X INVENTORY AND LEV@ SERVICE ANABYSI

Thissectionprovides an overview and analysis of the parks, recreation, trails, and open space
systemin Cary North CarolinaFirst,the inventory collection process and level of service
methodologyis described. Next, an overview of the inventory is provjdeduding municipal
facilities andkey alternative providersFinally, the service provided by the parks, recreation, trails,
and open space systemasalyzed

A. NVENTORY

The inventory conducted for thidaster Plan includes both municipassets and those of other
providers. The inventory was used to assess the park and recreation services available to residents
so that plans could be formulated for maintaining, enhancing, and sustaining levels of service now
and into the future.

1. Inventory Overview and Methodology

Existing Infrastructure

The parks and recreation system can be thought of as an infrastructure that serves the health and
well-being of people. This infrastructure is made up of parts that are combined in various ways to
provide service. At the larger scale, individpalrks, trails, open space parcglor indoor facilities

form the basic building blocks of the systaruwever,each of these can be broken down as well

into individual components, such as playing fields, intetipesfeatures, or meeting rooms. For this
project, a very complete and thorough database of amenities was developed related to the
provision of paks and recreation facilitieAll of the individual components within the system were
evaluated and recordethto the inventory dataset.

The inventory was conducted hune 2011 The inventoryfor this project includeall of the
properties and facilities managed and owned by Trevnas well aslternative providers.
Alternative providers includelementary,middle,and highschoos, as well as the state, county, and
surrounding municipalities

The inventory processonsisted ofield visits toeachof the outdoor sitesandindoor facilities. A
complete list of all facilities and componenssprovided iPAppendix X This inventorynformation
hasbeen entered into a gedatabase for analytical uses and ongoing management tasks.

Alternative provider inventory data was collected by several methods, inclsitmgisitsusing GIS
data attributes,aerial plotography and consultindirectories, or as provided byownstaff.

The purpose of the inventory was to get@mplete aml accuratepicture of the recreational
opportunities available to residés Information was collectedrothe indoor and outdoor facilities
identified above and included the location of the facilities and thexponents at each location.

For the purposes of this studggmponentsare generallydefinedas featuregprovided for the
purpose of a recreational experience for visitors. This includes fields, courts, andpHuesised
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for organized activities, as well as optenf, natural areas, and features that offer passive ornon
programmed recreationaxperienes. The inventorincludes an assessment of the functionality of
each component.

For eactsite or facility, an assessment was also made of factors that enhance octietna the
functionality of itsO2 YLI2 y Sy ad® ¢KS&S IINBE aO0O2YF2Nl |yR 02y @S
availability of adequate shade, seating, parking, restrooms, etc. The overall design and ambience of

the site or facility was also assessed, including such things as good desigimgodesroundings,

etc.

CompositeValues Level of Service Analysis

A methodology known as Composk&alues Leveadf Service Analysis was usedassess the level of
service provided by the current park systefntrademarked proprietary version of compositalues
methodology developed by the consultants for this projégteenPlay and Design Concepias
utilized. It iscalledGecreferenced Amenities Standards Process (GRASR@gtailed explanation
of this methodology can be found Appendix X

In summary, each relevant component was locdte€ounted, and assessed ita functionality forits
primary intended use. A GRASP® score was assignael torhponent as a measure foinctionality
as follows:

%2 Below Expectationg The component does not meet thexpectations of its intended
primary function. Factors leading to this may include size, age, accessibility, or others. Each
such component was givensaore of one (1)n the inventory.

Y% Meeting Expectations; The component meets expectations for itsantded function. Such
components were given score of two (2).

1, Exceeding ExpectationsThe component exceeds expectations, due to size, configuration,
or unigue qualities. Such components were givestare of three (3).

1, If the feature exists but is not useable because it is unsafe, obsolete, or dysfunctional, it may
be listed in the feature description and assignestare of zero (0Odr in rare cases even a
negative score-l).

It is important to note that these scoreare based on local expectations and norms, and not on
comparisons to some national avage or standard It is the opinion of the consultants that if

/' P NEQ& FIFOAtAGASAE 6SNB SOlFftdzad GSR Ay O2YLI NR &
country, the scoresvould be higher. Buttheintene ¥ G KA & Fylfeéaira Aa (2 |
against its own expectations and standards. Thereforegifomponenta O2 NBa |+ awé Ay (K
analysis, that indicates that it is meeting expectatioisr Cary and not for the typical American

community.

2y
So

Components were evaluated according histscale from two viewpoints-irstisthe value of the
component in serving the immediate neighborhood, and second, its value to the entire community.
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In some cases, components were counted cumulatively within a park or facility. In such cases the
component was evaluated according to teeperienceprovided. For example, rather than

recording each individual piece of art within a park, a single valsegiven for aris an experience
within the park. This was also done for historical, cultural, and educational experiences offered
within parks.

Next, amenities that relate to and enhance the component were evaluated. The setting for a
component and the @nditions around it affect how well it functions, so in addition to scoring the
components, eacparcelor indoor facility was given a set of scores to rate its comfort and
convenience to the user. This includes such things as the availability of restrdonking water,
shade, scenery, etc.

Lastly, the overall design and ambiance of the facility or park was recorded as a part of the
inventory. Characteristics such as overall layout, attention to design, and functionality inform the
design and ambiancesre.

The assessment findings from each location were entered into a master inventory
database/spreadsheefhe database serves as a record of the inventory and was also used to
perform the GRASP® analysis that follows.

B.INVENTORY DESCRIRITIO

Theinventoried properties consigif over9058acres of land id2 different locations.32 properties
and1632acres of these lands amvned or managed by the Town of Carjheremaining
propertiesare consideredlternative providers. These alternativeopiders includestate parks,
regional parks and adjacent community parks within a-onike radius of the Town of Cary limits.
Overall 562 componentswere identified during thénventoryprocessamong all providers353 of
these components are owned or managed by the Town of Cary.

