,608 13,608 0
14 Gym Storage 1,000 1,000 1]
15 Locker Rooms 3,600 3,600 1,600
16 Family Locker Room 1,600 1,600 450
17 Multipurpose Rental Space 2,000 2,000 2,000
18 Multipurpose Space 5,000 5,000 0
19 Multipurpose Storage 600 600 200
20 Social Hearth Area/Cafe 2,100 2,100 1,000
21 Administration 4,000 4,000 900
22 Daycare 1,690 1,690 0
23 Restrooms 750 750 700
24 Storage 3,000 3,000 500 NOTE: Design Options 1 and 2 are calculated at
25 Lobby Area 1,600 1,600 0 $238/SF, basec.l on 2012 numbers fac.toring the. type
26 Classrooms 2,000 2,000 600 of f:onstl:uctlon and systems described. Design
%) Pantrv/Servi AGT BHGD G Option 3 is calculated at $180/SF, based on 2012
.an ry/Serving = 2 ber factoring the type of construction and
28 Kitchen 600 systems described.
29 Total NSF: 102,518 97,748 15,850
30 Efficiency 67% |0.33 33,831 32,257 5,231
31 Gross Building Area 136,349 130,005 21,081
$ 32,451,048 $ 30,941,152 $ 3,794,490 Total Construction Cost ($/SF)
Construction Cost $ 30,828,495 $ 29,394,094 | [ $ 3,604,766 Range Low -5%
$ 33,262,324 $ 31,714,681 | | $ 3,889,352 Range High 2.50%)
$ 43,808,914 $ 41,770,555 $ 5,122,562 Total Project Cost (x Factor) $ 1.35
Soft Costs $ 41,618,469 $ 39,682,027 | |$ 4,866,433 Range Low 5%
$ 44,904,137 $ 42,814,819 $ 5,250,626 Range High 2.50%

Note: Soft Costs typically include fees (i.e. legal, design, etc.), permits, advertising, insurance, leasing,
construction interest, taxes, owner's administration, supervision, engineering, property assessment,
connection fees, and furniture, fixtures and equipment costs.
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Moving forward, the design process would follow the program of the selected option. Options One and
Two are anticipated to follow the following process:

1. Design Team Selection 3 months
2. Programming and Design 8 months
3. Construction Team Selection (assumes Design/Bid/Build) 3 months
4. Construction 24 months

A phasing plan will be established during design so that the least amount of impact occurs to the current
facilities, Harmon Park, and the High School.

Option Three is anticipated to track the following process:

1. Design Team Selection 2 month
2. Programming and Design 8 months
3. Construction Team Selection (assumes Design/Bid/Build) 2 months
4. Construction 16 months

A phasing plan will be established during design so that the least amount of impact occurs to the
parking/access for City Hall and the Police Station.

CAPITAL AND OPERATIONAL COST ANALYSIS

Along with the program and concept site design for each of the three options, a conceptual cost
estimate was produced based on the current construction costs and historical information of costs for
other facilities similar in scope within the Kansas City Metropolitan Region. At the same time, the
Design Team created an operational analysis of each of the three facilities that project possible annual
revenues and expenditures for the City to consider over the long term.

Option 1 (50m) Project Costs = 43,890,000
Category
Expenditures $3,033,000
Revenues $2,246,000
Difference -$787,000
Recovery Rate 74%
Option 2 (25m x 25yd.) Project Costs = $41,849,000
Category
Expenditures $2,821,000
Revenues $2,101,000
Difference -$720,000
Recovery Rate 74%
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Option 3 (‘Gamber Center’) Project Costs = §5,122,000
Category
Expenditures $710,000
Revenues $420,000
Difference -$289,000
Recovery Rate 59%

PROJECT FUNDING ANALYSIS

Funding for this project can best be characterized as falling into one of two categories: one-time capital
construction costs and/or ongoing operation and maintenance (O&M) costs. The capital construction
cost is the amount of money it is projected to cost to get the facility designed, built and equipped for
opening to the public. The operation and maintenance (O&M) costs are the annual costs to operate,
maintain, repair and replace the items within the facility, as well as to the actual facility itself. Both of
these funding types are required to make the facility a reality.

Feedback from the resident survey indicated that fifty-five percent (55%) of residents would support
paying additional property taxes in the range of $125 - $149 to fund construction and/or operations of a
facility. The survey also indicated that sixty-seven percent (67%) would either vote in favor (47%) or
might vote in favor (20%) of a half-cent (0.50%) sales tax to fund construction and/or operations.

Capital Construction Costs

Based upon survey results, the City’s AAA Bond Rating, and the historically low cost of borrowing, it is
recommended that the City bond the upfront capital costs and repay the debt service on the bonds with
some combination of property taxes and/or sales tax. While it is highly recommended the City seek
equity partners to assist in the initial capital costs, the scenarios below were calculated based upon
multiple levels of involvement ranging from significant to none. With a serviceable lifespan exceeding
30 years for all three options, bonding scenarios were all calculated with a 30 year repayment term.

Bond Amount $45M $35M $30M $20M $15M $10M S6M
Annual Principal + Interest | $ 223M | $ 1.74M | $ 1.49M | $991k | $743k | $483k | $290k

100% mill equivalent 7.91 6.17 5.28 3.51 2.63 1.71 1.03
Property tax increase

(monthly) $16.53 $12.90 $11.04 $7.34 $5.50 | $3.57 | $2.15

100% sales tax equivalent 1.11% 0.86% 0.74% 0.49% 0.37% | 0.24% | 0.14%

NOTE: 1 mill = $25.09 per year / $2.09 per month for the average Prairie Village home.

Operation & Maintenance Costs
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Based upon the calculations for each of the three options, there will be an annual negative difference
between revenues and expenditures ranging from approximately $290,000 for Option Three to
$788,000 for Option One. While changes could be made to the design and/or programming of the
facility to minimize the amount, it should be recognized that some level of subsidy will exist.
Accordingly, any agreements with potential partners should involve some provision for how the subsidy
should be distributed (i.e. dollar amount, percentage, etc.). While it is highly recommended the City
seek equity partners to assist in the ongoing operational & maintenance costs, the scenarios below were
calculated based upon multiple levels of involvement ranging from significant to none. It is assumed the
City would be the sole owner / operator of Option Three so no calculations were made to share the
projected subsidy for that option.

Subsidy Share Amount 100% 75% 50%
Option1 | Option2 | Option3 | Option1 | Option2 | Option1 | Option 2
Subsidy Amount $790k $720k $290k 593k 540k $395k $360
100% mill equivalent 2.80 2.55 1.03 2.10 1.91 1.40 1.28
Property tax increase
(monthly) $5.85 $5.33 $2.15 $4.39 $3.99 $2.93 $2.68
100% sales tax equivalent 0.39% 0.36% 0.14% 0.29% 0.27% 0.20% 0.18%

NOTE: 1 mill = $25.09 per year / $2.09 per month for the average Prairie Village home.

It is important to note the operational analysis already includes revenue from the sale of annual and
daily memberships. The Operation & Maintenance (O&M) subsidy exists despite those sources. The
subsidy amount above is what everyone pays — in addition to a membership if they so choose to join.

“View From Exercise Room”

Section 1-14

@' 360 ARCHITECTURE



City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

DEBT SERVICE CALCULATIONS

Based on the funding analysis and projected costs, the following chart represents the debt service
calculations on a home by home basis, depending on the level of debt service.

Value of Your Prairie Village Tax Dollars (Average Prairie Village Home)

To Determine Assessed Valuation:

Average market value of a Prairie Village home S 218,176
Assessed valuation percentage X 11.5%
Assessed valuation S 25,090
CURRENT (FY 2013)
Assessed valuation S 25,090
Mill rate (519.491 per $1,000 of assessed valuation) x  0.019491
Annual City tax liability S 489.03
Monthly City tax liability ) 40.75

ADDITIONAL - $6MM bond issue/$290k annual
Assessed valuation S 25,090
1.1 mill increase ($282k x 1.1 = $310k) X 0.0011
Annual City tax liability S § 2760
Monthly City tax liability $ S 2.30

ADDITIONAL - $20MM bond issue/$991k annual

Assessed valuation S 25,090
3.6 mill increase (5282k x 3.6 = $1.1MM) X 0.0036
Annual City tax liability ) 90.32
Monthly City tax liability S 7.53
ADDITIONAL - $30MM bond issue/$1.49MM annual
Assessed valuation S 25,090
5.3 mill increase (5282k x 5.3 = $1.49MM) X 0.0053
Annual City tax liability S 132.98
Monthly City tax liability ) 11.08
ADDITIONAL - $45MM bond issue/$2.23MM annual
Assessed valuation S 25,090
8.0 mill increase (5282k x 8.0 = $2.25MM) X 0.008
Annual City tax liability S 200.72
Monthly City tax liability S 16.73

Assumptions
-1 mill = $282,000
- GO Bond Issue for 30 years, AAA rates + 0.5% at each maturity
- Annual Debt Service
- S6MM total size ($5.855MM net to project)--5290k per year
- $20MM total size ($19.750MM net to project)--$991k per year
- S30MM total size (529.675MM net to project)--51.49MM per year
- S45MM total size (544.563MM net to project)--52.23MM per year
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POTENTIAL PARTNERSHIPS

Based on direction from the Committee and the overwhelming rate of positive survey responses, the
Design Team explored a number of potential partners. Potential partners were approached as being in
one of two categories: equity partners that might bring funding in the form of either capital dollars
and/or operational support or existing providers that Prairie Village could partner with in the provision
of recreational offerings. While the school district and park district were funding partners in the study,
the Design Team operated on the assumption that the City was the only confirmed equity partner and
all other opportunities needed to be explored. The potential partners included:

- Shawnee Mission School District

- Johnson County Park & Recreation District
- YMCA of Greater Kansas City

- City of Mission, Kansas

- City of Overland Park, Kansas

- City of Leawood, Kansas

The following are summaries of meeting the Design Team had with each organization:

- Shawnee Mission School District - The school district has an interest in an indoor competitive

swimming complex to host meets and some practices. District staff has indicated they would
consider providing some upfront capital funding support in return for preferential access to the
pool for practices and swim meets. The school district has little interest in any significant long-
term financial obligation to the operation of the facility and currently views any relationship
they would have to the facility as being more tenant-based.

- Johnson County Park and Recreation District — As part of their Map 2020 Comprehensive Plan,

the JCPRD envisioned four multi-purpose facilities throughout the county, with each facility
‘themed’ differently. County staff believes a Prairie Village natatorium facility that focuses on an
‘aguatics’ programming theme would fit as one of these four facilities. A partnership between
the City and JCPRD should be established. It is quite possible the County could provide both
construction capital and operational support. The County also indicated that a partnership with
the Blazers Swim Team could possibly be tapped for further capital fund-raising support as well
as assistance in programming the natatorium to help offset the ongoing costs. This would be
primarily through events and rentals. The Blazers would also assist in attracting regional /
national swim meet planning.

- YMCA - The Paul Henson YMCA long ago reached its useful life and membership has stagnated.
The YMCA is very interested in a partnership with the city, and could bring capital funding,
operational support, and membership support (similar to the model in Platte County). This
membership support is an established group of 1,700 membership units that could provide
revenue support to the facility from the outset of the project, especially if it is a multi-use,
family focused facility. The YMCA did indicate the level of partnership would be dependent on
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their level of involvement, and an operational subsidy would not be part of the financial
structure if they operate the facility.

The City of Mission — The City of Mission is very anxious about a possible Prairie Village facility.

Due to the overlap of demographics and service area, there is concern that the drawing away of
some of their existing members could potentially lead to neither facility thriving. The City of
Mission has suggested that instead of building a new facility, an arrangement could be made to
allow Prairie Village residents to utilize the Sylvester Powell Community Center through some
type of buy-down of the normal facility pass rate. However, if a new Prairie Village facility is
built, Mission is interested in partnering through a reciprocal use agreement. Like others,
Mission felt the new facility for Prairie Village would need to introduce a unique amenity into
the market to achieve success.

The City of Overland Park — The significantly larger City of Overland Park has a number of

community centers to successfully serve its residents, and the idea of a new facility in Prairie
Village is not a concern. As with Mission, Overland Park believes the current market is saturated,
so the new facility will need a unique feature to draw people. Overland Park also would be open
to potential partnerships with Prairie Village, through reciprocal use agreements, and even
possibly the use of the natatorium to host Overland Park based events.

City of Leawood — Similar to Overland Park, Leawood currently has adequate services and is not

concerned by a potential Prairie Village facility. However, Leawood did also indicate that Prairie
Village will need to offer a unique amenity to be successful. Similar to Mission, partnerships are
possible on a programmatic level or a buy down of a facility pass rate. Leawood is intrigued by
the idea of a facility supporting residents from north Leawood and the ability to educate them
regarding this type of facility.

These are the 6 potential partners interviewed by the Study Design Team. The City should not be limited
to this list and should explore as many potential partners as possible.

CONCLUSION

The market conditions are favorable for supporting the design and construction of a new community
center/natatorium in Prairie Village. It is generally accepted there will be a significant capital investment
in the existing pool facility in the next five to ten years. The facility is beginning to show its age and
there is an increase in the cost of maintaining the existing 50 meter pool. A study is budgeted for the
summer of 2013 to better identify deficiencies and projected life spans of the different pool amenities.
The results of this study should help clarify the upcoming investment to be made assuming nothing is
done to upgrade the facility.

The proposed facility, by virtue of the competition pool, leisure pool, multiple gymnasium space, youth
fitness, running track, fitness rooms, meeting/party rooms, and hearth/community area differentiates
this facility from other facilities in the area. Prairie Village is ideally positioned to not only improve the
quality of the community by building a new community center/natatorium, but through partnerships,
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can establish a working relationship that provides the best service to not only the residents of Prairie
Village, but also the residents of Johnson County.

“Healthy Buildings for Healthy Bodies”

DESIGN TEAM
The Design Team for the feasibility study included the following firms:

- 360 Architecture: architectural design and project leadership

- Larkin Aquatics: aquatics design and operational analysis support

- Ballard King: market analysis, residential survey, and operational analysis/cost support

- Indigo Design: community planning and site design

- Henderson Engineering: conceptual mechanical, electrical, and plumbing design support

- McCownGordon Construction: cost estimating services
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rairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

- Information Review

* Market Analysis
e Demographics
e Participation Rates
e Other Providers

* Survey Results
* Partnership Assessment

* Next Steps
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emographics — Summa

Population Comparison 2000 Census 2010 Estimate | 2015 Projection
City of Prairie Village 22,072 22,276 22,461
Secondary Service Area 67,901 67,827 67,984
Tertiary Service Area 210,113 211,424 212,548
Number of Households 2000 Census 2010 Estimate | 2015 Projection
City of Prairie Village 9,833 10,250 10,424
Secondary Service Area 30,489 31,230 31,511
Tertiary Service Area 93,887 97,132 98,439
Number of Families 2000 Census 2010 Estimate | 2015 Projection
City of Prairie Village 6,162 6,084 6,073
Secondary Service Area 18,265 iR e
Tertiary Service Area 54,040 52,714 52,292
Average Household Size 2000 Census 2010 Estimate | 2015 Projection
City of Prairie Village 2.84 2.79 2.78
Secondary Service Area 2.20 2.14 2.13
Tertiary Service Area 2.20 2.14 2.13
United States 2.59 2.59 2.60
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Demographics — Prairie Village

City of Prairie Village Age Distribution

Ages Population % of Total Nat. Population Difference
-5 1,208 5.4% 7.0% -1.6%
5-17 3,373 15.2% 17.3% -2.1%
18-24 1,586 7.2% 9.8% -2.6%
25-44 5,242 23.6% 26.7% -3.1%
45-54 3,551 16.0% 14.6% 1.4%
55-64 3,160 14.1% 11.6% 2.5%
65-74 1,825 8.2% 6.8% 1.4%
75+ 2,327 10.5% 6.3% 4.2%
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Demographics — Prairie Village

Prairie Village Population Estimates

Ages 2000 2010 2015 Percent Percent Change
Population Population Population Change Nat’l
-5 1,279 1,208 S S -8.0% 14.0%
5-17 3,619 3,373 3,358 -1.2% 4.3%
18-24 1,022 1,586 1,549 51.6% 14.2%
25-44 6,531 5,242 5,157 -21.0% 0.0%
45-54 3,287 3,551 3,386 3.0% 14.2%
55-64 2,016 3,160 3,331 65.2% 65.7%
65-74 1,891 1,825 2,425 28.2% 45.9%
Tk 2,427 2,327 2,079 -14.3% 19.5%
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Demographics — Prairie Village

Ethnicity Total Median Age % of % of Kansas
Population Population
Hispanic 1,030 27.1 4.6% 9.8%
Race Total Median Age % of % of Kansas
Population Population Pop.
White 20,844 45.1 93.6% 83.3%
Black 324 31.4 1.5% 6.1%
American Indian 45 43.5 0.2% 1.0%
Asian 382 37.1 1.7% 2.3%
Pacific Islander 10 47.5 0.04% 0.06%
Other 280 26.5 1.3% 4.5%
Multiple 377 22.4 1.7% 2.7%
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mographics

Secondary Service Area
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Demographics — Secondary

Secondary Service Age Distribution
Ages Population % of Total Nat. Difference
Population

-5 3,734 5.5% 7.0% -1.5%
5-17 10,468 15.5% 17.3% -1.8%
18-24 4,551 6.7% 9.8% -3.1%
25-44 16,299 24.0% 26.7% -2.7%
45-54 11,255 16.6% 14.6% 2.0%
55-64 9,538 14.0% 11.6% 2.4%
65-74 5,271 7.8% 6.8% 1.0%
75+ 6,712 9.9% 6.3% 3.6%
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Demographics — Secondary

Secondary Service Area Population Estimates
Ages 2000 2010 2015 Percent Percent
Population | Population | Population | Change | Change Nat’l
-5 4,110 3,734 3,536 -14.0% 14.0%
5-17 10,189 10,468 10,490 3.0% 4.3%
18-24 3,470 4,551 4,637 33.6% 14.2%
25-44 21,111 16,299 15,062 -28.7% 0.0%
45-54 10,426 11,255 10,951 5.0% 14.2%
55-64 6,139 9,538 10,168 65.6% 65.7%
65-74 5,491 Sk 6,961 26.8% 45.9%
75+ 6,967 6,712 6,177 -11.3% 19.5%
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Demographics — Secondary

Ethnicity Total Median Age % of % of Kansas
Population Population Population
Hispanic 3,570 31.2 5.3% 9.8%
Race Total Median Age % of % of Kansas
Population Population Population
White 59,520 45.2 87.8% 83.3%
Black 4,431 38.0 6.5% 6.1%
American Indian 206 39.1 0.3% 1.0%
Asian 1,176 37.0 1.7% 2.3%
Pacific Islander 35 39.5 0.1% 0.06%
Other 1,067 28.5 1.6% 4.5%
Multiple 1,385 21.6 2.0% 2.7%
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emographics

Tertiary Service Area
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lan Age
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2000 Census | 2010 Estimate | 2015 Projection
City of Prairie Village 41.0 44.1 45.0
Secondary Service Area 40.6 43.9 45.2
Tertiary Service Area 37.7 40.7 41.5
Nationally 35.3 37.0 37.3
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emographics — Median Income

2000 Census | 2010 Estimate | 2015 Projection
City of Prairie Village $58,967 $75,377 $84,585
Secondary Service Area $56,683 $70,960 $77,971
Tertiary Service Area $48,600 $61,568 $69,329
Nationally $42,164 $54,442 $61,189
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Demographics — Cost of Living

City of Prairie Village SPI Average Amount Spent Percent
Housing 135 $27,519.46 30.8%
Shelter 136 $21,477.26 24.1%
Utilities, Fuel, Public Service 133 $6,042.20 6.8%
Entertainment & Recreation 137 $4,423.05 5.0%
Secondary Service Area SPI Average Amount Spent Percent
Housing 134 $27,256.06 30.8%
Shelter 135 $21,287.64 24.0%
Utilities, Fuel, Public Service 132 $5,968.42 6.7%
Entertainment & Recreation 136 $4,392.74 5.0%
Tertiary Service Area SPI Average Amount Spent Percent
Housing 116 $23,493.73 30.9%
Shelter 116 $18,311.35 24.1%
Utilities, Fuel, Public Service 114 $5,182.37 6.8%
Entertainment & Recreation 115 $3,722.89 4.9%
State of Kansas SPI Average Amount Spent Percent
Housing 91 $18,404.65 29.8%
Shelter 89 $14,032.35 22.71%
Utilities, Fuel, Public Service 97 $4,372.31 7.1%
Entertainment & Recreation 96 $3,091.35 5.0%
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e

Prairie Village Participation Rate

Activity Age | Income | Region Nation | Average
Aerobic 11.5% | 13.6% 10.7% 12.3% 12.0%
Basketball 7.7% 9.3% 8.9% 9.0% 8.7%
Exercise w/ Equipment | 20.2% | 22.3% 20.2% 21.2% 21.0%
Exercise Walking 35.0% | 36.6% 36.9% 34.6% 35.8%
Running/Jogging 10.2% | 10.6% 10.7% 11.9% 10.8%
Swimming 17.3% | 20.2% 14.8% 18.6% 17.7%
\olleyball 3.4% 3.7% 4.7% 4.0% 3.9%
Weight Lifting 11.3% | 12.8% 12.5% 12.8% 12.3%
Workout @ Clubs 13.4% | 15.1% 16.5% 14.2% 14.8%
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Sports Participation

Prairie Village Participation Rates
Activity Average | 2000 Part. | 2010 Part. | 2015 Part. | Difference

Aerobic 12.0% 7,483 7,517 7,562 79
Basketball 8.7% 5,441 5,465 5,498 57
Exercise w/ Equipment 21.0% 13,059 13,118 13,197 138
Exercise Walking 35.8% 22,293 22,393 22,528 235
Running/Jogging 10.8% 6,751 6,782 6,823 71
Swimming 17.7% 11,045 11,095 11,162 116
\olleyball 3.9% 2,454 2,465 2,480 26
Weight Lifting 12.3% 7,691 7,726 7,773 81
Workout @ Clubs 14.8% 9,217 9,258 9,314 97

AHG A B e 85,821 86,335 901
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Sports Participation

National Male Female Income Region Average
40.06 37.41 42.45 43.68 39.57 40.63

Prairie Village Anticipated Annual Swimmer Days
Average 2000 Part. 2010 Part. 2015 Part.
40.63 448,813 450,845 453,547
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Sports Participation

Participation Comparison
Sport Nat’l Nat’l Primary | Primary Service
Rank Participation Service | % Participation
(in millions) Rank

Exercise Walking 1 93.4 1 36.7%
Exercising w/ Equipment 2 572 2 21.8%
Swimming 5 50.2 3 18.0%
Work-Out at Club 7 38.3 4 15.3%
Weightlifting 9 34.5 5 13.5%
Aerobic Exercising Tl Jok 7 12.4%
Running/Jogging 12 32.2 6 13.0%
Basketball 15 24.4 8 9.2%
\olleyball 30 10.7 9 4.2%
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rts — Spendi

City of Prairie Village SPI Average Spent
Fees for Participant Sports 145 $155.05
Fees for Recreational Lessons 146 $198.76
Social, Recreation, Club Membership I $248.05
Exercise Equipment/Game Tables 111 $90.70
Other Sports Equipment 134 $12.69
Secondary Service Area SPI Average Spent
Fees for Participant Sports 143 $152.43
Fees for Recreational Lessons 142 $194.22
Social, Recreation, Club Membership 147 $241.50
Exercise Equipment/Game Tables 110 $90.56
Other Sports Equipment 135 $12.81
Tertiary Service Area SPI Average Spent
Fees for Participant Sports 117 $125.12
Fees for Recreational Lessons 114 $156.05
Social, Recreation, Club Membership 120 $196.12
Exercise Equipment/Game Tables 94 $76.76
Other Sports Equipment 114 $10.80
State of Kansas SPI Average Spent
Fees for Participant Sports 90 $96.44
Fees for Recreational Lessons 85 $115.37
Social, Recreation, Club Membership 88 $143.58
Exercise Equipment/Game Tables 80 $65.36
Other Sports Equipment 99 $9.42
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Cultural Arts Participation

Rate of Change
1992 2002 2008 2002-2008 1982-2008
Performing:
Jazz 1.7% 1.3% 1.3% +0.0% -0.4%
Classical Music 4.2% 1.8% 3.0% +1.2% -1.2%
Opera 1.1% 0.7% 0.4% -0.3% -0.7%
Choir/Chorus 6.3% 4.8% 5.2% +0.4% -1.1%
Musical Plays 3.8% 2.4% 0.9% -1.5% -2.9%
Non-Musical Plays 1.6% 1.4% 0.8% -0.6% -0.8%
Dance 8.1% 4.3% 2.1% -2.2% -6.0%
Making:
Painting/Drawing 9.6% 8.6% 9.0% +0.4% -0.6%
Pottery/Ceramics 8.4% 6.9% 6.0% -0.9% -2.4%
Weaving/Sewing 24.8% 16.0% 13.1% -2.9% -11.7%
Photography 11.6% 11.5% 14.7% +3.2% +3.1%
Creative Writing 7.4% 7.0% 6.9% -0.1% -0.5%

Section 2-20



City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

rw

ther Providers
* Key Public Facilities:

e Sylvester Powell Community Center

e Matt Ross Community Center

* Key Non-Profit Facilities:
e Paul Henson YMCA
e Jewish Community Center

* Key Private Facilities
e Prairie Life Center
e Lifetime Fitness
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er Providers

. Shawnee Civic Center

. 24 Hour Fitness - Shawnee

. Curves - Shawnee

. Mermiam Community Center

. Roeland Park Aguatic Center

. Curves - Mission

. Sylvester Powell Jr. Community Center
. 24 Hour Fitness #1 - Overland Park

. Matt Ross Community Center

. Paul Henson Family YMCA,

. 24 Hour Fitness -

. Curves - Prairie Village

. Curves - Overland Park

. 68 Inside Sports - Fitness

. 68 Inside Sports - Indoor Training Facility
. Curves - Lenexa

. Lenexa Community Center

. Life Time Fitness - Lenexa

. The Athletic Club of Overand Park

. Prairie Life Fitness Center - Overland Park
. Health Plus Fitness & Rehab. Center
- Midtown Athletic Club

. Red Bridge YMCA

. Overland Park JCC

. Leawood Community Center

. Tomahawk Ridge Community Center
. 24 Hour Fitness #2 - Overland Park

. Curves - Leawood

. Life Time Fitness - Overland Park

. Planet Fitness
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50 Meter Aquatic Centers

. Oklahoma City Community College
. University of Arkansas

. Wichita Swim Club

. Topeka, K3

. Lawrence, K35

. Central Hgh School
LIniversity of Missouri

. 3aint Peters, MO

. Southem lllincis University
0. Universily ol Mzimplis
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Market Conclusions - Opportunities

e The site has other supporting amenities
e The city does not currently have its own center

» Despite the other facilities there is a small market for a
new facility

e An equity partner can expand the market for a center
* A 50 meter pool will allow for a regional market

e Demographic characteristics indicate households with
children and higher incomes

e Indoor recreation centers improves the quality of life
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“

Market Conclusions - Constraints

e A significant number of other providers in the market

e The market is somewhat limited and will require a
partner to be successful

e A competitive pool will be impacted by school pools, the
high cost of construction and operation and the low fees
currently being charged

e The population is older

e Funding the development and operation of the center
will have to be clearly defined
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Survey

* Conducted by Leisure Vision in October and November of
2010.

* 1,500 surveys were randomly mailed to residents.
* 376 surveys were completed.

* 95% level of confidence with a precision of at least +/-5.1%.
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“

Partnership Assessment

* Partnership meetings were held on November 11 & 12,
2010.

* Six Organizations
e City of Mission
e Shawnee Mission School District
e City of Overland Park
e Johnson County Park & Recreation District

e City of Leawood
e YMCA of Greater Kansas City
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“

Partnership Assessment

* City of Mission

e Very concerned about a possible Prairie Village facility

 Interested in pursuing a partnership with the city.
Would probably involve a reciprocal use agreement.

e The city would need to introduce a unique amenity into
the market to be successful.
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“

Partnership Assessment

* Shawnee Mission School District
e Interest is solely on a competitive pool.

e The school district would keep their existing pools with
their low user fees.

e New pool would be used for meets and some practices.

e They would bring capital dollars to the project but
would not expect to pay for pool use.

e Moving from the East High School site would eliminate
the district as a partner.
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“

Partnership Assessment

* City of Overland Park

e Not concerned over a potential Prairie Village recreation
facility.

e Believe that the current market is pretty well saturated.
Will need a unique feature to draw people to a facility.

e The city would be open to discussing potential
partnerships with Prairie Village.
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g e

Partnership Assessment

* Johnson County Park & Recreation District

e The county is interested in adding a new partnership
with the city. There is already an established
relationship.

e The addition on a Prairie Village facility fits with into the
master plan developed by the county.

e A significant capital contribution to the project is
unlikely.

¢ Would be interested in operating the center.

e Competitive aquatics is a strong interest and would
provide a significant economic impact on the area.
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“

Partnership Assessment

* City of Leawood
e Has virtually no concern with a possible Prairie Village
facility.
e Any partnership would be on a programmatic level or
buy down of a facility pass rate.

e A Prairie Village facility would need to have a unique
amenity.

* A Prairie Village center would draw people from north
Leawood and would help to educate them regarding this
type of facility.
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g e

Partnership Assessment

* YMCA of Greater Kansas City
e Very interested in a partnership with the city

e Have been in the community for a long time and could
bring 1,700 membership units to the project as well as
their operational and management expertise.

e The level of the YMCA’s partnership is dependent on
their level of involvement.

e If they operate the facility, it cannot have an operational
subsidy.

e They want a multi-use, family focused facility.
e Would like to visit in person with the city.
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Partnership Assessment

* Equity Partners

e Shawnee Mission School District
e YMCA of Greater Kansas City

° Primary Partners
e Johnson County Park & Recreation District

® Support Partners
e City of Mission
e City of Overland Park
e City of Leawood
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Next Steps

* Determine Project Direction
e Financial limitations and expectations
e Partnerships
e Key elements and components
e Site

* Concept Plan Development
e Capital cost estimates
e Operational cost estimates
e Funding analysis

Section 2-35



CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

SECTION 3: CITIZEN'S PARTICIPATION PLAN




City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey
Executive Summary of Citizen Survey Results

Overview of the Methodology

The City of Prairie Village conducted a Community Center Feasibility Survey during October and
November of 2010. The purpose of the survey was to help establish priorities for the possible
development of an indoor community center/aquatic center. The survey was designed to
obtain statistically valid results from households throughout the City of Prairie Village. The
survey was administered by a combination of mail and phone.

Leisure Vision worked extensively with City of Prairie Village officials, as well as members of the
Ballard*King and Associates project teams in the development of the survey questionnaire.
This work allowed the survey to be tailored to issues of strategic importance to effectively plan
the future system.

In October 2010, surveys were mailed to a random sample of 1,500 households throughout the
City of Prairie Village. Approximately three days after the surveys were mailed, each household
that received a survey also received an electronic voice message encouraging them to complete
the survey. In addition, about two weeks after the surveys were mailed, Leisure Vision began
contacting households by phone. Those who indicated they had not returned the survey were
given the option of completing it by phone.

The goal was to obtain a total of at least 300 completed surveys from City of Prairie Village
households. This goal was far exceeded, with a total of 376 surveys having been completed.
The results of the random sample of 376 households have a 95% level of confidence with a
precision of at least +/-5.1%.

The following pages summarize major survey findings:
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Use of Indoor Facilities

Respondents were asked if any members of their household have used indoor recreation, cultural,
sports, fitness, or aquatic facilities in the past 12 months. The following summarizes key findings:

= Seventy-seven percent (77%) of households have used indoor recreation, cultural, sports,
fitness, or aquatic facilities in the past 12 months.

Q1. Have You or Other Members of Your Household Used Any
Indoor Recreation, Cultural, Sports, Fitness or Aquatic
Facilities within the Last 12 Months?

by percentage of respondents

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 20110)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Indoor Facilities Households Have Used

From a list of 13 options, households that have used indoor recreation, cultural, sports, fitness and
aquatic facilities during the past 12 months were asked to indicate all of the facilities they’ve used.
The following summarizes key findings:

=  Of the 77% of households that have used indoor facilities during the past 12 months, the
indoor facilities that the highest percentage of households have used are: private fitness clubs
(46%), Matt Ross Recreation Center (43%), City of Prairie Village parks and recreation facilities
(35%), and YMCA (35%).

Q1. Have You or Other Members of Your Household Used Any
Indoor Recreation, Cultural, Sports, Fitness or Aquatic
Facilities within the Last 12 Months?

by percentage of respondents

Mo

239 Q2. Indoor Recreation, Cultural, Sports,

Fitness or Aquatic Facilities That Households
Have Used within the Last 12 Months

(multiple choices could be made)

Private fitness clubs
Ves Matt Ross Recreation Center
T7% City of Prairie Village parks & rec facilties
YMCA
Syhester Powel Community Center
School District
Johnson County Park & Rec District facilities

Performing art facilties in Joehnson Co/metro area

Churches with recreational facilties 155%
Facilities provided at my place of work 13%:
Johnzon County Community College 11%
Prairie Life Center E
YWCA ;
Other 12%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Source: Leimure VisionETC Institute (November 2010
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Indoor Facilities Households Use the Most

From a list of 13 options, households that have used indoor recreation, cultural, sports, fitness and
aquatic facilities during the past 12 months were asked to select the three facilities that their
household uses the most. The following summarizes key findings:

Based on the sum of their top three choices, the indoor facilities that households use the most
are: private fitness clubs (39%), Matt Ross Recreation Center (34%), City of Prairie Village
parks and recreation facilities (28%), and YMCA (27%). It should also be noted that private
fitness clubs had the highest percentage of households select it as their first choice as the facility

they use the most.

Q1. Have You or Other Members of Your Household Used Any
Indoor Recreation, Cultural, Sports, Fitness or Aquatic
Facilities within the Last 12 Months?

by percentage of respondents

Mo
23%

Q3. Indoor Recreation, Cultural, Sports,
Fitness or Aquatic Facilities That
Households Use the Most

(sum of top 3 choices)

Private fitness clubs

Matt Ross Recreation Center
Yes
7%

City of Prairie Village parks & rec facilitiez
YWMCA
Syhvester Powel Community Center
School District
Facilties provided at my place of work

Performing art facilties in Johnson Co/metro area
Johnson County Park & Rec District facilties

Churches with recreational facilties

Johnson County Community College
Prairie Life Center
WA
Other 10% : : :

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
MUz Most @Use 2nd Most OUse 3rd Most

Source: Leisure VisonETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Frequency of Using Potential Indoor Community Center Features

From a list of 19 features that could be incorporated into the design of a new indoor community
center/aquatic center in Prairie Village, respondents were asked to indicate how often their
household would use each feature. The following summarizes key findings:

= The features that the highest percentage of households would use at least once a month at a
new indoor community center/aquatic center are: weight room/cardiovascular equipment
area (67%), indoor running/walking track (67%), aerobics/fitness/dance space/yoga/Pilates
(63%), and indoor aquatics/swimming center (58%). It should also be noted that a weight
room/cardiovascular equipment area is the feature that the highest percentage of households
would use several times per week.

Q4. How Often Households Would Use Various Features That
Could Be Incorporated into the Design of a New Indoor
Community Center/Aquatic Center in Prairie Village

by percentage of respondents

Weight room/cardiovascular equipment area 23% | 10% |
Indoor running/walking track 26% [ 1% |
Aerobics/Mitness/dance spacefyoga/Pilates 22% [ 13% |
Indoor aquatics/swimming center | 18% |

Interactive playground area for young children
Gymnasium for basketball, volleyball, etc.
Performing arts center for concerts, theater, etc.
Racquetball/handball/wallyball courts

Childcare area for parents using facilities
Rock climbing wall
Arts and crafts studios
Public computer access or Wi-Fi

Teaching kitchen

Preschool prngram space

13%
16%

Space for teens |}
Banguet hall / meeting space 3%
Multipurpose space for classes, meetings, etc. B

Qutdoar reception area |FHo% | . . :
0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%
mSeveral times per week EZFew times per month [JAt least once per month |

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Community Center Features That Households Would Be Most Likely to
Use

From the list of 19 features that could be incorporated into the design of a new indoor community
center/aquatic center in Prairie Village, respondents were asked to select the four features that
their household would be most likely to use. The following summarizes key findings:

= Based on the sum of their top four choices, the features that households would be most likely
to use at a new indoor community center/aquatic center are: weight room/cardiovascular
equipment area (59%), aerobics/fitness/dance space/yoga/Pilates (56%), indoor
running/walking track (56%), and indoor aquatics/swimming center (50%). It should also be
noted that an aerobics/fitness/dance space/yoga/Pilates area had the highest percentage of
respondents select it as their first choice as the feature they would be most likely to use.