GISACRES SHOWN IN

MAPPING
TOTAL
CLASSIFICATION ACRES ACRES
CARY PARKS AND OPEN
SPACE*
COMMUNITY PARK 821
COMMUNITY USE
FACILITY 32
GREENWAY CORRIDOI 455
METRO PARK 289
MINI PARK 4
NATURAL AREA 151
NEIGHBORHOOD PARt 10
CEMETERY 5
PRESERVE 140
SPORTS VENUE 208
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TOTAL ACRE

2115

*BASED ON CaryGreenspace_region (Town of Cary provided GIS data)

ALTERNATIVE PROVIDERS PARK¥ENISPACE
COMMUNITY PARKS
DISTRICT PARKS
STATE PARKS
OTHER PARKS
TOTAL ACRE
OVERALL ACR

GISACRES USED IN LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
SCHOOL PARK
CARY PARKS AND OPEN SF
TOTAL ACRE
ALTERNATIVE PROVIDERS PARKS AND OPEN SPA(
COMMUNITY PARKS
DISTRICT PARKS
STATE PARKS
OTHER PARKS
TOTAL ACRE
OVERALL ACR

Tablel: Completelnventory Summary

Facility ' Quantity
Component ' Quantity
Ball Diamonds 39
Basketball Courts (full court equiv| 28
Multi-Purpose Fields 45
Open Turf 17
Picnic Grounds 36
Picnic Shelters 13
Playgrounds 30
Event Space 7
Tennis Courts 64
Water Access 30

Table 12: Town of Canjnventory Summary

Quantity

Facility

1632

Component " Quantity
Ball Diamonds 33
Basketball Courts (full court equiv| 25

193
60
6783
390

545
1087

193
60
6783
390

7426

1632

7426

9541

9058
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Multi-Purpose Fields

34

Open Turf 12
Picnic Grounds 16
Picnic Shelters 29
Playgrounds 20
Event Space 3

Tennis Courts 58
Water Access 2
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1. Facility Descriptions

The &nds and facilities within Carginge from developed parks to large natural areas and include a
variety of trail types and facilities for indoor recreation. Theffer a wide variety ocomponents

and amenitiesOpportunities for activaecreation rangdrom team sports like softbalsoccer and
football toindividual sports such as skateboarding and teriP@&ssive activities such as picnicking
and wildlife watchingare alsoaccommodated

Cary is notable for several unique facilities located withinTtharn® ¢ KS &S | NB ciltigdSy dzS¢
that are stateof-the-art. They include the Koka Booth Amphitheater, the Cary Tennis Park,
WakeMed Soccer Park, USA Baseball CenfiemrimBrooks Park, and the new Cary Arts Center.

Detailed information oracilities and componentsan be foundr the Project Atlas that was
compiled as part of this master plan effort and in the GIS database that was created.

Outdoor Facilities

Parks

Caryhas a widegangeof facilitiesthat all contribute to the overall park system. The system consists
of multi-purpose parks that serve a ety of users, such as Fred G. B&aik andacilitieswith

more specializé purposes such as the Koka BoAthphitheater as well asmallerneighborhood
facilities sich as Rose Stre®ark

/' NB Q& LJ NdelBplain&dyai cared foh éhd Hily-functioning. They exhibi high

degree of sophistication in their design, including skilled use of plants for screening, shade, and

interest. Structures, furnishings, and equipment typically are-fitedid for their intended purposes,

as well as being aesthetically pleasing. This level of qealisyhigh expectationthat are generally

metAy ff 2F /I NBEQa LI oNdxample, BekidiLidne Parkfiskénsideiedb§ sdind 2 v & d
to fall below the level expaed for parks inrCary. However, in most other communities, this park

would not be considered sustandard at all. This is a testament to the high standards that Cary sets

for itself and accomplishes.

Trails

Approximately63 milesof trails were included in the inventorySome trails are contained within

the extent of individual parks and some meander throughdheaand connect parks and open

space to homes andusinessed A 1S AlGa LI NJa | yR 2welSdideFandAf A GAS:
maintained for the most part.

Open Space
alye 2F /FTNEQa LI NJa AyOftdzZRS ylFddzNI £ | NBlFad CNEF
Bluffs nature preserve provides a large natural area wituralized trails anéducationalfeatures.

Indoor Facilities

Indoor facilities range from specialized facilities such as the Stevens Nature Center in Hemlock Bluffs
preserve to multipurpose facilities such as the Herbert Young Center, which has a gym and multi
purpose rooms. The Page Wallklats and HistorngCenter offers space for meetings, classes, and
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other activities in a historic setting, and the new Cary Arts Center offers a full range of facilities for
performing and visual arts in a spacious, centrllbated historic schoolhouse.

3. Alternative Providerinventory Description

Alternative providers includedhithe inventoryand used in the calculations for Level of Service
includestate parks, regional parkand adjacent community parkéSeeAppendix X) In each case,

the GRA@‘Scoring system is used and assumptions are made based on the typical condition and
accessibility of theomponent Some other providers were mapped but not scored or used in the
LOS calculatiorsuch agrivate facilitieshomeownerassociation facilitiesetc. However, the
inventory and mapping is not intended to cover Ji¥rcentof all of the facilities and features found
in Cary, but only those that are relevant to the purposes of this study.

Table2: Alternative Provider Inventory included ingvel of Service Analysis

Facility Quantity

7426acres

Component ' Quantity
Ball Diamonds 6
Basketball Courts (full court equiv| 3
Multi-Purpose Fields 11
Open Turf 5
Picnic Grounds 20
Picnic Shelters 13
Playgrounds 10
Event Space 5
Tennis Courts 6
Water Access 28
Schools

Schools have features like playgrounds, multimseofields, gymnasiumand other components
GKFG OFy LINRPGARS FT2NJ az2YS 27T ( tSretiidedhe detrand LI NJ |
on facilities provided bthe Town

¢CKS ¢26y 2F [/ FNEB LI NIYSNE gAGK aSASINIZAT altkkRS aa A
were inventoried. GRASEnethodology, as previously described was used to score each school and
its components.

4. Resource Maps

Two different types of maps were created for the inventory and analysis phases of this plan:
Resource MapandPerspectivesResource Mapportray raw data and other information that is
helpful for understanding existing conditions, such as where thargdocated Perspectivesire

maps on which the results of computations and other analytical processes performed on the data
are represented.
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NOTEThumbnails of maps have been placed within the text ofdthisimentto helpthe reader

know which map ibeing discussed, btitese are not intended to be completely legible at this size.
The reader should refer to thie NB S NJ7év M¥ anifl&ERASP® Perspecticemd inAppendixX:
Maps and GRASP® Perspectiwb®en reading the maps themselves.

A singleResource Map wasrepared for this report and can be foundAppendix X Maps and
GRASP® Perspectives

RESOURCE MAR, SYSTEM MAP

Resource Map & System Mapshows the bandaries of the study areand the locations and
extents of primary trails anparcels that were included in the inventory of data.

TOWN OF CARY, NORTH CAROLINA

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL RESOURCES
MASTER PLAN

N—"]

DRAFT

“Cartography to be finalized N

MO et s i o FUGUAT-VARINA 2
SYSTEM MAP RESOURCE MAP: A

Larger mapsire located iPAppendixX
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C.LEVEL OF SERVICEIANAS

For this planning study, one tool that was utilized is the examination of Levels of Service (LOS). This
tool allowsfor analysis of thguantity, location, distribution, and access to recreation compuae

LOSs typically defined in parks and recreation plans asthea@gpa ¥ (1 KS aeadSwyQa O2YL
meet the needs of the public. In this study, LOS wilhioee specificallydefined as follows:

Level of Service (LOSIhe computed value that is providedder a stated set of conditions
and criteria. LOS may be computed for the system as a whole, or for individual parts of the
system. Therefore, LOS is not a singlee, but rather it is a series of values that, taken
together, form a model of the sereithat is provided.

It may behelpful to think of the LOS analysis as being like the dashboard of an automobile. The
dashboard is made up of a set of gauges and indicators that inform the driver about decisions that
must be made to steer the car on thewrse the driver intends to take. The dashboard does not tell
the driver where to go or how faso drive. These are decisions that the driver makes by using the
information that the dashboard provides.

The LOS information contained here is similar int thia descriptiveof the conditions that are

present, rather thamprescriptiveof what course should be taken. Deciding the course to take should
be done by using the information from the LOS analysis in conjunction with information from other
sources, 8ch as surveys, focus groups, staff expertise, etc.

Two methods were used in this analysis. One method used a traditional capacities approach that
compared quantity to population. The other analysis used a Compdaiteed OSapproach.The
specific methad used here is known by the proprietary name3RASP® (Gdreferenced

Amenities Standards Procesdh thismethod an evaluation of the functionality and location of each
individual component within the entire system is conducted through an inventory process and that
information is used to generate a geograpai@lysis of the service the system provides. Ehis i
described belowand amore detailed description of the history of and its relationship to
traditional planningstandards can be found #sppendixX: GRASP® History and Methodology

1. GRASP® Level of Service Analysis and Mapping

GRASPmethodologyis a unique way of looking at LOS because it considers not only the quantity
and distribution of parkand facilities but also functionalitgomfort and convenience, and overall
design and ambiance. It itsa unique in that it usemdividualrecreationcomponentdo create a
componentbased model for evaluating LOS.

After scoring each component as outlined in the inventory description, GIS software is used to
create graphic representations that allow for easy visual and numerical anaflysesparks trails,
open spacandrecreation system. Some of the representations show raw data collected through
the inventory process or received from other sources. These are referredResasirce Mapss
discussed earlier.@presentationghat emerge from the processing of data withine GIS using
analytical formulas and processes are calERIASP® Perspective
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The following Perspectives were prepared for this report and can be fouiggandixX: Maps and
GRASP® Perspectives

Perspective A:Access to All Components
Perspective B:Walkable Access to All Components
Perspective C:Trailshed Analysis

For eaclGRASP® Perspectjweselection otomponens from the inventory isised The
components included in the selection set are determitgdhe intent of the Perspectivand may
vary from one Perspective to another

Catchment Areaslin the inventory process score was assigned to each component based on its
functionality for its intended purpose. This score veafusted by a formulahiat factors in the

presence or lack of comfort and convenience modifiers, such as drinking fountains, restrooms, etc.
The resulting value for each component was assigned to a geographic area defined by a radial
distancethat surrounds it This is referretb as thecatchmentareafor that component.

In some cases, two catchment areas were assigned for each compparatbased on a walkable
proximity to the component and another thaepresents the typicadistance from the component
within which a majaty of users might be expected to come from the first catchment area &/2-
mile radiusfrom the componentwasused, in order to represerthe areawithin whicha person can
walkto the componentin a reasonable amount of tim&hesecond atchment areauseda 1-mile
distance ashe radiws. This was an assumed distaricem which the majority ofocalusersfor that
componentare likely to comgby a variety oftransportation means such as bicycle, skateboard,
vehicle, etc.

The fll computedGRASP®aluefor each componentvas assigned to each of its two catchment

areas Whenall ofthe catchment areafor all of the components within the selection set were

plotted on a map, a picture waseatedthat represents the cumulative LO®here thecatchments

for multiple components overlap, darker shades emerge that inditage Ol G A2y a GKIF G I NB
a combination of more components and/or higher quality ones. In other wavllsre there are

darker shades, the level of service is higjtfor that particular Perspective.

Wheneve both catchment areas (i.e. 1l/2Znile and tmile) were assigned to each component, the
net result is a doubling of the value of that componenthe area within 1/2mile of it, because of
the overlap of the tw catchment areasThis has theffect of assigning a premium #il locations
on the maphaving componets within walkable proximity

It is important to note thathis system differs fronraditional Levelof Service analyses in that it
portrays thecumulative value received frothe surrounding parkand recreatiorsystemto an
individual situated in anyspecific locationon the map rather thanshowingthe service beig
provided by components at a givéocation to the areas around it.