Q5. Features That Households Would Be Most Likely to
Use if Included in a New Indoor Community Center/
Aquatic Center in Prairie Village

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

Weight room/cardiovascular equipment area | | | 53%
Aerobics/fitness/dance space/yoga/Pilates | | 56%
Indoor runningfwalking track | | F6%

Indoor aquatics/swimming center

Gymnasium for basketball, volleyball, etc. 18%
Interactive playground area for young children
Childcare area for parents using facilities

Performing arts center for concerts, theater, etc.
Teaching kitchen

Arts and crafts studios

Rock climbing wall

Senior citizen area
Racquetball/handball/wallyball courts

Public computer access or Wi-Fi

Multipurpose space for classes, meetings, etc.
Preschool program space

Banguet hall / meeting space

7%
74
74
6%
5%
5% |
4%

Space for teens 3%
Outdoor reception area 2%
Cther 3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
[mMost Likely m12nd Most Likely TI3rd Most Likely Bm4th Most Likely |

Source: Leisure VisionETC Instifute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Distance Willing to Travel to Use a New Indoor Community/Aquatic
Center

From a list of six options, respondents were asked to indicate the maximum distance in miles they
would be willing to travel to use a new indoor community center/aquatic center if it had the
recreation, cultural, fitness, and aquatic features that are most important to their household. The
following summarizes key findings:

= Sixty-four percent (64%) of respondents would travel at least 4 miles to use a new indoor
community center/aquatic center if it had the features that are most important to their
household. In addition, 39% of respondents would travel 1-3 miles to use the center, and 7%
indicated they would not use the center.

Q6. Maximum Distance in Miles Respondents Would
Travel to Use a New Indoor Community Center/Aquatic Center
with the Features That Are Most Important to Their Household

by percentage of respondents

4-5 miles

6-7 miles
0,
36% 9%
8-9 miles
6%
More than 10 miles
3%

MNothing, would not use
7%

1-3 miles
309%

Source: Leimwre VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Frequency of Using Potential Indoor Community Center Aquatic Features

From a list of 14 aquatic features that could be incorporated into the design of a new indoor
community center/aquatic center in Prairie Village, respondents were asked to indicate how often

their household would use each feature. The following summarizes key findings:

= The aquatic features that the highest percentage of households would use at least once a
month at a new indoor community center/aquatic center are: lap lanes for exercise swimming
(57%), a lazy river with slowly moving water (48%), and a leisure pool with gentle slope entry
(48%). It should also be noted that lap lanes for exercise swimming is the aquatic feature that

the highest percentage of households would use several times per week.

Community Center/Aquatic Center in Prairie Village

by percentage of respondents

Q7. How Often Households Would Use Various Aquatic Features
That Could Be Incorporated into the Design of a New Indoor

Lap lanes for exercise swimming 2% | 1%
A lazy river with slowly moving water 21 | 17% |
Leisure pool with gentle slope entry 18% | 21% |
Hot tub area 17% | 17% |
Steam room 1% | 1% |
Area for water exercize 9% | 15% |
Dry sauna 16% | I 16% |
Warm water area for therapeutic purposes 14% | 15% |
Water slides T '
Water sprays with interactive spray features | 13% I |
25-yard competition pool I 14% I | 1ﬂ%l |
Area for swim lessons | 13% |
50-meter competition pool 13% | 8% |
Diving boards W 13% | : : |
0%  10% 20% 30%  40% 50%  60%
mSeveral times per week EFew times per month DAL least once per month |
Source: Leizure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Community Center Aquatic Features Households Would Be Most Likely to
Use

From the list of 14 aquatic features that could be incorporated into the design of a new indoor
community center/aquatic center in Prairie Village, respondents were asked to select the four
features that their household would be most likely to use. The following summarizes key findings:

= Based on the sum of their top four choices, the aquatic features that households would be
most likely to use at a new indoor community center/aquatic center are: lap lanes for exercise
swimming (43%), a lazy river with slowly moving water (35%), a leisure pool with gentle slope
entry (29%), and steam room (29%). It should also be noted that lap lanes for exercise
swimming had the highest percentage of respondents select it as their first choice as the feature
they would be most likely to use.

Q8. Aquatic Features That Households Would Be Most Likely
to Use if Included in a New Indoor Community Center/
Aquatic Center in Prairie Village
by percentage of respondents who selected the item as one of their top four choices
Lap lanes for exercise swimming | | | 43%
A lazy river with slowly moving water | | 35%:
Leisure pool with gentle slope entry | ;’29% :
Steam room | .:?Q%
Area for water exercise |2?°i’o
Hot tub area | 26%5
Dry sauna | 23% :
Warm water area for therapeutic purposes | 22%
Water slides | 21%
Water sprays with interactive spray features | 20%
Area for swim lessons 20%
50-meter competition pool
25-yard competition pool
Diving boards 6%
Other 1% . ' '
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 0%
mMost Likely @2nd Most Likely O3rd Most Likely m@4th Most Likely |
Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (N ovember 20107
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Reasons for Using a New Indoor Aquatic Center

From a list of five options, respondents were asked to indicate the two purposes for which their
household would use a new indoor aquatic center in Prairie Village. The following summarizes key
findings:

= Based on the sum of their top two choices, the purposes for which the highest percentage of
households would use an indoor aquatic center in Prairie Village are: exercise (74%) and year
round recreation or leisure activities (55%).

Q9. Purposes for Which Households Would
Use an Indoor Aquatic Center in Prairie Vilage

by percentage of respondents (sum of top 2 choices)

Exercise 74%
Year round recreation or leisure activities
Therapeutic purposes

Instructional classes

Competition

0% 20% 40% 650% 80%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Level of Support for Partnering with Organizations in Developing and
Operating a New Indoor Community/Aquatic Center

From a list of five organizations, respondents were asked to indicate how supportive they are of the
City of Prairie Village partnering with each organization in the development and operations of a new
indoor community center/aquatic center. The following summarizes key findings:

= Eighty-one percent (81%) of households are either very supportive (59%) or somewhat
supportive (22%) of the City of Prairie Village partnering with the Johnson County Park and
Recreation District in developing and operating a new indoor community/aquatic center. It
should also be noted that over 60% of respondents are either very supportive or somewhat
supportive of the City of Prairie Village partnering with each of the five organizations in the
development and operations of a new indoor community center/aquatic center.

Q10. Level of Support for the City of Prairie Village Partnering
With Various Organizations in the Development & Operations
of a New Indoor Community Center/Aquatic Center

by percentage of respondents

Johnson County Park & Recreation District 22% % | 13%
Shawnee Mission School District for a competition 16% 16%
Meighboring communities 20% 14%
YMCA 20% 15%

Hospital and/or health care providers 30% 18% 21%

0% 20% 40% 50% 80% 100%
WVery Supportive @Somewhat Supportive @ENot Supportive CODon't Know |

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Preferred Funding Source for the Costs of Operating and Constructing a
New Indoor Community/Aquatic Center

From a list of five options, respondents were asked to select their preferred source for funding the
costs of operating and constructing a new indoor community center/aquatic center in Prairie
Village. The following summarizes key findings:

= Thirty-five percent (35%) of respondents prefer a ; cent sales tax for funding the costs of
operating and constructing a new indoor community center/aquatic center, and 21% prefer a
combination of a property tax increase and a % cent sales tax. In addition, 4% of respondents
prefer an increase in property taxes, 17% indicated “not sure”, and 23% would not support a
property tax increase or a % cent sales tax.

Q11. Preferred Funding Source for the Cost or Constructing
and/or Operations of a New Indoor Community Center/
Aquatic Center in Prairie Village

by percentage of respondents

| would support a combination of 1/2 cent sales tax
some increase in property taxes 35%
and a ¥z cent sales tax

21%

4%
An increase in

property taxes
Mot sure

17%

23%
Meither. | would not support
either an increase in property
taxes ora 2 cent sales tax

Source: Leisure Vision/ETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Maximum Amount of Additional Property Taxes Respondents Would Pay
to Fund a New Indoor Community/Aquatic Center

From a list of five options, respondents were asked to indicate the maximum amount of additional
property taxes they would pay to fund the costs of constructing and operating a new indoor
community center/aquatic center in Prairie Village with the features they most prefer. The
following summarizes key findings:

=  Fifty-five percent (55%) of respondents would pay at least $125 per year in additional property
taxes to fund the costs of constructing and operating a new indoor community center/aquatic
center with the features they most prefer.

Q12. Maximum Amount of Additional Property Taxes Respondents
Are Willing to Pay to Fund the Costs of Constructing and/or
Operating a New Indoor Community Center/Aquatic Center
with the Features Their Household Most Prefers

by percentage of respondents

$150-$174 per year

125-$149
% 3 per year 80

38%

$175-$199 per year
4%

$200 or more per year
5%

None
45%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Voting on a % Cent Sales Tax to Fund a New Indoor Community/Aquatic
Center

Respondents were asked to indicate how they would vote on a % cent sales tax to fund the
construction and operations of a new indoor community center/aquatic center in Prairie Village
with the amenities and revenue sources they most support. The following summarizes key findings:

= Sixty-seven percent (67%) of respondents would either vote in favor (47%) or might vote in
favor (20%) of a ¥ cent sales tax to fund the construction and operations of a new indoor
community center/aquatic center. In addition, 22% of respondents would vote against the %
cent sales tax, and 11% indicated “not sure”.

Q13. How Respondents Would Vote on a 1/2th Cent Sales Tax
to Fund the Construction and/or Operations of a New Indoor
Community Center/Aquatic Center with the Types of Features

That Are Most Important to Their Household

by percentage of respondents

Vote in favor
47%

Might vote in favor

20% Vote against
22%

Mot sure
11%

Source: Leisure Vision/ETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Reasons for Respondents’ Voting Decision

From a list of four options, respondents were asked to indicate the major reason for their response
to how they would vote on a % cent sales tax to fund the construction and operations of a new
indoor community center/aquatic center. The following summarizes key findings:

= Forty-one percent (41%) of respondents feel the city needs a new indoor recreation, fitness,
cultural and/or aquatic facility, and 24% are somewhat supportive but need additional
information. In addition, 15% of respondents support the concept of a community center but
don’t support increasing taxes, 14% don’t think there is a need for additional indoor facilities,
and 6% indicated “other”.

Q14. Major Reason for Households’
Response to Question #13

by percentage of respondents

The city needs a new indoor recreation,
fitness, cultural and/or aquatic facility
and am very supportive

41%

| am somewhat supportive
but need additional
information 40,

| support the concept of a
community center, but don’t 159
support increasing taxes for its °

construction and/or operation . 14% B
| don’t think there is a need for additional

indoor recreation, fitness, cultural and
aquatic facilities in Prairie Village

Other
6%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Costs for Operating a New Indoor Community/Aquatic Center

From a list of four options, respondents were asked to indicate how they feel the costs of operating
a new indoor community center/aquatic center should be paid. The following summarizes key
findings:

= Forty-percent (40%) of respondents feel that user fees should pay the majority of the costs of
operating a new indoor community/aquatic center. In addition, 23% of respondents feel the
costs should be paid 100% through user fees, and 22% feel taxes should pay the majority of
costs.

Q15. How Respondents Feel the Costs for Operating a New
Indoor Community Center/Aquatic Center Should Be Paid

by percentage of respondents

Taxes pay the majority
22%

User fees pay majority

0y
40% 100% through taxes

3%

Don't know
12%

100% through user fees
23%

Source: Leisure Vision/ETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Preferred Way of Paying to Use a New Indoor Community/Aquatic Center

From a list of five statements, respondents were asked to indicate their preferred way of paying to
use a new indoor community center/aquatic center with the features they most prefer. The
following summarizes key findings:

= Fifty percent (50%) of respondents would prefer to pay with an annual family pass to use a
new indoor community/aquatic center. In addition, 22% of respondents would prefer to pay
with an annual adult pass, and 12% would prefer to pay per visit. Only 9% of respondents
indicated they would not pay to use the center.

Q16. Preferred Way of Paying to Use a New Indoor
Community Center/Aquatic Center if it Had the
Features They Most Preferred

by percentage of respondents

Annual family pass
50%

Mot willing to pay
09%
to use the center

Annual adult pass

9004 Don't Know

7%
Pay per visit
12%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Maximum Amount Respondents Would Pay for a Family Pass

Respondents who selected an annual family pass as their preferred method of paying to use a new
indoor community center/aquatic center were asked to indicate the maximum amount they would
pay per month for a family pass to use the center. The following summarizes key findings:

= Of the 50% of respondents who would prefer to pay with an annual family pass to use a new
indoor community center/aquatic center, 38% would pay at least $80 per month for a family
pass to use the center.

Q17a. Maximum Amount Respondents Would Pay Per Month
for a Family Pass to Use a New Indoor Comm unity
Center/Aquatic Center
by percentage of respondents who prefer to pay with a family pass

$80 - $99 per month
28%

$100 - $119 per month
6%

$120 or more per month
4%

Less than $80 a month
62%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Maximum Amount Respondents Would Pay for an Individual Adult Pass

Respondents who selected an annual adult pass as their preferred method of paying to use a new
indoor community center/aquatic center were asked to indicate the maximum amount they would
pay per month for an individual adult pass to use the center. The following summarizes key findings:

= Of the 22% of respondents who would prefer to pay with an annual pass to use a new indoor
community center/aquatic center, 26% would pay at least $55 per month for an individual
adult pass to use the center.

Q17b. Maximum Amount Respondents Would Pay Per Month
for an Individual Adult Pass to Use a New Indoor
Community Center/Aquatic Center

by percentage of respondents who prefer to pay with an individual family pass

$55 - $64 per month
19%

$65 - $74 per month
5%
$75 or more per month
2%

Less than $55 a month
74%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (N ovember 2010)

Leisure Vision/ETC Institute Section 3-19



Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Maximum Amount Respondents Would Pay for a Daily Adult Fee

Respondents who preferred to pay per visit to use a new indoor community center/aquatic center
were asked to indicate the maximum amount they would pay for a daily adult fee to use the center.
The following summarizes key findings:

= Of the 12% of respondents who would prefer to pay per visit to use a new indoor community
center/aquatic center, 52% would pay at least $6 for a daily adult fee to use the center.

Q17c. Maximum Amount Respondents Would Pay Per Visit
for a Daily Adult Fee to Use a New Indoor Community
Center/Aquatic Center
by percentage of respondents who prefer to pay with a daily adult fee

$7.00 - $7.99 per day

17%
$6.00 - $6.99 per day
26%
$8.00 - $8.99 per day
%
$9.00 or more per day
2%

Less than $6.00 a day
48%

Source: Leizure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Frequency of Visiting a New Indoor Community Center/Aquatic Center

Respondents were asked to indicate how often their household would visit a new indoor
community center/aquatic center in Prairie Village if it had the recreation, cultural, fitness and
aquatic features they most prefer. The following summarizes key findings:

» Eighty-two percent (82%) of respondents would visit a new indoor community center/aquatic
center with the features they most prefer at least a once a month. This includes 48% that
would visit the center several times per week, 12% that would visit it once per week, 14% that
would visit it a few times a month, and 8% would visit it monthly.

Q18. How Often Households Would Visit a New Indoor
Community Center/Aquatic Center with the Recreation,
Cultural, Fitness, and Aquatic Features They Most Prefer

by percentage of respondents

Several times per week
48%

Once per week

129% Mever

11%

A fow times a month Less than once a month

149, Monthly 7%
8%

Source: Leizure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)

Leisure Vision/ETC Institute Section 3-21



Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Switching from Current Indoor Provider to Use a New City Indoor
Community/Aquatic Center

Respondents were asked if they would leave their current provider of indoor recreation, cultural,
sports, fitness or aquatic amenities to join a new City of Prairie Village indoor community
center/aquatic center if it had the features they most prefer. The following summarizes key
findings:

= Thirty-nine percent (39%) of respondents would leave their current provider of indoor
recreation, cultural, sports, fithness or aquatic amenities to join a new City of Prairie Village
indoor community center/aquatic center if it had the features they most prefer. In addition,
14% of respondents are happy with their current service provider and would not leave, and 6%
would maintain a membership at both their current provider and a new City indoor
community/aquatic center. The remaining 41% of respondents do not currently hold a
membership with another provider.

Q19. Would You Leave Your Current Provider of Indoor Recreation,
Cultural, Sports, Fithess or Aquatic Amenities to Join a New City
of Prairie Village Indoor Community Center/Aquatic Center
if it Had the Features You Most Prefer?

by percentage of respondents

Yes
399%

| would maintain a
membership at both
6%

14%
Mo, | am happy with my
current service provider

41%
| do not currently hold a
membership with another provider

Source: Leizure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Priority That Should Be Placed on a New Indoor Community/Aquatic
Center Compared to Other Issues in the City of Prairie Village

Respondents were asked to indicate how high of a priority the City of Prairie Village should place on
the development and operations of a new indoor community center/aquatic center compared to
other issues in the City. The following summarizes key findings:

= Sixty-nine percent (69%) of respondents indicated that the City of Prairie Village should place
at least a medium priority on the development and operations of a new indoor
community/aquatic center compared to other issues in the City. In addition, 25% of
respondents indicated that developing a new indoor community/aquatic center should be a low
priority, and 6% indicated “don’t know”.

Q20. Compared to Other Issues in the City of Prairie Village,
What Priority Should the City Place on the Development
and Operations of a New Indoor Community Center/
Aquatic Center in Prairie Village?

by percentage of respondents

High priority
24%

Very high priority

13%
Medium priority Don't know
32% 6%

Low priority
25%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Demographics

Q21. Demographics: Number of People in Household

by percentage of respondents

Two
35%

One
15%

Five+
8%

Four
21%

Source: Leisure Vision/ETC Institute (November 2010)

Q22. Demographics: Ages of People in Household

by percentage of household occupants

25-34 years  20-24 years 1519 years
18% 4% 6%

10-14 years

4%
35-44 years 5-9 years
12% a0,
Under 5 years
45-54 years 12%
16%
65+ years
55-64 years 9o

11%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)
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Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Survey for the City of Prairie Village

Demographics

Q23. Demographics: Number of Years Lived
in the City of Prairie Village

by percentage of respondents

20 years or more
34%

10-19 years
21%

Less than 5 years
5-9 years 24%

21%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (November 2010)

Q24. Demographics: Location of Residence

by percentage of respondents

North of 75th Street and
West of Mission Road
30%

East of Mission Road
28%

Don't know
2%

South of 83rd Street
15%

25%
West of Mission Road
Between 75th and 83rd Street

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institte (November 2010)
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Demographics

Q25. Demographics: Age of Respondents

by percentage of respondents

35-44 zears Under 35
1 g’ /El 269”0

65+ years

45-54 years 13%

25%

55-64 years
17%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (N ovember 2010)

Q26. Demographics: Gender

by percentage of respondents

Male
42%

Female
58%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (N ovember 2010)
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Demographics

Q27. Demographics: Total Annual Household Income

by percentage of respondents

$75,000-$99,999 Under $75,000
19% 27%

Not provided
10%
$100,000-$149,999
24%
$200,000 or more
$150,000-$199,999 11%

9%

Source: Leisure VisionETC Institute (N ovember 2010)

Leisure Vision/ETC Institute
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OPTION 1:

City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

COMMUNITY CENTER + 50M NATATORIUM section -1

PRAIRIE VILLAGE COMMUNITY CENTER / NATATORIUM STUDY



OPTION 2:
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COMMUNITY CENTER + 25M NATATORIUM section 42

PRAIRIE VILLAGE COMMUNITY CENTER / NATATORIUM STUDY



OPTION 3:
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HYBRID COMMUNITY CENTER section 43
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Section Il - Operations Analysis

The following operations analysis has been completed for the planned Prairie Village
Community Center. The following are the basic parameters for the project.

e The first year of operation will be 2015 or later.

e This operational budget represents new expenses and revenues only.

e The presence of other providers in the market will remain the same.

e While there are a number of possible project partners and operations options for the
center, no final scenario has been determined, this operations plan shows the center
being operated by the City of Prairie Village.

e The operations plan is based on the center being built on the City Hall site.

e This operations estimate is based on a basic program for the facility only.

e Maintenance and custodial services have been shown as being provided in-house but
could be a contracted service.

e No long term, ongoing, use or rental of space in the facility has been shown other than
for the competitive pool where swim team and school use and revenue is listed.

e A reasonably aggressive approach to estimating the sale of six month, annual passes,
and revenues from programs and services taking place at the facility has been used for
this pro-forma.
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Division | - Expenditures

Expenditures have been formulated based on the costs that are typically included in the
operating budget for this type of facility. The figures are based on the size of the center, the
specific components of the facility and the projected hours of operation. Actual costs were
utilized wherever possible and estimates for other expenses were based on similar facilities in
the Kansas City. All expenses were calculated as accurately as possible but the actual costs may
vary based on the final design, operational philosophy, and programming considerations
adopted by staff.

Option 1 - Leisure pool, 50 meter pool, two court gymnasium, track, child watch, weight/CV
area, group exercise room, multipurpose room w/pantry/serving area, multipurpose space,
classrooms, party room (2), lobby, locker rooms, social/hearth area/café, and
administration area — Approximately 136,500 sq.ft.

Option 2 — Same as Option 1 except there is a 25 yard x 25 meter pool rather than a 50
meter pool. — Approximately 130,000 sq.ft.

Option 3 — Smaller weight/CV area, group exercise room, multipurpose room w/kitchen,

classrooms (2), social/hearth area/café, lobby, locker rooms and administration area —
Approximately 21,000 sq.ft.

Operation Cost Models:

Personnel Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Full-Time $716,850 $662,850 $194,400
Part-Time $1,099,340 $1,022,934 $231,541

TOTAL $1,816,190 $1,685,784 $425,941
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Commodities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Office Supplies (forms, paper) $13,000 $13,000 $4,000
Chemicals (pool) $55,000 $40,000 0
Maintenance/Repair/Materials $44,000 $40,000 $10,000
Janitor Supplies $28,000 $26,000 $8,000
Rec. Supplies $90,000 $88,000 $25,000
Uniforms $7,000 $6,500 $2,500
Printing/Postage $30,000 $30,000 $20,000
Items for Resale $8,000 $8,000 $4,000
Concessions Food $40,000 $35,000 $20,000
Other $5,000 $5,000 $3,000

TOTAL $320,000 $291,500 $96,500

Contractual Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Utilities (electric and gas)* $580,012 $552,500 $78,750
Water/Sewer $35,000 $25,000 $5,000
Insurance (property & liability) $60,000 $55,000 $15,000
Communications (phone) $10,000 $10,000 $5,000
Contract Services® $65,000 $60,000 $30,000
Rent Equipment S4,000 $4,000 $3,000
Marketing/Advertising $20,000 $20,000 $10,000
Training (staff time) $7,000 $7,000 $3,500
Conference $4,000 $4,000 $2,000
Trash Pickup $6,000 $6,000 $4,000
Dues & Subscriptions $1,500 $1,500 $1,500
Bank Charges (charge cards, EFT) $25,000 $24,000 $12,000
Other $5,000 $5,000 $3,000

TOTAL $822,512 $774,000 $172,750

! Rates are $4.25 SF for Options 1 & 2 and $3.75 SF for Option 3 and include electric and natural gas. It should be
noted that rates for electricity and gas have been very volatile and could result in higher cost for utilities over time.
? Contract services cover maintenance contracts, control systems work, alarm, and other services.
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Capital Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Replacement Fund $75,000 $70,000 $15,000

TOTAL $75,000 $70,000 $15,000

Summary

All Categories Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Personnel $1,816,190 $1,685,784 $425,941
Commodities $320,000 $291,500 $96,500
Contractual $822,512 $774,000 $172,750
Capital $75,000 $70,000 $15,000

TOTAL EXPENSE $3,033,702 $2,821,284 $710,191

NOTE: Line items not included in this budget are exterior site maintenance and any vehicle

costs.
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Staffing Levels:

Option 1

Full-Time Positions Positions Total
Rec. Director/Facility Manager 1 $52,000
Admin. Support Spec. A 1 $33,000
Aquatics Supervisor 1 $45,000
Aquatics Coordinator 1 $40,000
Recreation Coor.-General 1 $40,000
Recreation Coor.-Fitness 1 S40,000
Marketing Coor. 1 $35,000
Sr. Maintenance Worker 1 $38,000
Custodian 4 @ $25,000 ea. $100,000
Front Desk Supervisor 2 @ $27,000 ea. $54,000
Head Lifeguard/Instructor 2 @ $27,000 ea. $54,000

Salaries $531,000

Benefits (35%) $185,850

TOTAL 16 F.T.E. $716,850
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Option 2

Full-Time Positions Positions Total
Rec. Director/Facility Manager 1 $52,000
Admin. Support Spec. A 1 $33,000
Aquatics Supervisor 1 $45,000
Aquatics Coordinator 0 $40,000
Recreation Coor.-General 1 $40,000
Recreation Coor.-Fitness 1 $40,000
Marketing Coor. 1 $35,000

Sr. Maintenance Worker 1 $38,000

Custodian 4 @ $25,000 ea. $100,000
Front Desk Supervisor 2 @ $27,000 ea. $54,000
Head Lifeguard/Instructor 2 @ $27,000 ea. $54,000
Salaries $491,000
Benefits (35%) $171,850
TOTAL 15 F.T.E. $662,850
Option 3
Full-Time Positions Positions Total
Rec. Director/Facility Manager 1 $52,000
Admin. Support Spec. A 0 $33,000
Recreation Coor.-Fitness 1 $40,000
Custodian 1 $25,000
Front Desk Supervisor 1 $27,000
Salaries $144,000
Benefits (35%) $50,400
TOTAL 4 F.T.E. $194,400

NOTE: Pay rates were determined based on City of Prairie Village’s job classifications and wage scales
for similar positions. The positions listed are necessary to ensure adequate staffing for the facility’s
operation. The wage scales for both the full-time and part-time staff positions reflect an anticipated
wage for 2015.
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Option 1

Part-Time Positions Rate/Hour Hours/Week
Front Desk Supervisor $11.00 25
Front Desk Attendant $9.50 135
Weight/CV Room Attendant $9.50 211
Gym Attendant’ $9.50 37
Custodian $10.00 200
Child Care Worker $9.50 102
Concession Attendant $9.50 65.5
Head Lifeguard $11.00 25
Lifeguard $9.50 750

4
Program Instructors

Aquatics Variable $55,230

General Variable $134,810
Salaries $955,948
Benefits (15%) $143,392
TOTAL $1,099,340

* pPosition (and hours) is six months (26 weeks) only, due to heavier use of the facility during the winter months.

4 Program instructors are paid at several different pay rates and some are also paid per class or in other ways. This
makes an hourly breakdown difficult. Aquatics includes lessons, fitness and other activities. General programs
consist of sports leagues, fitness, instructional classes, summer camp, and other activities.
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Option 2

Part-Time Positions Rate/Hour Hours/Week
Front Desk Supervisor $11.00 25
Front Desk Attendant $9.50 135
Weight/CV Room Attendant $9.50 211
Gym Attendant’ $9.50 37
Custodian $10.00 170
Child Care Worker $9.50 102
Concession Attendant $9.50 55.5
Head Lifeguard $11.00 25
Lifeguard $9.50 660

Program Instructors®

Aquatics Variable $53,790

General Variable $134,810
Salaries $889,508
Benefits (15%) $133,426
TOTAL $1,022,934

> Position (and hours) is six months (26 weeks) only, due to heavier use of the facility during the winter months.

6 Program instructors are paid at several different pay rates and some are also paid per class or in other ways. This
makes an hourly breakdown difficult. Aquatics includes lessons, fitness and other activities. General programs
consist of sports leagues, fitness, instructional classes, summer camp, and other activities.
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Option 3

Part-Time Positions Rate/Hour Hours/Week
Front Desk Supervisor $11.00 55
Weight/CV Room Attendant $9.50 93
Custodian $10.00 99
Concession Attendant $9.50 47

Program Instructors’

General Variable $49,240
Salaries $201,340
Benefits (15%) $30,201
TOTAL $231,541

7 Program instructors are paid at several different pay rates and some are also paid per class or in other ways. This
makes an hourly breakdown difficult. General programs consist of sports leagues, fitness, instructional classes,
and other activities.

Section 5-9



City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

Division Il - Revenues

The following revenue projections were formulated from information on the specifics of the
project and the demographics of the service area as well as comparing them to state and
national statistics, other similar facilities and the competition for recreation services in the area.
Actual figures will vary based on the size and make-up of the components selected during final
design, market stratification, philosophy of operation, fees and charges policy, and priorities of

use.
Revenue Projection Models:

Fees Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Daily Fees $178,605 $149,243 $60,750
6 Month Passes $504,873 $478,940 $61,903
Annual Passes® $795,108 $754,573 $96,388
Corporate/Group $20,000 $15,000 $5,000
Rentals’ $119,650 $92,050 $35,600

TOTAL $1,618,236 $1,489,806 $259,640

8 .
Figures are based on an active program to promote the sale of annual passes.

® Rentals are based on the following:

Option1 & 2
Classroom $25 x 3/wk x 50 wks = $3,750
Multipurpose Space $45 x 2/wk x 50 wks = $4,500
Multipurpose Room $55 x 4/wk x 50 wks = $11,000
Multipurpose Room $450 x 30 times = $13,500
Pantry/Serving $30 x 2/wk x 50 wks = $3,000
Gymnasium S50 x 4/wk x 26 wks = $5,200
Group Exercise Room $75 x 20/hrs = $1,500
Party Room $35 x 2/wk x 50 wks = $3,500
50 Competitive Pool School District $100 x 6hrs x 12mts $7,200
S60 x 2hrs x 5 days x 36 wks (Club) $21,600
$100 x 6hrs x 12 meets (Club) = $7,200
Long Course $200 x 5 days x 12 wks ~ $24,000
Long Course Meet $200 x 36 hours $7,200
25 Competitive Pool School District $100 x 6hrs x 12mts $7,200
$60 x 2hrs x 5 days x 48 wks (Club) $28,800
$100 x 6hrs x 6 meets (Club) = $3,600
Leisure Pool $250 x 10 rentals = $2,500
Entire Center $4,000 x 1 rentals = $4,000
Option 3
Classroom $25 x 4/wk x 50 wks = $5,000
Multipurpose Room S55 x 4/wk x 50 wks = $11,000
Multipurpose Room $450 x 30 times = $13,500
Kitchen $30 x 2/wk x 50 wks = $3,000
Group Exercise Room S50 x 20/hrs = $1,000
Entire Center $700 x 3 rentals = $2,100
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Programs Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Aquatics $140,228 $135,278 0
General $353,606 $353,606 $101,310
Contract Programs $5,000 $5,000 $2,000

TOTAL $498,834 $493,884 $103,310

Other Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Resale Items $12,000 $12,000 $6,000
Special Events $3,000 $2,000 $1,000
Concessions $79,000 $68,500 $46,700
Vending $10,000 $10,000 $4,000
Drop-in Child Care $25,000 $25,000 0

TOTAL $129,000 $117,500 $57,700

Summary

All Categories Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Fees $1,618,236 $1,489,806 $259,640
Programs $498,834 $493,884 $103,310
Other $129,000 $117,500 $57,700

TOTAL REVENUE $2,246,070 $2,101,190 $420,650
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Division lll - Expenditure - Revenue Comparison

Option 1

Category
Expenditures $3,033,702
Revenues $2,246,070
Difference -$787,632
Recovery Rate 74%

Option 2

Category
Expenditures $2,821,284
Revenues $2,101,190
Difference -§720,094
Recovery Rate 74%

Option 3

Category
Expenditures $710,191
Revenues $420,650
Difference -$289,541
Recovery Rate 59%

These operations pro-formas were completed based on general information and a basic
understanding of the project with a basic program plan for the center. As a result, there is no
guarantee that the expense and revenue projections outlined above will be met as there are
many variables that affect such estimates that either cannot be accurately measured or are not
consistent in their influence on the budgetary process.

Future Years: Revenue growth in the first three years is attributed to increased market
penetration and in the remaining years to continued population growth. In most recreation
facilities the first three years show tremendous growth from increasing the market share of
patrons who use such facilities, but at the end of this time period revenue growth begins to
flatten out. Additional revenue growth is then spurred through increases in the population
within the market area, a specific marketing plan to develop alternative markets, the addition
of new amenities or by increasing user fees.
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Division IV - Fees and Attendance

Projected Fee Schedule: The fee schedule has been figured utilizing an approximate 25% fee
differential for non-residents (except for the daily fee). Revenue projections and attendance
numbers were calculated from this fee model.

Options 1 & 2
Category Daily 6 Month Annual Monthly™®
Res. Non- Res. Non- Res. Non-
Res. Res. Res.
Adult $7.50 $225 | $280 | $325 S405 S30 S37
Youth (3-17 yrs) S$5.50 | $175 | $220 | $250 | S310 S24 S29
Senior (60+) $5.50 $175 | $220 | $250 | S$310 S24 S29
Senior Couple N/A S325 | S405 | $445 | S555 S40 S49
Family™ N/A | $350 | $435 | $525 | $655 | $47 | $58

NOTE: Pass benefits do not include fitness classes or any other programs.

Fitness S5/class

Corporate 10% discount
15% discount
20% discount

Rentals S25/hr
S45/hr
S55/hr
S450/4 hr
S30/hr
S50/hr
S75/hr
S35/hr
$200/hr
S16/lane/hr

5 or more monthly/annuals
10 or more monthly/annuals
15 or more monthly/annuals

Classroom (per section)

Multipurpose Space

Multipurpose Room (per section, non-prime time)
Multipurpose Room (2 sections, 4 hour min., prime time)
Pantry/Serving

Gymnasium (per court)

Group Exercise Room

Party Room

50 meter Competitive Pool (non-team rental)

50 Competitive Pool (swim team rate)

1% poes not represent a separate form of payment but the cost of an annual pass on a monthly contract.
" Includes 2 adults and all youth under 18 living in the same home.
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$100/hr 25 yard Competitive Pool (non-team rental)
S10/lane/hr 25 Competitive Pool (swim team rate)
$250/hr Leisure Pool

$4,000/4 hr Entire Center

Child Care $2.00/per hour

Option 3
Category Daily 6 Month Annual Monthly*
Res. Non- Res. Non- Res. Non-
Res. Res. Res.
Adult $5.50 $115 | $145 | $165 | S205 S17 $20
Youth (3-17 yrs) $4.00 $90 $115 | $125 | S155 $13 $16
Senior (60+) $4.00 S90 $115 | $125 | $155 S13 S16
Senior Couple N/A S165 | $S205 | $225 | S280 S22 S26
Famin13 N/A S$175 | $220 | $265 | S$330 $25 S30

NOTE: Pass benefits do not include fitness classes or any other programs.

Fitness S5/class
Corporate 10% discount 5 or more monthly/annuals
15% discount 10 or more monthly/annuals
20% discount 15 or more monthly/annuals
Rentals $25/hr Classroom (per section)
S55/hr Multipurpose Room (per section, non-prime time)
$450/4 hr Multipurpose Room (2 sections, 4 hour min., prime time)
S30/hr Kitchen
S50/hr Group Exercise Room
S$700/4 hr Entire Center

Admission Rate Comparisons: The above rates were determined based on other providers in
the area and the rates paid at similar facilities in the market area.

' Does not represent a separate form of payment but the cost of an annual pass on a monthly contract.
2 Includes 2 adults and all youth under 18 living in the same home.
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Matt Ross Community Center

Category Daily 3 Month Annual Monthly
Auto™

Res. Non- Res. Non- Res. Non-

Res. Res. Res.

Adult $7.00 $S98 $140 | $295 $420 S27 S38

Youth (2-15 yrs) $7.00 S75 $98 | $225 | $295 s21 S27

Senior (60+) $7.00 | $75 | $98 | $225 | $295 | $21 | $27

Senior Couple N/A N/A N/A | $400 N/A S36 N/A
Family™ N/A | $158 | $225 | $475 | $675 | $43 | $62

Sylvester Powell Community Center

Category Daily 6 Month Annual Monthly
Auto'®

Res. Non- Res. Non- Res. Non-

Res. Res. Res.

Adult $7.00 $206 | $294 | S$318 $452 $32 S43

Youth (-18 yrs) $5.00 | $160 | $213 | $246 | $329 | ¢$26 | $32

Senior (60+) $5.00 S$160 | $213 | S246 $329 $26 $32

Senior Couple N/A S288 | $S384 | $443 | S591 S42 S54
Family"’ N/A | $328 | $494 | $504 | $761 | $47 | $68

Gamber Center

Category Daily Annual Monthly Auto
Res. | Non- | Res. Non- Res. Non-

Res. Res. Res.