2. GRASP® fdsholdScores Analysis
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For some of th&GRASP® Perspectives, the service that results from catchmentackassociated
scores are presented in two wagsvith infinite tone ranges (orange) and in two tones based on
threshold values(purple and yellow).

Theinfinite tone mapfor each Perspective shows tERASP®alueswith a tone rangehat
portraysnuances ofhe service that is being provided to the community. This makes it possible to
see the differences in service levels beimgvided by parks ahindividual componentat various
locations

Theseparatethreshold scoresmaps showGRASP@&core ranges bracketed into categories that
represent the following: No Sepd(gray) Service Below ThreshdBtore(yellow),or Servie At or
Above Threshol&core(purple) Thresholdscoresused for this study werbased on an assumed
da02NB GKFG ¢2dAd R NBadzZ & FNBY | LI NIAOdzZ F NJ aARSI €
description of the individual Perspectivdecause the combination of compents used for each
Perspective variegased on theset of needs being evaluated, the Threshdl®S valuéor each
Perspective may also varyhe threshold map ierived from the infinitetones map and isitended
to provide additional clarity anohterpretation of the infinitetones maplt should not be implied
that all parts of thestudy areashould attain the thresholdscoreor that areas below the threshold
score are necessarily deficierih some areas, no service orexél of service belowhe threshold
score is completely appropriaiguch as an area that has no residential development)

Areas vith yellow shading on the threshold scom@sps have at least some servi€gRASP@&core
of greater than zero), but the saoe score is below th#areshold Areas with purple shading have
service scores that net or exceed the thresholdalue.Gray aeas without shadingpave a service
score of zero

Sme alternative providers have been included in the Level of Service (LOS) computations as
described earlier and other providers may saownsimplyfor reference. Alternative providers
included in the LOS analyg include schools (elementary, middle and high schewid failities
provided by other agencies, such as the county or adjacent munigggalit

3. Perspectives$or Levels of Service

Thumbnails of th@erspectives, includingsetmapsand excerpts from some of the maps and
Perspectives are shown here feferenceand are not intended to be legible at this scalee Teader
should refer to the larger maps Appendix Eor legibilityand clarity.
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Perspective AAccess to All Components
Larger mapsre located imppendixX

TOWN OF CARY, NORTH CAROLINA
PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL RESOURCES
MASTER PLAN

DRAFT

*Cartography to bo finalized

ThisPerspective shows the seice
available fromall componentsin the
dataset Thisincludes all outdoor, indoor,
active, passive, and other components
including trails and open spacé&ervice is
measured based on the catchment areas
described earlierwith a premium placed
on proximity tocomponents that are
availablewithin walking digance, orl/2
mile.

Barriers to pedestrian access were take
into consideration for the 1/2mile
catchment areasWherever thel/2 mile
catchments crossed these, the catchment
was truncated at the barrier to reflect the
assumption that pedestrian access
hampered by the barrier.

ThePerspective showsoncentrations of
servicedistributed throughout theTown

‘ : i 1) ¢ These occur mainly around larger parks,

ACCESS TO ALL COMPONENTS PERSPECTIVE MAP: A such as Lake Crabtree, Fred G. Bond, and
Harold D. Ritter. Interestingly, a concentration of service is also observed inside the Maynard loop,
where there are no large parks. However, this area has several sipaltles and a number of indoor
facilities that boost service.

For the most part, all parts of Camgve at least some service, as indicated by the presence of
shading over them.

GRASPRable A Access to All Componentghows the statistics derived froRPaspective A
Access to All Components

GRASP®able A
Perspective A: Access to All Components
Percent | Total Avg. LOS | Avg. LOS/ Acrg¢ GRASP(
With GRASP Per Acre Per Pop. Den. | Index
LOS Score W/ Service
West 99% 288 142 68 24
Maynard Loop 100% 631 448 79 35
South 95% 572 182 54 23
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Central 97% 1352 222 50 16

Cary(2011 97% 2843 221 56 20
Census)

Coverage for Service:

Thefirst column in thetable showghe percent of the study area that has least some servige

(i.e.a GRASP® sedhat isgreater than zero). Fall of Cary, this number is 97%, meaning th&97

of the entire study arehas a GRASP® score that is greater than X¥ithin the Maynard Loop

there is 100% coverage of servidhis makes sense because this subarea is surrounygéte other
subareas and receives service from components outside of it as well as those located within it. It is
also the most completely developed subarea. The remaining subareas have larger undeveloped
areas within them, and therefore may not need ¥9@overage of service, as long as service is
provided to the developed portions.

It is interesting to note that the West subarea has coverage of 99%. This part of Cary is often
thought of as somewhasolated and remote. The high amount of coverage lwm@es in part from
the trails that are located within it, but there is also a wide distribution of schaxxdsnatural areas
or preservesithin the subarea that contribute to service.

Total Component Values:

The second column shows the total GRASP® Yaitall of the components located within the

subarea boundary. This is taken from the computed values of the components using their functional

scores and all modifiers (comfort and convenience, design and ambidienumber represents
thenetvalued I ff GKS aGKAy3I&é¢ GKIFIG FNB AaLISOATAONf t & f

Density of Service:

Thethird column shows the@verage GRASP® L0&e per acrdor all acreswith service This is
effectively a reflection of the density of the catchment areas that overlay a givenEn&sanumber

will vary from place to place depending upon how components are distributed. Communities with
relatively few large parks, where all of the compatgare concentrated in a small area, will have
high value for this indicator. If many catchment areas overlap one another, the density of service
will be higher than when those same catchment areas are spread out and do not oveokagll of
Cary, tlis number is 22 points per acre.

Density of Service Related to Population:

The third column is labeled Avg. LOK:fe PelPop. Density. This is a number that is calculated by
dividing the Average LOS Per Acre Serfrech(the previous columhnby theaverage population
density(in people per acre for that subarg®ensitywas calculated by dividing the current
populationof each subare@y the number of acres within theubarea

This was done to normalize the L&t the system provides to the density of the population it
serves.The GRASP® Perspecisva density analysis which measures the density of componedts an
the service they providelomparing density of serviceotdensity of population may be one of the
mostuseful indicators in the LOS analysis, because it is a measure of how the value of service
offered by the system is distributed in relation to the people it serves.
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In this case, the resulting number for all of Cary is 56 points, and the valubg feubareas range

from 50 to 79 These are shown graphically on the inset nRa#gl: Average GRASP® LOS Per

Population Density2 KAt S GKSNB Aa y2 aaidlyRINRE F2N dKAa Y
be a guide in understanding the relative distrilautiof service across the community. It can also be

useful in determining where to provide additional service or adjust service as population shifts

occur.

It is interesting to compare this set of numbers with those in the previous collitm previous

coumn shows thatthe S&aG &adzol NBF KIFa G§KS t26Sad aBByardes
when the density of service is hormalized for population density, the West subarea haiglzer

number than all of Cary except for the Maynard Locfhisa K2 ga G KI G 6KAfS (G(4KSNB
serving the West subarea, there are also lessple concentrated there tmake use of them

There is na@ O 2 NNB Gdil what fhiesendr$oers should be This information is simply provided to
be used in conjunion with other findings to make recommendations for future actions.

Threshold Analysis:

Another way to look at LOS from thisrBgective is shown on thi@aset map on Perspective A
labeledPerspective A2: Threshold Analysidt shows where the cumulative LOS on Perspective A
falls above obelow athreshold score

In thisPerspective the threshold score is 67.2 poifiisat numbeiis equal to the total GRASP®

value that would overlay a location with walkable accesstoa G @ LJA OF f ¢ Yy SAIKO2NK2 2
components and a trail after all modifiers and computations are applied to assumed base scores of

GHé F2NIFEf O2YLRYySyida YR GGNROGdzGSEA D

Purple areas omap AZ2are those where scores are at or above tharéshold From the map it can
be observed thamost of Cary falls above the threshold scorkhis is indicative of the high level of
service enjoyed by the residents of Cary wherever they live. While LOS values may vary from one
part of Cary to another, overall ¢hLOS is high throughout tAH@wnand this is reflected in the map.

Areas where service is measured to be below the threshold s@meshown in yellowon this map.
These areas are not necessarily deficient in some thay; simply represent areashere servicas
measured to be below the threshold valdduch of the yellow area lies at the perimeter of Cary,
where service can be expected to be lower until surrounding areas become more fully developed.
There is what appears to be a gap in serificde Central subarea to the south of the Maynard
Loop.However, this area includes the MacGregor planned residential community that has its own
privately provided parks and recreation facilities.

In some cases, areas in yellowerlay nonresidential pats of theTown where lower levels of

service are acceptable and appropriaiote that for all areas his map does not show how much

above or below the threshold they are, and the threshbld y 200 Ay G§SyRSR (2 NBLINS
acceptable level of seicefor all areas, but simply a point of reference

In fact, it is conceivable thabmeareas shown as pumplcould be deficient in service, if the

underlying conditions (such as higher than normal densities, or unique-sosimmic factors)
create asituation where a higher threshold is warranteglich situations should be identified
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through other tools, such as input from staff and/or the public process, and if they exist, further
study by other means can be prescribed.

In the case o€ary no sub geographic gaps or deficiencies were identif@ih the possible

exception of a portion of the Central subargahd this map helps explain why. If the areas of yellow
and purple were scattered and intermingled, or if they did not match up wtl the residential

areas it is likely that the public input process and other tools would have discovered problems with
satisfaction levels and a sense of inequity among residents in different parts ©bte But

because servicis being delivered at reasable levels throughouthe locations where people live,
such problems are being avoiderhis is a strength dhe overall system of parksecreation
facilities,open space, and traithat the mapping corroborates.

GRASP® Index:

Another way tdook at the existing servicis to consider the total GRASP® value of all of the
componentghat are physically locatedithin a defined arearegardless of where they are located
within or how their service areas overlap one anothéthen thistotal GRASP® number is divided

by the population of thedefined areain thousands, the result is called a GRASP® Inflehxe
GRASPI®dex forAccess to All Components is shown in ldm column of GRASH@ble A.Jn Cary

this number is a score &f0 points. For the subareas, it ranges from a low of 16 in Central to a high
of 35 in Maynard LooAn explanation of how the GRASP® Index can be used to plan and manage
the system of parks, trails, and open space is present{ UGB

Perspective A Summary:

This analysis is not intended to determine what the minimum sssheuld befor any of the

parameters Rather, it is intended to provide a way of measuring curterels ofService so that

they can be compared to the findings from other instruments, saghitizen surveys, input from

focus groups, etc. If those tools indieahat there are placewhere satisfaction levels are low, or
where service inequities or gaps are reported, the Perspectives can be used to measure the actual
difference in LOS betves thase areas and other ones where service is considered adequate or
appropriate Actions can then be taken to achieve equity. Targets for the resulting LOS can be
established and progress towards meeting those targets can be measured.

However, this dog not necessarily imply that thaix of features being offered is the one that
residents currently desire. It may be that changes and/or improvements are needed within some
areas to fit the specific mix of services to the needs and expectations of residgain, this is
determined through the public process, and did not appear to be an issDarin
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Perspective B: Walkable AccessAll Components

Larger mapsire located imlAppendixX

TOWN OF CARY, NORTH CAROLINA
PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL RESOURCES
MASTER PLAN
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WALKABLE ACCESS TO ALL COMPONENTS PERSPECTIVE MAP: B

PerspectiveB shows the relative acces®
all componens from a walkability point of
view. It uses the same set of components
as Perspective A (i.e. all componts in the
inventory), butonly the 1/2 mile
catchment areasvere plotted. The Emile
catchment areas were not used:-he
purpose of this Perspective is to portray
the sewice provided bythe system within a
walkable proximity across the study area.

Pedestrian barriers were also factored into
this analysisThe barriers used were the
same as the ones in the previous
Perspective and were applied in the same
manner.

As in the previous Persmtive, darker
shades are scattered throughout th€own
and primarily clustered around larger parks
and facilities. However, the sizof these
areas of concentration are smaller and
more scattered due to the smaller
catchment areas used to generate the
Perspective.