Individual $5.00 | $6.25 | $150 | $185 | $12.50 | $15.42

" Does not represent a separate form of payment but the cost of an annual pass on a monthly contract.
 Includes 2 adults and all youth under 15 living in the same home.
'® Does not represent a separate form of payment but the cost of an annual pass on a monthly contract.
7 Includes 2 adults and all youth under 18 living in the same home.
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Attendance Projections: The following attendance projections are the basis for the revenue
figures that were identified earlier in this report. The admission numbers are affected by the
rates being charged, the facilities available for use and the competition within the service area.
The figures are also based on the performance of other similar facilities in the area. These are
averages only and the yearly figures are based on 360 days of operation.

Option 1

Yearly Paid Admissions Description Facility
Daily 66 admissions/day 23,760
6 Month 1,617 sold annually 84,084
Annual/Monthly 1,733 sold annually 180,232

Total Yearly 288,076

Total Daily 800

Option 2

Yearly Paid Admissions Description Facility
Daily 55 admissions/day 19,800
6 Month 1,540 sold annually 80,080
Annual/Monthly 1,649 sold annually 171,496

Total Yearly 271,376

Total Daily 754

Option 3

Yearly Paid Admissions Description Facility
Daily 30 admissions/day 10,800
6 Month 400 sold annually 20,800
Annual/Monthly 425 sold annually 44,200

Total Yearly 75,800

Total Daily 211
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These attendance projections are for paid admissions to the center and do not include
individuals who would be present strictly for programs, meetings, and other functions as well as
rentals. It is conservatively estimated that this could add another 300-400 visitors per day
(Options 1 & 2).

NOTE: For Option 2, the 2,419 6 month (two 6 month passes are counted for 1 annual pass) and
annual passes are based on selling to approximately 8% of the households (31,230 estimated in
2010) in the Secondary Service Area. For Option 1 the rate is approximately 10% higher for daily
admissions and 5% for 6 month and annual passes. For Option 3 the rate is approximately 2%
of the households.

Annual passes are based on 104 admissions a year and 6 month passes on 52 admissions.
Senior couples and family passes are counted as one admission.
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Division V — Hours of Operation

Hours of Operation: The projected hours of operation of the Prairie Village Community Center

are as follows:

Options 1 & 2

Days Hours
Monday-Friday 5:30am-10:00pm
Saturday 7:00am-8:00pm
Sunday 10:00am-8:00pm
Hours per Week 105.5
Option 3

Days Hours
Monday-Friday 6:00am-9:00pm
Saturday 8:00am-6:00pm
Sunday 10:00am-6:00pm

Hours per Week

93

Hours usually vary some with the season (longer hours in the winter, shorter during the

summer), by programming needs, use patterns and special event considerations.
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Division VI - Project Recommendations

The following section details specific recommendations for the Prairie Village Community
Center project. Remarks are grouped by areas of interest.

Programs and Facilities: The design, image and quality of a recreation facility has a direct
impact on its ability to attract and keep annual pass holders. Thought should be given to the
building layout as it pertains to user control and access, during the final design phase of the
project. A visible open design which highlights the different activity areas and encourages
participation from the user as well as the non-user, is essential to generating member
excitement and revenue. As much natural light as possible needs to be incorporated into the
design while not compromising safety and promoting and maintaining energy efficiency in
every way possible. The intent is to build a "smart building" that gives Prairie Village the most
for its money and the user a sense of quality and value.

Weight/cardiovascular fitness area- The presence of a large space for fitness activities in the
building is essential to developing a strong revenue stream for the facility. More revenue per
square foot can be generated from this recreation component than any other indoor amenity.
It also allows the center to have a higher rate structure due to the value such an amenity has in
the market place.

Pool- No other amenity affects facility revenues and use as dramatically as a pool and as a
result, Ballard*King & Associates believes strongly that any aquatic/community center that is
being built in most settings should include a recreationally oriented swimming pool as part of
its facility components. While a competitive pool will serve more traditional aquatic needs in
the community it is the leisure pool that will meet the broadest range of swimming interests.
The idea of incorporating slides, current channels, fountains, zero depth entry and other water
features into a pool’s design has proved to be extremely popular for the drop-in user. Leisure
pools appeal to the younger kids (who are the largest segment of the population that swims)
and to families. These types of facilities are able to attract and draw larger crowds and people
tend to come from a further distance and stay longer to utilize such pools. This all translates
into more use and revenue. Of note is the fact that patrons seem willing to pay a higher
admission fee for the use of a leisure amenity when it includes a pool (even if they are not a
swimmer). The simple fact that there is a leisure pool in a community center will drive the use
and ultimately the revenue in the other areas of the center. It is estimated that a leisure pool
will increase revenues in non-aquatic areas by as much as 10%. Consistent use of the facility by
families and young children is dependent in large part on this amenity. The sale of annual
passes and especially family annual passes is also tied to the appeal of the leisure pool.
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Programs- The center should not be designed specifically to handle the once a year event or
activity but should have the versatility to adapt to these needs within reason. Long term
programming and facility needs of the community, businesses, and special interest groups
should be identified and integrated into the operations plan for this facility.

The success of community based community centers is dependent on developing a broad based
appeal to the annual pass holders as well as the general public. The needs of youth, seniors,
and families must be considered and their individual concerns and issues addressed. Programs
that are intergenerational in nature and those that are specifically oriented towards certain
population segments will both need to be developed. The needs of the business community
must also be considered if this market is to be developed.

Consideration should be given to contracting for certain programs or services, especially those
that are very specialized in nature. Any contracted programs or services should require a
payment of a percentage of the fees collected (at least 30%) back to the center and the
organization.

It is important to realize that the center must have a balance between program and drop-in use
of the various components of the facility. The pool, gym, and weight/fitness areas are of
particular concern. If these areas do not have substantial times set aside on a daily basis for
drop-in use then revenues generated from annual passes will be in jeopardy.

Budget and Fees: The success of this project depends on a number of budget factors, which
need special consideration. An operational philosophy must be developed and priorities for use
must be clearly identified. The revenue figures contained in this document are based on the
principal that the facility will have a strong annual pass and program orientation. A goal of
consistently covering over 75% to 85% of operational expenses with revenues should be
attainable but it is not likely that 100% self sufficiency can be obtained. However, it should be
realized that most public aquatic, sports, and fitness facilities have similar difficulties.
Maximizing revenue production should be a primary goal. Care must be taken to make sure
that a fees and charges policy is consistently followed for all users. No form of revenue
production should be given away.

Capital replacement fund- A plan for funding a capital replacement program should be
developed before the facility opens. The American Public Works Association recommends
between 2% and 4% of replacement cost be budgeted annually for capital items. Costs for
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maintenance and contract services should be lower than the amount budgeted for the first year
since most equipment will still be under warranty.

Fees- The revenue projections were based on the concept of not having more than a 25%
resident/non-resident fee differential. A non-resident fee that is more than 25% tends to
exclude these individuals from participating in the facility or its programs. Even though there is
an adequate resident population base, non-residents need to be encouraged to utilize the
facility to improve the overall cost recovery rate. With a resident/non-resident fee system,
non-resident fees should be listed as the “regular fee” and the resident fee as the “resident
discount fee”. It is estimated that 30% to 50% of all users could be non-residents. To
adequately administer a resident/non-resident fee program a resident photo ID program needs
to be put into effect. This requires a resident to buy a photo ID to speed identification and
resident verification at the check-in counter. The costs and revenues of such a program have
not been figured into the operations budget.

Fees paid for individual programs do not allow the user to utilize the center on a drop-in basis.
The payment of the drop-in fee should allow the user access to all areas of the center that are
open to drop-in use. There should not be separate fees for different portions of the building
(such as the pool, gym, track or weight room).

A senior discount fee schedule was developed for the center, but it should be considered as a
marketing tool rather than a discount based on need. Another option is to offer a limited
morning or daytime discount rate that would be available to anyone using the center during
this slower period of the day. This would work much like a senior discount without having to
label it as one. With the fee structure that has been proposed, it will be necessary to develop a
scholarship program for those individuals that cannot afford the basic rates. Established
criteria such as eligibility for the school lunch program should be utilized to determine need
rather than spending the time and aggravation of developing and administering a new system.
The corporate rate program should also be promoted and sold to local businesses in the area.

To promote the sale of annual passes it is absolutely essential that a system be set up that
allows for the automatic withdrawal from the pass holder’s bank/credit account of a monthly
portion of the annual pass payment. Without this option it will be difficult to meet the
projected sales of annual passes. In addition, charge cards need to be accepted for all
programs and services offered by the city. A computerized registration process must also be in
place to speed registration transactions and improve annual pass management.
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Annual pass benefits — With revenues from annual passes making up the greatest single source of
revenues, selling the benefits will be critical. Options include an initial fitness assessment and 1-3
personal training sessions and a 15% discount on all fee based classes and services in the center.

Pre-selling annual passes — Approximately 3 to 6 months before the facility opens there should be a
program in place to begin the pre-sale of “charter passes”. A goal should be to pre-sell between
25% and 50% of all budgeted passes prior to opening the facility.

Marketing plan- A marketing plan for the facility as well as its programs and services is essential.
This document should target specific markets, programs, facilities and user groups. It needs to be
an active document that is utilized by the center supervisor to guide all marketing efforts. This plan
should be updated yearly. Special emphasis must be placed on promoting not only annual passes
but also programs to establish a strong revenue base. The business market should also be a major
focus of the marketing effort as well. The annual pass rates for the center should be easily
obtainable from the facility and the web site.

Another focus of the marketing plan could be the development of a comprehensive sponsorship
program for the entire facility. This program could provide an additional revenue stream for the
center.

Staffing- Staffing costs are the biggest single operating expense and alternative options need to be
investigated if costs are to be significantly reduced. The use of partnerships, volunteers, trading
facility use for labor and other similar ideas, deserve consideration as methods to reduce staffing
budgets. The pay rates for both part-time and full-time personnel were determined based on the
need to attract well-qualified employees and minimize staff turnover rates. It is important to
budget for an adequate level of staffing in all areas. One of the biggest mistakes in operations
comes from understaffing a facility and then having to come back and add more help later.
Maintenance staffing is of particular concern and is most often where cuts are made. Detailed job
descriptions should be written for all staff and areas of responsibility need to be clearly defined. An
adequate training fund is essential to a well-run facility. An emphasis needs to be placed on the
importance of image and customer service in all training programs.

The key to opening a recreation facility and have it operate smoothly is hiring the necessary staff
well in advance and having them well organized, properly trained and comfortable with the
building’s features. They need to be ready to hit the ground running with policies and procedures
in place, and a marketing and maintenance program under way. However, this will require the
establishment of a start-up budget and funding in advance of user revenues.
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Division VII - Appendix

Part-Time Staff Hours
Program Revenue Projections

Admission Revenue Projections
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Part-Time Staff Hours:

Option 1 & 2
Front Desk - 2 scheduled to work any hours that the center is open plus 3 staff from 4 to 8 pm
on weekdays and 1 to 6 pm on weekends. The two full-time Front Desk Supervisor positions

will handle 80 hours of the front desk schedule (split between evenings and weekends).

Weight/Cardio Room Attendant

Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 5:30-10:00A 4.5 2 5 45
10:00A-4:00P 6 2 5 60
4:00-10:00P 6 2 5 60
Saturday 7:00A-2:00P 7 2 1 14
2:00-8:00P 6 2 1 12
Sunday 10:00A-3:00P 5 2 1 10
3:00P-8:00P 5 2 1 10
TOTAL 211
Gym Attendant
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 4:00-9:00P 5 1 5 25
Sat & Sun Noon-6:00P 6 1 2 12
TOTAL 37

NOTE: This position is 26 weeks only during the winter months.

Custodian
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 8:00A-4:00P 8 2 5 80
4:00P-10:00P 6 2 5 60
Sat & Sun 7:00-11:00A 4 2 2 16
11:00A-3:00P 4 2 2 16
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3:00-10:00pP \ 7 2 2 28
TOTAL 200
NOTE: Option 2 — Hours are reduced to 170 a week.
Child Care Worker
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 8:00A-1:00P 5 2 5 50
4:00-8:00P 4 2 5 40
Saturday 10:00A-4:00P 6 2 1 12
TOTAL 102
Concession Attendant
Summer (June-August 15 wks)
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 12:00P-6:00P 6 2 5 60
Saturday 12:00P-6:00P 6 2 1 12
Sunday 12:00P-6:00P 6 2 1 12
TOTAL 84
Fall, Winter, Spring (Sept.-May 37 wks)
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 4:00P-8:00P 4 2 5 30
Saturday 12:00P-7:00P 7 2 1 14
Sunday 12:00A-7:00P 7 2 1 14
TOTAL 58

NOTE: Total hours for Option 1 are 65.5 a week and would drop to 55.5 for Option 2.
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Lifeguard Staffing
Option 1
Summer Season (June, July, August & Holidays, 15 wks)
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 5:30-9:00A 35 4 5 70
9:00A-1:00P 4 5 5 100
1:00-7:00P 6 10 5 300
7:00-10:00P 3 8 5 120
Saturday 7:00-9:00A 2 4 1 8
9:00A-1:00P 4 5 1 20
1:00-6:00P 5 10 1 50
6:00-8:00P 2 8 1 16
Sunday 10:00A-1:00P 3 5 1 15
1:00-6:00P 5 10 1 50
6:00-8:00P 2 8 1 16
TOTAL 765
Fall, Winter, & Spring Seasons (September — May, 37wks)
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 5:30-8:00A 2.5 4 5 50
8:00-11:30A 35 5 5 87.5
11:30A-1:00P 1.5 4 5 30
1:00-3:00P 2 4 5 40
3:00-8:00P 5 10 5 250
8:00-10:00P 2 7 5 70
Saturday 7:00-9:00A 2 4 1 8
9:00A-1:00P 4 5 1 20
1:00-6:00P 5 10 1 50
6:00-8:00P 2 8 1 16
Sunday 10:00A-1:00P 3 5 1 15
1:00P-6:00P 5 10 1 50
6:00-8:00P 2 8 1 16
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TOTAL | 702.5
Option 2
Summer Season (June, July, August & Holidays, 15 wks)
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 5:30-9:00A 3.5 3 5 52.5
9:00A-1:00P 4 5 5 100
1:00-7:00P 6 9 5 270
7:00-10:00P 3 7 5 105
Saturday 7:00-9:00A 2 3 1 6
9:00A-1:00P 4 5 1 20
1:00-6:00P 5 9 1 45
6:00-8:00P 2 7 1 14
Sunday 10:00A-1:00P 3 5 1 15
1:00-6:00P 5 9 1 45
6:00-8:00P 2 7 1 14
TOTAL 686.5
Fall, Winter, & Spring Seasons (September — May, 37wks)
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 5:30-8:00A 2.5 3 5 37.5
8:00-11:30A 3.5 5 5 87.5
11:30A-1:00P 1.5 4 5 30
1:00-3:00P 2 4 5 40
3:00-8:00P 5 9 5 225
8:00-10:00P 2 7 5 70
Saturday 7:00-9:00A 2 3 1 6
9:00A-1:00P 4 5 1 20
1:00-6:00P 5 9 1 45
6:00-8:00P 2 7 1 14
Sunday 10:00A-1:00P 3 5 1 15
1:00P-6:00P 5 9 1 45
6:00-8:00P 2 7 1 14
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TOTAL |

649

NOTE: This schedule is based on a guard rotation concept and on utilizing the Head Guards in
the rotation schedule (approximately 80-125 hrs. a week additional). Based on the pool's basic
configuration, schedule and estimated use patterns, this level of lifequard staffing will be
necessary to ensure adequate protection for swimmers. This is an estimate of anticipated guard
hours only and actual needs could vary depending on the final pool design, actual use patterns,
and hours of operation.

Option 3

Front Desk - 1 scheduled to work most of the hours (80) that the center is open. The full-time
Front Desk Supervisor positions will handle 40 hours of the front desk schedule (split between
evenings and weekends).

Weight/Cardio Room Attendant

Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 6:00-10:00A 4 1 5 20
10:00A-4:00P 6 1 5 30
4:00-9:00P 5 1 5 25
Saturday 8:00A-1:00P 5 1 1 5
1:00-6:00P 5 1 1 5
Sunday 10:00A-2:00P 4 1 1 4
2:00P-6:00P 4 1 1 4
TOTAL 93
Custodian
Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 8:00A-4:00P 8 1 5 40
4:00P-9:00P 5 1 5 25
Sat & Sun 6:00-11:00A 5 1 2 10
11:00A-3:00P 4 1 2 8
3:00-11:00pP 8 1 2 16
TOTAL 99
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Concession Attendant

Days Time Hours Employees Days Total Hours/Week
Mon-Fri 8:00A-12:00P 4 1 5 20
4:00P-7:00P 3 1 5 15
Saturday 12:00P-6:00P 6 1 1 6
Sunday 12:00P-6:00P 6 1 1 6
TOTAL 47
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Aquatics Program Staffing

This is a representative sample of possible aquatic programming in the center.

Options 1&2

Swim Lessons

Season Staff Rate/Class Classes/Day Days Weeks Total
Summer $5.00 36 5 10 $9,000
Spring/Fall $5.00 18 2 20 $3,600
Winter $5.00 12 2 10 $1,200
TOTAL $13,800
Note: Instructors are paid $10/hour classes are 25 minutes in length.
Water Aerobics
Season Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
Summer $25.00 18 14 $6,300
Spring/Fall $25.00 15 26 $9,750
Winter $25.00 15 12 $4,500
TOTAL $20,550
Semi-Private Swim Lessons
Lessons/Week Staff Rate/Lesson Weeks Total
4 $10.00 45 $1,800
TOTAL $1,800
Private Swim Lessons
Lessons/Week Staff Rate/Lesson Weeks Total
4 $10.00 45 $1,800
TOTAL $1,800
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Lifeguard Training

Staff Staff Rate/Class Hours/Class Sessions Total
1 $20.00 33 4 $2,640
TOTAL $2,640
Therapy Classes
Staff Staff Rate/Class | Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $30.00 6 40 $7,200
TOTAL $7,200
Camps
Staff Staff Rate Days/Hours Camps Total
2 $20.00 6/2 3 $1,440
TOTAL $1,440
Miscellaneous
Staff Staff Rate/Class | Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $20.00 6 50 $6,000
TOTAL $6,000

Aquatic Program Staffing

Category
Swim Lessons $13,800
Water Aerobics $20,550
Semi-Private Swim Lessons $1,800
Private Swim Lessons $1,800
Lifeguard Training $2,640
Therapy Classes $7,200
Camps $1,440
Miscellaneous $6,000

TOTAL $55,230
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NOTE: Aquatic staffing will be reduced by $1,440 for Option 2 for a total of $53,790.