Table B shows the statistics derived from

this Perspective. They are the same ones presented for Perspective A and can be compared to those
to see how LOS changes when looked at from a walkable proximity only.

GRASP® Table B

Perspective B: Wakble Access to All Components

Percent | Total Avg. LOS | Avg. LOS / Acre GRASPG

With GRASP Per Acre Per Pop. Den. | Index

LOS Score W/ Servce
West 96% 288 95 46 24
Maynard Loop 94% 631 172 30 35
South 66% 572 114 34 23
Central 71% 1352 113 25 16
Cary(2011 76% 2843 116 30 20
Census)
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Thenumbers show a decrease in percentage of coverage as well as a decrease in the LOS scores.
This is because without the-fnile catchment areas, there is less overlap of service from
components, and eamponents thatare more than 1/2mile away from a given location do not
contribute to the LOS for that location. Note that, as in Perspective A, the relative ranking of
service changes when population density is factored in. The agerBOS Per Acre Served is lowest

in the West subareabut it is highestwhen density is factored in.

The GRASP® Index is the same in both tables because of the way it is calculated. For the GRASP®
Index, the only consideration is whether or not a component lies within the physical bounddry o

a given area. The relative location of components within the given area, as well as the relative
positions of components to one another within the area do not have an effect on the GRASP®

Index like they do on the Perspectives. Also, in the Perspectiecesyponents from outside the

boundary of a given area can influence the LOS within it, but in the GRASP® Index they do not.

As in Perspective A, areas above and below a threshold scosh@n on thePerspectivePB2 -
GRASP® Threshold Analysishows where the cumulative LOS on pergive B falls above or
below thethreshold scoref 67.2, which is the same threshold usedPirspective A. This
threshold was used to allow for direct comparison of service between the two Perspectives.

Areas where service ibelow the threshold scorare shown in yellow on the threshotdapPB1. In

and of itself, the fact that an area falls below the threshold score does not mean that it has a deficit

AY &ASNIBAOS® ¢KS (KNS A& K srfgl&fantilyLdsitientlaredsINRurat brésk, f @ (2 ¢
industrial zones, or other areas without significant residential development may have thresholds for

service that are much lower than the one used in this analysis. Areas with exceptionally high density
(typically found in large urban areas and not present in Essex) may warrant thresholds that are

higher than the one used here.

Areas in gray on the map fall outside the catchment area of any components. The LOS in these areas
is zero. This may be acceptabléié area is undeveloped, preservation lands, or other-non
residential use. Residential areas that are colored gray on this map may be lacking in service.

Purple areas on the mapB-2 are those where scores are at or above the threshbiek purple area
makes up about half of the total area that has service (i.e. the total area that is either yellow or
purple). This can be used as a baseline to set targets and measure progress in increasing the
walkability of the Town. For example, a goaght be established to increase the percentage of
purple from 50% to 75% over some period of time.

The map showsnanyareas where the yellow overlays residential ardasmproving walkability is a
goal in Cary, thesghould be examined in more detéir potential ways to increase the LOS score.

Also, note that his map does not shotwow muchabove orbelow the threshold any given location
might be.Relatively small improvements in the facilities that are serving areas in yellow may be
enough to raie them into the purple categoryAreasthat are yellow and not gragn the mapare
presently served by one or more components. It can be assumed that these components lie within
property owned or managed by one or more of the providers included in trentovy and analysis.
What this means is that land upon which service upgrades can occur is currently available within a
walkable proximity to these undeserved locations. Simple improvements such as adding walking
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paths, interpretive features, benches, ather amenities may be all that is needed to raise the LOS

to the threshold score in these areas.

As in Perspective A, ité®nceivable that areas shown as purple could be deficient in serkice, i
underlying conditions create a threshold that is higher than 67.2 polifitis analysis is not intended

to determine what the actual score for any given location should be. The threshold score is simply
an assumed guideline that applies primarily to tgbiresidential areas\lso, because the score can

be attained from any combination of components, thisalysis does not determine whether or not

the mix of components within walkable proximity of any given location is the one that people desire.

In sunmary, this analysis intended to provide a way of measuring curréavels ofService so that

they can be compared to the findings from other instruments, such as citizen surveys, input from
focus groups, etc. If those tools indieahat there are plaeswhere satisfaction levels are low, or
where service inequities or gaps are reported, the Perspectives can be used to measure the actual
difference in LOS between the areas and other locationActions can then be taken to achieve
equity. Targets fortte resulting LOS can be
established and progress towards meeting
those targets can be measured.

TOWN OF CARY, NORTH CAROLINA
PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL RESOURCES
MASTER PLAN
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Perspetive C: Trailshed Analysis

Amercan

West Conidor

Larger mapsre located iPAppendixX

Louls Stephens Or Multi-Use Trail

Waftury Growsmey

Perspective @rovidesaway of looking at

the service provided by trails. In this
Perspective, the trails within the dataset are
identified as individual networks or

G G NI A fEadk Bdiviaubknetwork is a set
of continuously connected trails. This means
that within an individuahetwork, all
segments of trail are connected and any
segment can be reached from another
without leaving the network 24 discreet
trailshedswere identifiedin Cary These were
labeledas shown on the Perspective.

Wocdans Geverrmey [

Cherchit Estates Groenmay

Lagend HOLLY SPRNGA
o

Wossake Road Multl Use Trad

'* In Rerspective C, a 1/fhile catchment eea
distance has been applied to all segments of
: each network. The resulting area within this
= M o AP catchment is therailshedfor that network.
The GIS data was queried to determine the

number and types of facilities and
components that fall within each trailsld. This provides an assessment of what facilities and
comporents are accessible within a 1/@ile distance of the trail, and therefore can be reached by
way of the trails within the network without having to leave the trail, other than at the beginning
and end of the journey.
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GRASP®Tabt& Trailshed Analysishows some of the data associated with each trailstved
allows forcomparison of the connectivity and service provided by each trail networlexpanded
version of this table with more informatioon the specific components that fall within each
trailshed is found iAppendix X

Whenever two trailsheds are connected together, a new trailshed emergesstegual to the sum

of the two, meaning that it has access to all of the components found in both trailsheds. This can be
used for planning purposes to identify places where linking existing trails together will yield the
greatest benefit in terms of conmévity.