General Programs

This is a representative sample of possible general programming in the center.

Options 1 & 2

Adult Leagues (basketball & volleyball) -2 ten week seasons a year

League Position Staff Rate/Game | Game/Wk Weeks Total
Basketball Officials 2 $20.00 3 20 $2,400
Scorer 1 $9.50 3 20 S570
Volleyball | Off/Scorer 1 $20.00 3 20 $1,440
TOTAL $4,410
Youth Leagues (indoor soccer & basketball) -2 ten week seasons a year
League Position Staff Rate/Game | Game/Wk Weeks Total
Soccer Officials 2 $15.00 6 20 $3,600
Scorer 1 $9.50 6 20 $1,140
Basketball Officials 2 $15.00 6 20 $3,600
Scorer 1 $9.50 6 20 $1,140
TOTAL $9,480
Youth Sports Camps
League Position Staff Rate/Hr. Number Hours Total
Basketball Coaches 2 $20.00 1 16 $640
Volleyball Coaches 2 $20.00 1 16 $640
Other Coaches 2 $20.00 1 16 $640
TOTAL $1,920
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Fitness
Day Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
Mon, Wed, Fri 1 $25.00 18 52 $23,400
Tue, Thu 1 $25.00 12 52 $15,600
Weekend 1 $25.00 4 52 $5,200
TOTAL $44,200
Weight Training
Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $25.00 3 52 $3,900
TOTAL $3,900
Personal Trainer
Staff Rate/Session Sessions/Week Weeks Total
1 $25.00 15 52 $19,500
TOTAL $19,500
Youth/Teen Activities
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $10.00 12 36 $4,320
TOTAL $4,320
Summer Day Camp
Staff Staff Rate/Hour Hours/Week Weeks Total
1 $12.00 40 10 $4,800
5 $9.50 40 10 $19,000
TOTAL $23,800
Senior Activities
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $10.00 10 36 $3,600
TOTAL $3,600

Section 5-33




City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

Birthday Parties
Staff Staff Rate/Party Parties/Week Weeks Total
1 $15.00 10 52 $7,800
TOTAL $7,800
General Interest
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $15.00 12 36 $6,480
TOTAL $6,480
Miscellaneous (dance, martial arts, etc.)
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $15.00 10 36 $5,400
TOTAL $5,400
General Program Staffing
Category
Adult Leagues $4,410
Youth Leagues $9,480
Youth Camps $1,920
Fitness S44,200
Weight Training $3,900
Personal Training $19,500
Youth/Teen Activities $4,320
Summer Day Camp $23,800
Senior Activities $3,600
Birthday Parties $7,800
General Interest $6,480
Miscellaneous $5,400
TOTAL $134,810
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Option 3
Fitness
Day Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
Mon, Wed, Fri 1 $25.00 9 52 $11,700
Tue, Thu 1 $25.00 6 52 $7,800
Weekend 1 $25.00 2 52 $2,600
TOTAL $22,100
Weight Training
Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $25.00 3 52 $3,900
TOTAL $3,900
Personal Trainer
Staff Rate/Session Sessions/Week Weeks Total
1 $25.00 5 52 $6,500
TOTAL $6,500
Youth/Teen Activities
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $10.00 12 36 $4,320
TOTAL $4,320
Senior Activities
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $10.00 12 36 $4,320
TOTAL $4,320
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General Interest
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $15.00 6 36 $3,240
TOTAL $3,240
Miscellaneous (dance, martial arts, etc.)
Staff Staff Rate/Class Classes/Week Weeks Total
1 $15.00 9 36 $4,860
TOTAL $4,860
General Program Staffing
Category
Fithess $22,100
Weight Training $3,900
Personal Training $6,500
Youth/Teen Activities $4,320
Senior Activities $4,320
General Interest $3,240
Miscellaneous 54,860
TOTAL $49,240

NOTE: Some programs and classes will be on a contractual basis with the center, where the
facility will take a percentage of the revenues charged and collected. These programs have not
been shown in this budget as a result.
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Program Revenue Estimates

Options 1 & 2

This is a representative sample of possible aquatic programming and revenue at the center.

Aquatics

Swim Lessons

Title Classes Fee Sessions/ Total
Weeks Revenue
Summer 36 classes/4 per class $50.00 5 sessions $36,000
Spring/Fall 18 classes/4 per class $50.00 2 sessions $7,200
Winter 12 classes/4 per class $50.00 1 session $2,400
Semi-Private Lessons 4 classes/wk/3 $20.00/cl. 45 weeks $10,800
per/cl.
Private Lessons 4 classes/wk $15.00/cl. 45 weeks $2,700
TOTAL $59,100
Water Aerobics
Title Classes Fee Sessions/ Total
Weeks Revenue
Summer 18 classes/8 per class | $5.00/cl. 14 weeks $10,080
Spring/Fall 15 classes/8 per class | $5.00/cl. 26 weeks $15,600
Winter 15 classes/8 per class | $5.00/cl. 12 weeks $7,200
TOTAL $32,880
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Other
Title Classes Fee Sessions/ Total
Weeks Revenue
Lifeguard Training 1 class/10 per class $100.00 4 sessions $4,000
Therapy 6 classes/5 per class | $10.00/cl. 40 weeks $12,000
Camps 20 per camp $75.00/cp. 3 camps $4,500
Misc. 6 classes/5 per class | $10.00/cl. 50 weeks $15,000
TOTAL $35,500
Aquatics Program Revenue $127,480
Non-Resident (40% of attendees x 25%) $12,748
Total Aquatics Program Revenue $140,228

NOTE: For Option 2 the revenue total is $135,278.
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General

This is a representative sample of possible general programming and revenue at the center.

Options 1 & 2
Adult Leagues

Title Classes Fee Seasons Total
Revenue
Basketball 6 teams $300.00 2 seasons $3,600
Volleyball 6 teams $300.00 2 seasons $3,600
TOTAL $7,200
Youth Leagues
Title Teams Players Fee Seasons Total
Revenue
Soccer 12 10/team $50.00 2 seasons $12,000
teams
Basketball 12 10/team $50.00 2 seasons $12,000
teams
TOTAL $24,000
Youth Sports Camps
Title Classes Fee Camps Total
Revenue
Basketball 20 kids $75.00 1 camps $1,500
Volleyball 20 kids $75.00 1 camps $1,500
Other 20 kids $7.00 1 camps $1,500
TOTAL $4,500
Fitness
Title Classes Fee Weeks Total
Revenue
Fitness Classes 34 classes/8 per class | $5.00/cl. 52 weeks $70,720
Weight Training 3 classes/8 per class | $5.00/cl. 52 weeks $6,240
Personal Training 15 sessions $50.00 52 weeks $39,000
TOTAL $115,960
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Other
Title Classes Fee Sessions/ Total
Weeks Revenue
Youth/Teen 12 classes/8 per class | $35.00/sess. 4 sessions $13,440
Summer Day Camp 50 per week S$100/wk. 10 weeks $50,000
Senior Activities 10 classes/8 per class | $20.00/sess. 4 sessions $6,400
Birthday Parties 10 per week $140/pty. 52 weeks $72,800
General Interest 12 classes/8 per class | $35.00/sess. 6 sessions $20,160
Misc. 10 classes/5 per class | $35.00/sess. 4 sessions $7,000
TOTAL $169,800
General Program Revenue $321,460
Non-Resident (40% of attendees x 25%) $32,146
Total General Program Revenue $353,606
Option 3
Fitness
Title Classes Fee Weeks Total
Revenue
Fitness Classes 17 classes/8 per class | $5.00/cl. 52 weeks $35,360
Weight Training 3 classes/8 per class | $5.00/cl. 52 weeks $6,240
Personal Training 5 sessions $50.00 52 weeks $13,000
TOTAL $54,600
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Other
Title Classes Fee Sessions/ Total
Weeks Revenue
Youth/Teen 12 classes/8 per class | $35.00/sess. 4 sessions $13,440
Senior Activities 12 classes/8 per class | $20.00/sess. 4 sessions $7,680
General Interest 6 classes/8 per class | $35.00/sess. 6 sessions $10,080
Misc. 9 classes/5 per class | $35.00/sess. 4 sessions $6,300
TOTAL $37,500
General Program Revenue $92,100
Non-Resident (40% of attendees x 25%) $9,210
Total General Program Revenue $101,310
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Admission Revenue Worksheet:

Option 1
Daily
Category Fee # Per Day Revenue Days Total
Adult $7.50 39 $293
Youth $5.50 16 S88
Senior $5.50 11 S61
66 $441 360 $158,760
Non-Residents 50% of daily pass holders x 25% fee increase $19,845
TOTAL $178,605

6 Month Passes

Category Fee # Sold Revenue
Adult $225 495 $111,375
Youth S175 22 $3,850
Senior S175 220 $38,500

Senior Couple $325 110 $35,750
Family S350 770 $269,500
TOTAL 1,617 $458,975

Non-Residents | 40% of pass holders x 25% increase $45,898

TOTAL | $504,873
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Annual Passes

Category Fee # Sold Revenue
Adult $325 550 $178,750
Youth $250 28 $7,000
Senior $250 220 $55,000
Senior Couple S445 110 $48,950
Family $525 825 $433,125
TOTAL 1,733 $722,825
Non-Residents 40% of pass holders x 25% increase $72,283
TOTAL $795,108
Option 2
Daily
Category Fee # Per Day Revenue Days Total
Adult $7.50 33 $248
Youth $5.50 11 S61
Senior $5.50 11 S61
55 $369 360 $132,660
Non-Residents 50% of daily pass holders x 25% fee increase $16,583
TOTAL $149,243

6 Month Passes

Category Fee # Sold Revenue
Adult $225 468 $105,300
Youth S175 22 $3,850
Senior S175 220 $38,500

Senior Couple $325 110 $35,750
Family S350 720 $252,000
TOTAL 1,540 $435,400

Non-Residents | 40% of pass holders x 25% increase $43,540

TOTAL | $478,940
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Annual Passes

Category Fee # Sold Revenue
Adult $325 522 $169,650
Youth $250 22 $5,500
Senior $250 220 $55,000
Senior Couple S445 110 $48,950
Family $525 775 $406,875
TOTAL 1,649 $685,975
Non-Residents 40% of pass holders x 25% increase $68,598
TOTAL $754,573
Option 3
Daily
Category Fee # Per Day Revenue Days Total
Adult $5.50 20 $110
Youth $4.00 0 SO
Senior $4.00 10 S40
30 $150 360 $54,000
Non-Residents 50% of daily pass holders x 25% fee increase $6,750
TOTAL $60,750

6 Month Passes

Category Fee # Sold Revenue
Adult $115 90 $10,350
Youth S90 0 SO
Senior S90 95 $8,550

Senior Couple S165 25 $4,125
Family $175 190 $33,250
TOTAL 400 $56,275

Non-Residents | 40% of pass holders x 25% increase $5,628

TOTAL | $61,903
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Annual Passes

Category Fee # Sold Revenue
Adult $165 100 $16,500
Youth $125 0 $0
Senior S125 100 $12,500

Senior Couple $225 25 S5,625
Family $265 200 $53,000
TOTAL 425 $87,625

Non-Residents 40% of pass holders x 25% increase $8,763

TOTAL $96,388

NOTE: These work sheets were used to project possible revenue sources and amounts. These
figures are estimates only, based on basic market information and should not be considered as
guaranteed absolutes. This information should be utilized as a representative revenue scenario
only and to provide possible revenue target ranges.
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OPTION 1: COMMUNITY CENTER w/50m AQUATICS

A ] B C D E F G H ]
1 |p y Program PRAIRIE VILLAGE Matt Ross North KC Paul Henson
PROPOSED Comm Ctr. Comm Ctr. YMCA
2 S::r"iy Description NSF NSF NSF GSF Facility Total
3 Cardio 2,200 2,200 2,200 1030 a | PV 6,850
4 Strength 2,100 2,100 1,700 - MRCC 6,850
5 1 Free Weights 2,100 2,100 1,000 - NKCCC 4,900
6 Stretching Space 450 450 c -
7 2 Indoor Track 5,500 5,500 6,000 - PV 5,500
8 3 Group Exercise Multi-Use 2,000 2,000 1,800 - MRCC 5,500
9 Natatorium (50m) 18,000 NKCCC 6,000
10 Leisure Aquatics 15,800 15,800 12,780 5010
11 4 1,500 Bleachers 5,720
12 Pool Storage + Mechanical 4,000 2,000 3,500 400
13 5/6 2-Court Gym with 100 seats 13,608 13,608 13,900 N/A PV 2,000
14 Gym Storage 1,000 1,000 1,200 - MRCC 2,000
15 Locker Rooms 3,600 3,600 3,600 - NKCC 1,850
16 Family Locker Room 1,600 1,600 1,600 -
17 Multipurpose Rental Space 2,000 2,000 3,875 b - PV 22,000 25mx25yd
18 Multipurpose Space 5,000 5,000 990 5500 b | MRCC @ 17,800 leisure
19 Multipurpose Storage 600 600 350 240 NKCC 16,280 leisure
20 Social Hearth Area/Cafe 2,100 2,100 360 -
21 Administration 4,000 4,000 3,400 -
22 Daycare 1,690 1,690 1,200 -
23 Restrooms 750 750 790 -
24 Storage 3,000 3,000 -
25 Lobby Area 1,600 1,600 -
26 Classrooms 2,000 2,000 3,880 -
27 Pantry/Serving 2,100 2,100 2,220 a N/A
28 Kitchen
29 Total NSF: 102,518 76,798 66,345
30 Efficiency 67% 0.33 33,831 25,343 21,894
31 Gross Building Area 136,349 102,141 88,239 31,500
Total Construction Cost ($/SF) $ 23845 $ 32,512,405 a|senior citizen | |balcony space | a
center
Construction Cost Range Low 5% § 30,886,785 b ::‘C‘;:Z';d raquetball courts b
Range High 2.50% $ 33,325,215 € |on the flaor of
cardio area
Total Project Cost (x Factor) $ 135 $ 43,891,746
Soft Costs Range Low 5% $ 41,697,159
Range High 2.50% $ 44,989,040

Section 6 -1



11/11/2012

Prairie Village Community Center

PRELIMINARY DRAFT FOR REVIEW ONLY _ . o
City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

OPTION 2: COMMUNITY CENTER w/25x25 AQUATICS

A ] B C D E F G H ]
1 |p y Program PRAIRIE VILLAGE Matt Ross North KC Paul Henson
PROPOSED Comm Ctr. Comm Ctr. YMCA
2 S::r"iy Description NSF NSF NSF GSF Facility Total
3 Cardio 2,200 2,200 2,200 1030 a | PV 6,850
4 Strength 2,100 2,100 1,700 - MRCC 6,850
5 1 Free Weights 2,100 2,100 1,000 - NKCCC 4,900
6 Stretching Space 450 450 c -
7 2 Indoor Track 5,500 5,500 6,000 - PV 5,500
8 3 Group Exercise Multi-Use 2,000 2,000 1,800 - MRCC 5,500
9 Natatorium (25x25) 13,730 NKCCC 6,000
10 Leisure Aquatics 15,800 15,800 12,780 5010
11 4 1,500 Bleachers 5,720
12 Pool Storage + Mechanical 3,500 2,000 3,500 400
13 5/6 2-Court Gym with 100 seats 13,608 13,608 13,900 N/A PV 2,000
14 Gym Storage 1,000 1,000 1,200 - MRCC 2,000
15 Locker Rooms 3,600 3,600 3,600 - NKCC 1,850
16 Family Locker Room 1,600 1,600 1,600 -
17 Multipurpose Rental Space 2,000 2,000 3,875 b - PV 19,450 25mx25yd
18 Multipurpose Space 5,000 5,000 990 5500 b | MRCC @ 17,800 leisure
19 Multipurpose Storage 600 600 350 240 NKCC 16,280 leisure
20 Social Hearth Area/Cafe 2,100 2,100 360 -
21 Administration 4,000 4,000 3,400 -
22 Daycare 1,690 1,690 1,200 -
23 Restrooms 750 750 790 -
24 Storage 3,000 3,000 -
25 Lobby Area 1,600 1,600 -
26 Classrooms 2,000 2,000 3,880 -
27 Pantry/Serving 2,100 2,100 2,220 a N/A
28 Kitchen
29 Total NSF: 97,748 76,798 66,345
30 Efficiency 67% 0.33 32,257 25,343 21,894
31 Gross Building Area 130,005 102,141 88,239 31,500
Total Construction Cost ($/SF) ¢ 23845 $ 30,999,654 a|senior citizen | |balcony space | a
center
Construction Cost Range Low 5% § 29,449,671 b ::ZTEZZd raquetball courts b
Range High 2.50% $ 31,774,645 € |on the flaor of
cardio area
Total Project Cost (x Factor) $ 135 $ 41,849,533
SOft Costs Range Low 5% S 39,757,056
Range High 2.50% $ 42,895,771

Section 6 -2



11/11/2012

Prairie Village Community Center

OPTION 3: COMMUNITY CENTER w/out AQUATICS, GYM, TRACK ("Gamber Ctr")

PRELIMINARY DRAFT FOR REVIEW ONLY _ . o
City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study

A ] B C D E F G H ]

1 |p y Program PRAIRIE VILLAGE Matt Ross North KC Paul Henson
PROPOSED Comm Ctr. Comm Ctr. YMCA
2 S:;iy Description NSF NSF NSF GSF Facility Total
3 Cardio sim to Matt Ross 2,000 2,200 2,200 1030 a | PV 5,700
4 1 Strength sim to North KC 1,800 2,100 1,700 - MRCC 6,850
5 Free Weights avg of MRCC/NKCC 1,600 2,100 1,000 - NKCCC 4,900
6 Stretching Space 300 450 c -
7 2 Indoor Track 0 5,500 6,000 - PV 0
8 3 Group Exercise Multi-Use 2-3 rooms for exercise classes 1,600 2,000 1,800 - MRCC 5,500
9 Natatorium 0 15,800 12,780 5010 NKCCC 6,000
10 4 Pool Storage + Mechanical 0 2,000 3,500 400
11 5/6  2-Court Gym with 100 seats 0 13,608 13,900 N/A PV 1,600
12 Gym Storage 0 1,000 1,200 - MRCC 2,000
13 Locker Rooms 2 at 800 1,600 3,600 3,600 - NKCC 1,850
14 Family Locker Room 3at 150 450 1,600 1,600 -
15 Multipurpose Rental Space "Ballroom" includes 'stage' 2,000 2,000 3,875 b - PV 0 25mx25yd
16 Multipurpose Space 5,000 990 5500 b | MRCC @ 17,800 leisure
17 Multipurpose Storage 10x20 200 600 350 240 NKCC 16,280 leisure
18 Social Hearth Area/Cafe Entry area/lobby/reception 1,000 2,100 360 -
19 Administration offices and open desk/support 900 4,000 3,400 -
20 Daycare 0 1,690 1,200 -
21 Restrooms 2 at 350 700 750 790 -
22 Storage building storage, approx 20x25 500 3,000 -
23 Lobby Area 0 1,600 -
24 Classrooms dividable into 2 rooms at 300 600 2,000 3,880 -
25 Pantry/Serving 0 2,100 2,220 a N/A
26 Kitchen combine with pantry/serving 600
27 Total NSF: 15,850 76,798 66,345
28 Efficiency 67% 0.33 5,231 25,343 21,894
29 Gross Building Area 21,081 102,141 88,239 31,500
Total Construction Cost ($3/SF) $ 180.00 $ 3,794,490 a zz:'t‘;'r citizen | |balconyspace | a
Construction Cost Range Low 5% $ 3,604,766 b h:‘;::zd raquetball courts b
Range High 2.50% $ 3,889,352 € |on the flaor of
cardio area
Total Project Cost (x Factor) $ 135 $ 5,122,562
Soft Costs Range Low 5% $ 4,866,433
Range High 2.50% $ 5,250,626

Section 6 -3



CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

SECTION 7: DEBT SERVICE CALCULATIONS




City of Prairie Village Community Center/Natatorium Feasibility Study
Value of Your Prairie Village Tax Dollars (Average Prairie Village Home)

To Determine Assessed Valuation:
Average market value of a Prairie Village home S 218,176

Assessed valuation percentage X 11.5%

Assessed valuation S 25,090
CURRENT (FY 2013)

Assessed valuation S 25,090

Mill rate (519.491 per $1,000 of assessed valuation) X 0.019491

Annual City tax liability S 489.03

Monthly City tax liability S 40.75

ADDITIONAL - $6MM bond issue/$290k annual
Assessed valuation S

1.1 mill increase ($282k x 1.1 = $310Kk) X

Annual City tax liability S S 27.60
Monthly City tax liability S

ADDITIONAL - $20MM bond issue/$991k annual

Assessed valuation S 25,090
3.6 mill increase ($282k x 3.6 = $1.1MM) X 0.0036
Annual City tax liability S 90.32
Monthly City tax liability S 7.53
ADDITIONAL - $30MM bond issue/$1.49MM annual
Assessed valuation S 25,090
5.3 mill increase ($282k x 5.3 = $1.49MM) X 0.0053
Annual City tax liability S 132.98
Monthly City tax liability S 11.08

ADDITIONAL - $45MM bond issue/$2.23MM annual
Assessed valuation S 25,090
8.0 mill increase ($282k x 8.0 = $2.25MM) X 0.008
Annual City tax liability S 200.72
Monthly City tax liability S 16.73

Assumptions
- 1 mill = $282,000
- GO Bond Issue for 30 years, AAA rates + 0.5% at each maturity
- Annual Debt Service
- S6MM total size ($5.855MM net to project)--$290k per year
- $20MM total size ($19.750MM net to project)--$991k per year
- $30MM total size ($29.675MM net to project)--$1.49MM per year
- $45MM total size ($44.563MM net to project)--$2.23MM per year

— =

Section 7-1



PARK AND RECREATION COMMITTEE
December 12, 2012
Council Chambers

Park and Recreation Committee met at 7:00 pm. In attendance: Laura Wassmer, Chair, Ashley Weaver,
Vice~-Chair, Diane Mares, Peggy Couch, Tim O’Toole, Maggie Swartz, Clarence Munsch, Max Rieper,
Eric Blevins and Dan Searles. Staff: Bruce McNabb and Chris Engel. Also present: Ross Marshall.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Ross Marshall appeared on behalf of the Kansas City Area Historic Trails Association. His is the local
organization that installs the brown signs around the metro marking the Oregon, California and Santa Fe
Trail routes. They would like the City to install a historic marker in Weltner Park that would be
provided by his organization and the National Park Service. The marker would commemorate two
historic events in the area. The first is the 1823 creation of the Missouri / Kansas border which occurred
prior to Kansas statehood. Records indicate the border was created at the confluence of the Kansas and
Missouri Rivers downtown and ran due south. Surveyors created a dirt mound at every mile marker to
indicate the border and Weltner Park is located at the 9-mile mound marker. There is no other marker in
the metro that indicates this story. The second item the marker will commemorate is the location of the
original Santa Fe Trail as surveyed by George Sibley in 1825. Research indicates that Sibley’s survey
placed the original Santa Fe Trail as crossing the MO/KAN border at the current location of the
McDonalds. The Committee agreed that a marker could be placed at Weltner Park but would like the
opportunity to view the exact location and what the sign would look like. Bruce will work with Mr.
Marshall and report back.

CONSENT AGENDA
The minutes from November 14, 2012 were approved.

REPORTS

Public Works Report

Bruce reported the Porter swings were still a work in progress. Lighting upgrades in the skate park have
started. Another bag of recycling has been hauled out of Franklin Park. The LED holiday lights in the
parks were hung by Public Works this year, New lights were hung to outline the top of the Porter Park
pavilion and staff has received lots of positive comments. Pick-up of Christmas trees this year will
occur in Franklin, Taliaferro and Porter Parks. Harmon is no longer being used but Deffenbaugh will
take trees from the curb as part of the city’s recycling/composting service.

Recreation Report
Chris reported he’s mailed return offers to guards, concessions, and pool managers. He has also started
working on the recreation guide for 2013.

Community Center Report

Chris reported a draft version of the study has been presented to the committee and they have reviewed
and suggested a few minor changes. The plan is to present the study to the Parks Committee at the
January meeting. Clarence added the plan would need a champion if it were to proceed. The Parks
Committee was suggested as that champion at the Community Center Committee meeting.



Chairperson’s Report
Laura indicated there were still vacancies in two wards.

OLD BUSINESS

Parks Master Plan Priorities

Laura shared the discussion was to not only establish priorities but also make the plan more manageable
when funding is available. There is $330,000 in the budget for 2014-2015 and she would like to assign
that funding to a specific project(s).

General Comments: On-street parking and parallel parking could easily be eliminated from most parks
to save money. Drainage improvements could be made to most ballfields by having Public Works
change the way they grade the fields; dragging the dirt to the pitcher’s mound would help with the
pooling water that currently appears on most fields. The blue “Park Rules” signs all look aged and
moldy because they are not constructed to be waterproof.

The Committee discussed the itemized list of park items from the agenda packet and prioritized them by
park. The features below are taken directly from that list and include the 2009 estimated costs of each
feature. What the total figure does not reflect is the cost of design and construction administration of the
improvements which usually adds an additional 15% - 18% to the total cost.

Total Prioritized Parks Projects $ 1,774,300

New nature play area to enhance play experience b

Sports field drainage improvements for baseball and soccer 5 14,800
Extension of trail from SW Roe sidewalk to NE along creek connecting to existing $ 40,000
Second porta-potty or permanent restroom by WaterOne facility on Roe $ 140,000
Need ADA access to at least one picnic table 5 2,000
More benches and trash receptacles 5 4,300

New nature play area to enhance play experience
Sports field improvements and expansion for baseball and soccer $
New volleyball net 5

New 8 foot perimeter walking path $
Sand box needs ADA access and moved closer to play area §
Nature play arca 3

$
More shade at play area $ 40,000
Develop tree replacement plan in anticipation of losses due to tree age $ 6,000
Field drainage $ 10,000



40,700

New play area and equipment if PW determines existing is unfit or not ADA § 127,000
New tricycle path $ 17,800
New 6 foot perimeter walking path by 21,600
New small shelter $ 67,300
Need fence along Roe Avenue from tennis courts to 69" Terrace $ 6,000
Paint tennis fence black $ 1,000
Fake climbing rock $ 10,000

Add toddler swings for play area $ 4,300

Add one evergreen tree on north edge to screen house $ 500
ADA accessible curb-cut $ 1,500

Nine hole disc golf park S 19,200

Mission Road — 63™ Street to Corinth Shopping Center $ 980,000

Trail Comments: There was discussion on the role the Committee should play in supporting the trail
plan. Some were in favor of full support of the plan, others were in favor of supporting trails only
within the parks and do not view trail connectivity as being a priority. The item will be further
discussed at a later date.

Nall Avenue Church Parkland

Laura reported that she, Ashley and Chris had met with the pastor and discussed possible options for the
park. The impression was they are looking for the City to purchase the land. It was shared the City
currently had no money but there were other opportunities to maintain the surrounding areas that might
be of value to the church. The pastor was going to discuss the item with his elders and then reach back
out to the City.

Adjournment
The next meeting will be January 9, 2013.



\ Al / PARKS & RECREATION

<

/V\ Parks & Recreation Meeting Date: January 9, 2013
Consent Agenda Consider approval of the 2013 SuperPass Interlocal Agreements
RECOMMENDATION

Recommend approval of the agreements by and among the City of Prairie Village, Kansas, the
City of Merriam, Kansas, the City of Leawood, Kansas, the City of Mission, Kansas, the City of
Fairway, Kansas, the City of Roeland Park, Kansas, and Johnson County Parks and
Recreation District for use of swimming pool facilities.

BACKGROUND

The SuperPass program allows residents of partner cities to pay an up-charge on their regular
pool membership to gain access to the other cities’ pools’ during the summer season. The
program is in its fourth year and is considered a success by all participant municipalities.

Total usage between all cities decreased from 21,168 visits in 2011 down to 20,919 in 2012.
Over 24% of all Prairie Village residents that purchased a pool membership in 2012 also
purchased a SuperPass. Visits to other pools by Prairie Village residents increased from 5,266
in 2011 to 5,733 in 2012.

In addition to the SuperPass agreement the partnering cities also annually approve a Letter of
Understanding to allow all residents with a regular pool membership to attend each other’s
pools on dates the host pools are closed for swim/dive meets. This occurs approximately 4
days per summer and provides resident pool members an alternative option when we close the
pool. There is no fee charged or incurred for this service enhancement.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

SuperPass fees in 2012 are scheduled 1o increase. A resident SuperPass will increase to $50
family / $25 individual in 2012. There has not been an increase since 2010 and Fairway
charged these increased rates in 2012 with no negative feedback. A family will once again be
defined as five individuals with an additional $5 for any extra members.

In 2012 the program generated $12,784 in membership sales.

ATTACHMENTS
Pool usage agreement and Letter of Understanding between the cities of Prairie Village,
Merriam, Leawood, Mission, Fairway, Roeland Park, and the Johnson County Parks District.

PREPARED BY

Chris Engel

Assistant to the City Administrator
Date: 1/9/13



AGREEMENT BY AND AMONG THE CITY OF FAIRWAY, KANSAS, THE CITY OF
LEAWOOD, KANSAS, THE CITY OF MERRIAM, KANSAS, THE CITY OF MISSION,
KANSAS, THE CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS, THE CITY OF ROELAND
PARK, KANSAS, AND JOHNSON COUNTY PARK AND RECREATION DISTRICT
FOR USE OF SWIMMING POOL: FACILITIES

This Agreement made and entered into as of the effective date specified herein by and among
the City of Fairway, Kansas (“Fairway™), the City of Leawood, Kansas (*Leawood™), the City of
Merriam, Kansas (“Merriam™), the City of Mission, Kansas (“Mission™), the City of Prairie Village,
Kansas (“Prairie Village™), the City of Roeland Park, Kansas (“Roeland Park™), and Johnson County
Park and Recreation District (“JCPRD™) as operator of the Roeland Park swimming pool facility.

RECITALS

A, The cities of Fairway, Leawood, Merriam, Mission, Prairie Village and Roeland Park
(each a “City” and collectively the “Cities””) and JCPRD as operator of the swimming pool facility for
Roeland Park, operate the public outdoor swimming pool facilities (“Pool Facilities™) described on the
attached Exhibit A.

B. The Cities desire to enter into this Agreement to allow the residents of each City the
option to use all of the Pool Facilities during the 2013 swim season with the purchase of a special
pass.

C. K.S.A. § 12-2908 authorizes the cities to enter into this agreement.

D. K.8.A. § 19-2862 authorizes JCPRD to enter into this agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, pursuant to, and in accordance with, the statutory authority invested in
the parties to this Agreement, and in consideration of the mutual advantage received by each party,
the parties hereto enter into this Agreement upon, and subject to, the following terms and conditions:

I. PURPOSE AND INTENT.

The purpose of this agreement is establish cooperation among the Cities, and JCPRD as
operator of the Roeland Park pool facility, by making all of the Pool Facilities available for use by the
qualified patrons of all the Cities with the purchase of a special pass during the 2013 swim season,

which commences approximately May 25, 2013 and ends approximately September 2, 2013.



II. EFFECTIVE DATE AND TERM.

This Agreement shall become effective upon its adoption by each participating jurisdiction and
shall remain in full force and effect for a term of one (1) year from the effective date hereof.
II1. COOPERATION USE OF POOL FACILITIES.

As part of its program for use of its Pool Facilities during the 2013 swim season, each City

shall establish and authorize a category of pool pass entitled “Super Pool Pass™ with the following
features:

a. The Super Pool Pass will be offered by each City as an additional option to Qualified
Patrons, defined below, who are purchasing a family or individual season pass to that City’s Pool
Facilities. As to each City, the term “Qualified Patron” means (a) residents of'the City, and (b) non-
residents of the City who have purchased a pool membership in the City for the immediately
preceding two years.

b. For Qualified Patrons who are residents of a City, the cost ofa Super Pool Pass will be $50
per up to five (§) person family category of seasonal pool pass, with an additional charge of $5 for
each additional family member, and $25 per individual category of seasonal pool pass. For Qualified
Patrons who are non-residents of a City, the cost of a Super Pool Pass will be $55 per up to five (5)
person family category of seasonal pool pass, with an additional charge of $5 for each additional
family member, and $30 per individual category of seasonal pool pass.

¢. The Super Pool Pass fee will be collected by each City in the same manner as standard
seasonal pool passes.

d. The Super Pool Pass will be designated with a high quality, not easily reproducible sticker
added to the seasonal pass card of qualified patrons. The Cities will agree in advance on the form and
cost of the sticker. Cities without seasonal pass cards will need to produce a form of season pass
card on which to affix the sticker. The cost of the stickers will be funded by the pooled dollars
described below.

e. The Super Pool Pass will authorize the holders access to any of the Pool Facilities described
on the attached Exhibit A during the 2013 swim season.

f. Each City will keep track of (i) the sales of Super Pool Passes by category, and (ii) the

number of times each day a Super Pool Pass is used to enter any of its Pool Facilities and how many



individuals are admitted for each use of a family Super Pool Pass; and report these counts by email at
the end of June, July, August and at the end of the season, to the Assistant to the City Administrator
at Prairie Village. Prairie Village will email the tally to all of the Cities promptly upon receipt of the
tallies from all Cities.

g. Each City will retain one-half of the Super Pool Pass revenue, and hold the other half (the
“Shared Revenue™) in suspense until the end of the season.

h. The Shared Revenue will be summed to reach a total of pooled revenue, and used initially
to pay for the cost of the stickers. The remaining pooled revenue will then be distributed
proportionally to each City based on the Super Pool Pass use count at the City’s Pool Facilities
divided by the total number of Super Pool Pass use count. The calculation will be used to determine
the transfer of funds among Cities based on money collected and due each entity. For example, if at
the end ofthe 2013 swim season Super Pool Passes were used on 500 occasions at all Pool Facilities,
and on 100 occasions at the Mission Pool Facilities, then Mission would be credited 1/5th of the
pooled revenue. This number will be compared to dollars collected in Mission to determine transfer in
or out of funds.

1. Qualified Patrons who are residents may only purchase Super Pool Passes from the City in
which they reside.

IV. POOL SAFETY STANDARDS

Each City agrees to operate and maintain its Pool Facility in compliance with safety standards
generally applicable to municipal pool facilities in Kansas, including, but not limited to, the
following practices:

a. AllPool Facilities must comply with federal regulations contained in the Virginia Graeme-
Baker Act.

b. All Pool Facilities must be municipally owned and either (a) operated by municipal staff,
(b) operated by a professional pool management company engaged by the city, or (c) operated by
JCPRD.

¢. AllPool Facilities must meet facility standards in regards to proper placement of guards,
number of guards on duty and facility readiness standards as published by the American Red Cross,

Ellis and Associates, or Starguard.



d. All lifeguards must receive lifeguard certification from an accredited association.

V. LIABILITY

The purpose of this Agreement is only to set forth the rights and duties of the parties with
regard to the cooperative use of Pool Facilities described above. This Agreement does not create any
right, benefit, or cause of action for any third party. By executing this Agreement, none of'the parties
waives, not shall be deemed hereby to waive, any immunity or defense that would otherwise be
available to it against claims arising in the exercise of governmental powers and functions. Each party
shall be solely responsible for any loss, damage, injury, or death to a third party (parties) arising out of
or related to the acts or omissions of its employees or agents and not those of any other party.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the above and foregoing Agreement has been executed by each of

the parties hereto on the day and year indicated by each signature.

[signature pages follow]



Attest;

City Clerk

Approved as to Form:

City Attorney

Attest:

City Clerk

Approved as to Form:

City Attorney

Attest:

City Clerk

Approved as to Form:

City Attorney

CITY OF FAIRWAY, KANSAS

By

Jerry Wiley, Mayor

CITY OF LEAWOOD, KANSAS

By

Peggy Dunn, Mayor

CITY OF MERRIAM, KANSAS

By

Ken Sissom, Mayor



Attest:

City Clerk

Approved as to Form:

City Attorney

Attest:

City Clerk

Approved as to Form:

City Attorney

Attest:

City Clerk

Approved as to Form:

City Attorney

CITY OF MISSION, KANSAS

By

Laura McConwell, Mayor

CITY OF PRAIRE VILLAGE, KANSAS

By

Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor

CITY OF ROELAND PARK, KANSAS

By

Adrienne Foster, Mayor



JOHNSON COUNTY PARKS AND
RECREATION DISTRICT

By

Steven L. Baru, Board Chair
Attest:

R. Eric Hughes, Secretary

Approved as to Form:

Bill Tuley, District Legal Counsel



Exhibit A

CITY OUTDOOR POOL FACILITIES
Fairway 6136 Mission Road
Fairway, KS 66205
Leawood 10601 Lee Boulevard
Leawood, KS 66206
Merriam 6040 Slater
Merriam, KS 66202
Mission 6090 Woodson Road
Mission, KS 66202
Prairie Village 7711 Delmar Street
Prairie Village, KS 66208
Roeland Park/Parks and Recreation District 4843 Rosewood Drive
Roeland Park, KS 66205




Letter of Understanding

This UNDERSTANDING (“Understanding™) is made and entered into this  day of
, by and between the Johnson County Park & Recreation District and
the Cities of Fairway, Leawood, Prairie Village, Roeland Park, Mission and
Merriam (individually referred to as “Hosting Agency and collectively as “Hosting
Agencies™), for the following arrangement (the "Arrangement"): On days when an
agency hosts a swim or dive meet, all other non-hosting agencies will honor host agency
memberships.