Trailshed Statistics

Alternative
TOTAL Cary Alternative Provider Total
LENGTH (IN| Cary Indoor| Outdoor School School Provider Indoor Outdoor HOA Recreation| Components In
TRAILSHED MILES) Facility Location Indoor Outdoor Facility Location Area Inventory
American Tobacco Trail 4.7
Annie Jones Greenway 12 2 1 2 15
Gate y 1.5 2 1 1 2 5
Camp Branch Greenway 1.2 1 1
Central Corridor 113 3 8 2 2 1 v 14 119
Churchill Estates Greenway 0.5 1 1 1 24
0.4 1 2
Green Level Church Rd Multi-Use 1.2 2
Green Level Church Rd Multi-Use B 0.7 1 1
Higgins Greenway 0.7 2 2
High House Rd Multi-Use Trail 03 3 2 5
Hinshaw Greenway 1.6 3 1 3 23
Indian Creek Greenway 0.7 1 2
Kit Creek Greenway 0.4 1 1 1
Louis Stephens Dr Multi-Use Trail 1.1 1 3 2 1 59
Pirates Cove Greenway 0.7 4 2 21
Raftery Greenway 0.8 1
South Corridor 4.5 1 3 2 3 23
Speight Branch Greenway 1.6 1 2
Village at the Park Multi-Use Trail 0.5 1 1
West Central Corridor 14.4 1 8 4 1 1 16 94
West Corridor 119 2 2 1 1 5 32
ke Road Multi-Use Trall 0.5 1 1 2 1 26
d y 0.5 1 6
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SUMARY TABLE

Table 3elow shows the values from the Perspectives in a format that allows for different
parameters to be compared to each other. Colors are used to show the high and low values for each
parameter. Tie yellow color represents the low value for that parameter, and the green represents
the high value.

Service Coverage Summarfercent With Service

P-A: All P-B: Walkability

West 99% 96%
Maynard Loop 100% 94%
South 95% 66%
Central 97% 71%
Cary(2011 Census) 97% 76%

LOS. SummaryAvg. LOS Per Acre

Served

P-A: All P-B: Walkability
West 142 95
Maynard Loop 448 172
South 182 114
Central 222 113
Cary(2011 Census) 221 116

LOS. SummaryAvg. LOS Per Acre / Population Rere

P-A: All P-B: Walkability

West 68 46
Maynard Loop 79 30
South 54 34
Central 50 25
Cary(2011 Census) 56 30

LOS. SummaryGRASP® Indices

P-A: All P-B: Walkability

West 24 24
Maynard Loop 35 35
South 23 23
Central 16 16
Cary(2011 Census) 20 20

Master Plan



4. Other Tools for Measuring Level of Service (LOS)

Besides the GRASP® Perspectives and associated LOS numbers, this assessment also uses capacities
based analysis tools. One tool determines aajysby comparing GRASP® scoring to population, and

the other tool models traditional methods of determining LOS by using straight quantity as

compared to population.

Table 4shows numerical indices for LOS that acuoior both quantity and functionalityf
components. The table shows the community GRASP® Index for each component, as well as the
number of GRASP® points needed to maintain the current indices as the population grows.

GRASP® Index
The first part of the GRASP® In@lakleshows the total GRASRB@bre for that component when all
of the components in the dataset are included. During the inventory process, two sets of scores
were assigned to each component, a Neighborhood score @&@whamunitywide score. The
Communitywide scores are used to creathis table.

Table4: Overall GRASP®&dices

Projected Community Components GRASP® Index 2020

Projected
Current Population
Population 139,382 2020* 175,598
Total GRASP® GRASP® score
Community per 1000 Total GRASP®
Score per population score needed  Additional
component (GRASP® at projected GRASP® score
type Index) population needed
Ballfield 304.2 2.18 383.2 79.0
Basketball 159.7 1.15 201.2 41.5
Copmonityl 4y 5 0.08 15 3.0
Garden
Ed. Exp 25.8 0.19 325 6.7
Horseshoes 50.7 0.36 63.9 13.2
Loop Walk 55.2 0.40 69.5 14.3
MeHeld.alll gy 1.20 210.8 43.5
sizes
Open Turf 96.75 0.69 121.9 25.1
Plenlel 4593 1.14 200.7 41.4
Grounds
Playground, 41 45 1.01 178.2 36.8
all sizes
Shefter, alll . cae 1.77 310.4 64.0
sizes
Skate Park 11.7 0.08 14.7 3.0
Tennis 838.35 6.01 1056.2 217.8
Volleyball 99 0.71 124.7 25.7
Water Accessi'l 29.25 0.21 37 7.6
a

*Based on "Census Revised Pop Estimates GP - Planningl" (Sept. 30, 2011)
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The second column in the table shows the index that results when the GRASP® score is divided by

the current population in thousands. This is theerall GRASP® Index for that component. The third
column in the table shows the total GRASP® score that must exist to achieve the same GRASP® Index
at the projected populatior2020, and the fourth column shows the additional number of GRASP®

points needed to achkive that score.

This information can be used to plan for future improvements to the parks and recreation
infrastructure to accommodate growth. Because GRASP® scores are a blend of quantity and quality;
it is possible to increase them by either adding paments or improving the qualitgnd

functionality of existing ones. In most cases, a combination of the two will be recommended. Used

in conjunction with the Capacities LOS Tdbk follows the best combination of quantity and

guality can be determinetbr planning purposes.

The GRASP® Indices also allow the community to benchmark its combined LOS for quality and

quantity of service over time and measure its progr€s2& NJ SEF YLX S AT | O2YYdzy A
stays the same over time, and componente aeither added nor removed, the LOS will remain

constantas long as the quality of the components is maintairiethe quality and functionality of

components is allowed to decrease, resulting in lower GRASP® scores for those components, a

decrease inLOS will show up in the GRASP® Index. Conversely, if the population remains the same

and no components are added or deleted, but some components are upgraded in quality, and

increase in LOS will show up in the GRASP® Index.