RECITALS

1. The Hosting Agencies recognize the importance of cooperation for the purposes
of providing high quality services to their constituents; and

2. Each of the Hosting Agencies is involved in the Johnson County Swim and Dive
League or the MOKAN Swim and Dive League.

CONDITIONS

1. This Arrangement shall only apply to the 2013 swim and dive team season from
the beginning of June to the end of July.

2. This Arrangement is only applicable on days when a Hosting Agency must be
closed during regular business hours to host a meet.

3. Members of the Hosting Agencies may gain admission, at no cost, to any non-
Hosting Agency’s outdoor swimming pool facilities by providing agency issued
membership identification.

4, Non-Hosting Agencies will honor host agency memberships during ALL regular
business hours on meet days.

5. Any Hosting Agency may “opt out” of this Arrangement by providing written
notice to each other Hosting Agency. Hosting Agencies shall meet at the end of
the season to evaluate the success of the Arrangement and determine participation
for the 2014 season.

6. The purpose of this Agreement is only to set forth the rights and duties of the
parties with regard to the cooperative use of Pool Facilities described above. This
Agreement does not create any right, benefit, or cause of action for any third
party. By executing this Agreement, none of the parties waives, nor shall be
deemed hereby to waive, any immunity or defense that would otherwise be
available to it against claims arising in the exercise of governmental powers and
functions. Each party shall be solely responsible for any loss, damage, injury, or



death to a third party (parties) arising out of or related to the acts or omissions of
its employees or agents and not those of any other party.

[signatures]

CITY OF FAIRWAY, KANSAS

By:

Mayor

Attest:

CITY OF LEAWOOD, KANSAS

By:

Mayor
Attest:
CITY OF MERRIAM, KANSAS
By:

Mayor

Attest:
CITY OF MISSION, KANSAS
By:

Mayor

Attest:




CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS

By:

Mayor

Attest:

CITY OF ROELAND PARK, KANSAS

By:

Mayor

Attest:

JOHNSON COUNTY PARK AND RECREATION DISTRICT

By:

Attest:




\A PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE
— —
/v\ Parks and Recreation Committee Date: January 9, 2013

Consider Recreation Contracts with British Soccer and Challenger Sports.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the recreation coniracts with Challenger Sports for
Flag Football and British Soccer camps as written.

BACKGROUND

The City annually contracts with these outside agencies to offer recreation
programming in the various parks. The attached contracts are very similar to the
ones we have signed for the past few years.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There are no direct costs to the City in administering these contracts outside of
normal park maintenance costs and minimal administrative staff time. The service
providers directly charge and collect fees of which a nominal portion is passed on to
the City to cover the above costs.

ATTACHMENTS
Challenger Sports Flag Football and British Soccer agreements.

PREPARED BY

Chris Engel

Assistant to the City Administrator
Date: 1/4/13



AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE
AND CHALLENGER

The undersigned, Challenger Sports, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State
of Kansas, located at 8263 Flint, Lenexa, KS 66214 (hereinafter termed “Challenger”) and the City of
Prairie Village, a municipal corporation (hereinafter termed “City”), enter into the following rental
agreement with regard to the dates and terms specified below. This rental agreement is for the purpose
of conducting flag football camps for the children of Prairie Village and its surrounding area.

Challenger and the City do hereby agree to the following terms:

Services Provided:

Challenger shall make available, conduct, and maintain (1) instructional flag football camp in
accordance with the terms of this Agreement. There will be at least one qualified coach for each
coaching group (12-15) campers. The morning camp shall consist of five (5) sessions of at least three
(3) hours each. Challenger shall not be required to conduct the camps if it is determined by mutual
agreement of the parties that there is not sufficient interest among participants to justify the camp.

Cost of Camp:
The cost for each participant for the morning camp sessions during the week of June 24-28, 2013, and
shall be $95. Challenger shall be in charge of collecting these fees from participants.

Facility Reserved:
Challenger and the City agree that camp will be held at Meadowlake Park, which is located in the City of
Prairie Village, Kansas.

Camp Date:

The camps will take place from June 24, 2013 through June 28, 2013. In the event of a cancelled day
of camp due to weather, the City will allow the use of said facility at no additiona! cost to Challenger for
make-up days mutually agreed upon.

Facility Use/ Condition:

The City will allow Challenger exclusive use of said facility from 9:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. This applies to all
applicable areas of said facility, including, but not limited to all playing field areas, restrooms, and
covered shelter areas. However, Challenger understands that the facility is a public park and the
residents of Prairie Village may reasonably use the portions of the facility not in use by Challenger.

The City also agrees to prepare the facility (i.e. Proper lawn care, sanitize restrooms and shelters,
removal of trash, etc.) prior to the first day of camp. Challenger and the City will agree upon the
satisfactory condition of the facility within seven (7) days prior to the start of the first day of camp. Any
additional facility maintenance agreed upon by both parties will be provided by the City throughout the
camp week at no additional charge.

In the event of any property damage caused directly through the negligence of or the act or actions of
Challenger or participants in said camp program, the City will notify Challenger within five (5) business
days of the damage and any related claims against Challenger; and Challenger shall be liable for the
costs of repair or replacement thereof.

Rental Payment:
Challenger agrees to pay a rental fee of ten U.S. dollars ($10.00) per student enrolled in said morning
camps. This fee is intended to reimburse the City for its costs in making the facility available for the
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camps. Challenger will pay the City of Prairie Village by check no later than September 1, 2013. This
shall be the only payment required in consideration of the use of said site for said camp. Challenger, as
proof of camp attendance, will provide enrollment rosters.

Insurance:
Challenger will provide proof of insurance prior to the first day of camp. The City will be recognized as a
Certificate Holder and a copy of the insurance certificate will be sent to the City.

Liability:

The City shall be free from all liabilities and claims for damages and/or suits for or by reason of any
injury or injuries to any person or persons or property of any kind whatsoever, whether the person or
property of Challenger, its agents, employees, or camp attendants, from any cause or causes
whatsoever while in or upon the facility or any pan thereof during the term of the camp or occasioned by
any occupancy or use of the facility or any activity carried on by Challenger in connection therewith.
Challenger agrees to indemnify and save harmless the City from any claim or loss by reason of
Challenger’s, or any camp attendant under the supervision of Challenger, or person connected thereto,
use or misuse of the facility and from any claim or loss by reason of any accident or damages, during
the camp, to any person or property happening on or in said facility.

The Agreement:

When signed by an authorized representative of both parties, this document accurately reflects the
entire and only agreement between these parties. This agreement may be modified only in writing
signed by an authorized representative of each party. This constitutes as an agreement between
Challenger and the City with respect to the 2013 Challenger Camp season, from May 1, 2013 to
September 1, 2013, and supersedes all prior representations and agreements. This agreement also
contains within the option to renew annually upon the written consent of hoth parties.

Challenger Representative Date

City of Prairie Village Representative Date
Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE
AND CHALLENGER

The undersigned, Challenger Sports, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State
of Kansas, located at 8263 Flint, Lenexa, KS 66214 (hereinafter termed “Challenger”) and the City of
Prairie Village, a municipal corporation (hereinafter termed “City”), enter into the following rental
agreement with regard to the dates and terms specified below. This rental agreement is for the purpose
of conducting British Soccer camps for the children of Prairie Village and its surrounding area.

Challenger and the City do hereby agree to the following terms:

Services Provided:

Challenger shall make available, conduct, and maintain (1) instructiona!l British Soccer camp in
accordance with the terms of this Agreement. There will be at least one qualified coach for each
coaching group (12-15) campers. The morning camp shall consist of five (5) sessions of at least three
(3) hours each and will be scheduled Sam-12pm. Challenger shall not be required to conduct the camps
if it is determined by mutual agreement of the parties that there is not sufficient interest among
patticipants to justify the camp.

Cost of Camp:
The cost for each participant for the morning camp shall be $130. Challenger shall be in charge of
collecting these fees from participants.

Facility Reserved:

Challenger and the City agree that camp will be held at Meadowlake Park, which is located in the City of
Prairie Village, Kansas.

Camp Date:

The camps will take place from June 17, 2013 through June 21, 2013. In the event of a cancelled day
of camp due to weather, the City will allow the use of said facility at no additional cost to Challenger for
make-up days mutually agreed upon.

Facility Use/ Condition:

The City will allow Challenger exclusive use of said facility from 9:00 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. This applies to
all applicable areas of said facility, including, but not limited to all playing field areas, restrooms, and
covered shelter areas. However, Challenger understands that the facility is a public park and the
residents of Prairie Village may reasonably use the portions of the facility not in use by Challenger.

The City also agrees to prepare the facility (i.e. Proper lawn care, sanitize restrooms and shelters,
removal of trash, etc.) prior to the first day of camp. Challenger and the City will agree upon the
satisfactory condition of the facility within seven (7) days prior to the start of the first day of camp. Any
additional facility maintenance agreed upon by both parties will be provided by the City throughout the
camp week at no additional charge.

In the event of any property damage caused directly through the negligence of or the act or actions of
Challenger or participants in said camp program, the City will notify Challenger within five (5) business
days of the damage and any related claims against Challenger; and Challenger shall be liable for the
costs of repair or replacement thereof.



Rental Payment:

Challenger agrees to pay a rental fee of ten U.S. dollars ($10.00) per student enrolled in said camps.
This fee is intended to reimburse the City for its costs in making the facility available for the camps.
Challenger will pay the City of Prairie Village by check no later than September 1, 2013. This shall be
the only payment required in consideration of the use of said site for said camp. Challenger, as proof of
camp attendance, will provide enrollment rosters.

Insurance:
Challenger will provide proof of insurance prior to the first day of camp. The City will be recognized as a
Certificate Holder and a copy of the insurance certificate will be sent to the City.

Liability:

The City shall be free from all liabilities and claims for damages and/or suits for or by reason of any
injury or injuries to any person or persons or property of any kind whatsoever, whether the person or
property of Challenger, its agents, employees, or camp attendants, from any cause or causes
whatsoever while in or upon the facility or any part thereof during the term of the camp or occasioned by
any occupancy or use of the facility or any activity carried on by Challenger in connection therewith.
Challenger agrees to indemnify and save harmless the City from any claim or loss by reason of
Challenger’s, or any camp attendant under the supervision of Challenger, or person connected thereto,
use or misuse of the facility and from any claim or loss by reason of any accident or damages, during
the camp, to any person or property happening on or in said facility.

The Agreement:

When signed by an authorized representative of both parties, this document accurately reflects the
entire and only agreement between these parties. This agreement may be modified only in writing
signed by an authorized representative of each party. This constitutes as an agreement between
Challenger and the City with respect to the 2013 Challenger Camp season, from May 1, 2013 to
September 1, 2013, and supersedes all prior representations and agreements. This agreement also
contains within the option to renew annually upon the written consent of both parties.

Challenger Representative Date

City of Prairie Village Representative Date
Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor



A/ PARKS & RECREATION

— —

/V\ Parks & Recreation Commitiee Date: January 8, 2013
Consent Agenda: Consider 2013 Recreation Fee Schedule
RECOMMENDATION

Recommend approval of the 2013 Recreation Fee Schedule as written.

BACKGROUND

Per Council direction, staff annually reviews recreation fees to ensure they keep pace with any
operational increases. In 2011, after a comparison with our neighboring communities and
careful consideration of the state of the economy, staff recommended holding resident fees at
2010 levels and rolling back non-resident pool membership rates to align closer with Fairways.

in 2012, anticipating higher operational and commodity costs, as well as “2% salary increases,
the Committee approved modest increases of ~3% for pool memberships, a $5 increase for
swim/dive lessons sold in blocks of five and a 1.1% increase for the tennis program. In 2012
we did realize an increase in the cost of operations and commodities and currently anticipate
some of those costs to rise further in 2013. In addition, after an analysis of the recreation
teams it was decided that those fees should also be increased io keep pace with operational
costs.

For 2013 staff recommends the following increases -

e« A 29% increase to resident memberships and 2.8% increase to non-resident

memberships to keep up with 2.5% salary increases and increased operational costs.

e A 2.4% increase in Aquatic Team fees for the same reason as above. Also a 4%
increase in tennis fees to bring team revenues more in line with expenditures.
A decrease in the pool rental fee from $387 down to $360. Pool reservations have
decreased over the last 3 years (2009 - 7, 2010 - 2, 2011 - 2, 2012 - 3) while the fee
has increased. The cost of staffing a pool rental is less than $200.
Increase in the daily rate from $6 to $7, twilight rate from $4 to $5 and daycare rate from
$4.50 to $5. These fees have remained the same each of the last 6 years while costs
have annually increased 2%. It is recognized this is a large percentage increase.
Create a “Babysitter” membership for $60 resident and $65 non-resident that can only
be purchased in combination with another pass. This is a constant request and needed
in our community. Fairway has offered a similar membership to great success.

»

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The average General Fund subsidy for the last two years is ~“$78,000. This does not include
personnel costs for Public Works or the debt service for the FY2000 Bonds used to upgrade
the pool. All things held equal, pool membership revenues would increase by $5,200, aquatics
by $600 and tennis by $500. Total projected increase - ~$6400.



ATTACHMENTS
Recommended 2013 Recreation Fee Schedule

PREPARED BY

Chris Engel

Assistant to the City Administrator
Date: 1/4/13



2013 Recreation Fee Schedule

RESIDENT 2012
Household of 4 $153
Two Person Family 3143
Individual 374
Senior $57
Babysitter [NEW] nfa
10 Swim $50
NON-RESIDENT
Household of 4 $255
Individual $155
Senior $105
Child $105
Babysitter [NEW] n/a
10 Swim $55
AQUATICS
Resident 597

additional child $91
NR w/o membership 3138

NR w/membership $97
Lessons (.5 hr) $35
TENNIS
JTL $92

additional child $86
Warm-Up Session $50
Cardio Tennis $66
Pee-Wee $42
Mighty Mites $55
Future Stars 855
Adult Lessons 366
Private (.5 hr) 523
Semi-Private (.5 hr) 315
Three & a Pro (hour) $17

[POOL RENTAL [3
DAILY $
TWILIGHT (> 5:30p) | $
DAYCARE $

2013 Recommended
Fpe

Increase

2.6%
2.8%
2.7%
3.5%
0.0%
10.0%

2.9%

2. 7%
2.6%
2.9%
2.9%
0.0%
9.1%
2.8%

2.1%
2.2%
2.9%
2.1%
2.9%
24%

2.2%
2.3%
4.0%
4.5%
2.4%
3.6%
3.6%
4.5%
4.3%
6.7%
5.9%
4.0%

16.7%
25.0%

11.1%




2013 Recreation Fee Schedule

[ Increase Formula |
Syr 2013
Average Syr Category 5% 2.5% Recommended
RESIDENT 2007 2008 2009 2011 2012 Increase Average Average Increase Wages Fee Increase
Household of 4 B134 3138 5143 51350 5% $158 5158 $161  $157 | 2.6%
Two Person Family $129  $133  $136  $140 3147 5147 8150 3147 2.8%
Individual $65 $67 570 §72 §77 376 578 $76 2.7%
Senior $48 $50 352 $55 560 $59 $60 $59 3.5%
Babysitter [NEW] n/a nfa na n/a nfa n/a nfa n/a 0.0%
10 Swim $48 $50 $50 $50 $51 $52 $53 $52 10.0%
2.9%
NON-RESIDENT
Household of 4 $265 $276 $280 5250 $252 $260 5268 $262 2.7%
Individual $140 3144 3150 $1s0 $159 $158 $163 3159 2.6%
Senior N $94 97 3100 8109 3107 5110 3108 2.9%
Child $91 594 $97 3100 $109 3107 $110  $108 2.9%
Babysitter [NEW] nfa na n/a na n/a nfa n/a nfa 0.0%
10 Swim n/a 855 $55 $55 $55 $356 $58 $57 9.1%
2.8%
AQUATICS ,
Resident 388 891 $94 597 $99 $100 $102 3100 2.1%
additional child 583 $86 $89 i $93 $94 $96 $94 2.2%
NR w/o membership | $127 3131 §$135 §138 §141 42 5145 %142 2.9%
NR w/membership | $88 N $94 597 §99 $100 $102  $100 | 2.1%
Lessons (.3 hr) $30 $30 $30 $30 $36 $36 $37 336 2.9%
2.4%
TENNIS
JTL $84 $£87 589 $92 $94 $96 597 $95 2.2%
additional child 379 $82 $84 £86 588 £89 $90 $89 2.3%
Warm-Up Session n/a n/a n/a $50 £50 £52 $53 $52 4.0%
Cardio Tennis na n/a n/a $62 $70 $69 $69 $68 4.5%
Pee-Wee $37 538 $39 541 $43 $44 $44 $44 2.4%
Mighty Mites $48 $50 $51 354 357 $57 $58 857 3.6%
Future Stars $48 $50 $51 $54 $57 $57 $s58 $57 3.0%
Adult Lessons §55 $57 359 $62 $69 $69 £69 $68 4.5%
Private (.5 hr) 519 $20 $21 $23 $24 324 $24 524 4.3%
Semi-Private (.5 hr) 512 813 $14 515 $1e Fle $le $le 6.7%
Three & a Pro (hour) §14 $15 $16 $17 $18 518 318 518 5.9%
4.0%
|POOL RENTAL | $359 $377 $387 $387 §387 $395 §402 5406  $397 . L-7.0%
DAILY $6.00 $6.00 $6.00 356.00 $§6.00 | $6.00 $6.24 $6.30 §7.00 16.7%
TWILIGHT (> 5:30p) $4.00 $4.00 $4.00 54.00 $4.00 $4.00 $4.16 $4.20 $5.00 25.0%
DAYCARE $4.50 $4.50 3450 54.50 $4.50 $4.50 $4.68 $4.73  $5.00 11.1%
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