This is particularly useful @ammunities shift theiemphasidrom growth (i.e. adding components)
to sustainabity (maintaining what you haveJhe GRASP® Index is a good tool for tracking LOS as
the components in the system begin to age and need repladinig.idea will be discaed in more
detail in the recommendations section.

Capacities Level of Service

For some components, the quantity needed is proportional to the population that will be served by
that component. This is a fairly easy calculation when components are pnoggd for use. The
programming determines how many people will be using the facilities over a period of time. Sports
fields and courts fall into this category. For other components, the ratio of components to the
population may vary, depending upon the simecapaity of the component and the participation

levels within the community for the activity served by the component. Skate parks and group picnic
facilities fall into this category.

Table 5showsthe current capacities and projected needs tmmmunity components as the

population grows. This table closely resembles a traditional LOS analysis and shows how the

guantities of certain park and recreation components compare to population. For each component,

the table shows the current quantity af K I & O2 YLIR y-8yidn 2 MISNBR AYENI 0 &aAa ¢
as the Capeity (LOS) and the prmata number of persons in the community represented by each

component. This kind of analysis can be used to show thectgymd the current inventory in

other words, how many people are potentially being served by park components. It can also be

combined with the GRASP® Index to assure that the qualitative aspects of service are included in the
planning process for the future. Just adding new components as thelgkgn grows will not be
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sufficient to maintain existing levels of service if the quality of existing ones is allowed to
deteriorate, either through wear and tear or obsolescence.

It is important to note that capacities tables are simply one tool that can be used to make final
recommendations and establish budgethe tables assume that the current ratios asatisfying
G2RF2Qa ySSRa FyR GKIG GKS al YrSealty riedd2and o A f €

desires change over time due to changes in demographics, recreational trends, and other factors.

The numbers of facilities shown on this table mafedifrom the final recommendations due to
availability of land, ability to upgrade existiragfities, and other factors.
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Capacities LOS for Community Components
Cary, NC Draft: September 2011
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INVENTORY
Town of Cary 25 22 5 8 16 1 16 19 12 26 58 8 8
Town of Cary / Public School 1 1 3 1 1
Town of Cary / State/ Public School 1 1
Public School 7 2 8 1 1
State 7 1
Total Components 1632 33 25 5 8 34 12 16 20 14 29 58 8 8 62.7
CURRENT RATIO PER POPULATION
CURRENT POPULATION 2011 139,382
Current Ratio per 1000 Population 1171 | 024 | 0.18 0.04 0.06 0.24 0.09 0.11 0.14 010 | 021 | 042 | 006 | 0.06 0.45
Population per component 85 4,224 | 5575 | 27,876 | 17,423 | 4099 | 11615 8,711 6,969 | 9956 | 4806 | 2,403 | 17,423 17,423| 2,223
Commonly Referenced " Standards" 10 5,000 | 5,000 | 5,000 | 20,000* 2,000 | 2,000 | 2,000
PROJECTED POPULATION - 2020* 175,598
2056 42 31 6 10 43 15 20 25 18 37 73 10 10 79
Total # needed to maintain current ratio of all
existing facilities at projected population
Number that should be added to achieve current 424 9 L) 1 2 9 3 4 5 4 é 15 2 2 15
ratio at projected population

*Based on "Census Revised Pop Estimates GP - Planning1"” (Sept. 30, 2011)
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Comparisons to Other Communities

The following table is a summary of results from some other communitiesvaltes in the table

are intended to provide a context and comparison for the analysis, not to imply a set of standards.
Results of the analyses will vary from community to community due to a number of reasons,
including underlying geography, local expeitias, and variations on the set of assumptions on
which the analyses are based

For example, data for some of the communities may include alternative providers while others do
not. Some may include undeveloped parks and other sites while others do not.

Table XComparative Data

TOTAT
# OF SITES GRASP*®
(Parks, AVG. # VALUE % of TOTAL | AVG. LOS AVERAGE
STUDY AREA | Facilties, TOTAL# OF | COMPONENTS | (Entire GRASP*® AVG. AREA PER ACRE | LOS/POP DEN

STATE AGENCY POPULATION | SIZE (Acres) etc) COMPONENTS per SITE System) INDEX SCORE/SITE | w/LOS>0 | SERVED PER ACRE
MA M-NCPPC 828,770 318,926 526 2369 45 11800 14 224 93 168.8 65.0:
OK TULSA 384,037 356,383 186 1588 85 5536 14 29.8 87 111.3 103.3
FL FT LAUDERDALE 181,095 23,230 91 483 5.3 2662 15 29.3 98 2214 28.4

o LAKEWOOD 144,369 27,494 105 738 7.0 6476 45 61.7 100 NA

1A CEDAR RAPIDS 143,788 45,987 98 759 7.7 2467 17 25.2 86 299.6 95.8
co FORT COLLINS 130,681 33,388 45 519 138 2675 20 59.4 83 217.0 55.4
FL WINTER HAVEN 100,000 42,191 31 230 7.4 328 3 10.6 37 1749 73.8
NC ASHEVILLE 75,948 27,027 58 378 6.5 1043 14 18.0 77 3229 114.9
IN BLOOMINGTON 72,032 15,001 45 258 5.7 2125 30 47.2 99 197.4 41.1
CA PALM SPRINGS 50,663 60,442 16 123 7.7 1030 20 64.4 1 85.5 102.1
NC CARY 139,382 35,578 43 562 131 2843 20 66.1 97 2210 56.4

TheGRASP® Indmay bethe most useful comparisaio look at in this tableThe table shows that
Caryhas aGRASP® Ind#hat, while not the highest, is higher than many communities. This suggests
that the combined overaljuantity and quality that its system offers to residents on aqepita

basis compares favorably to other communities

The Average Score/Site number is determined by dividing the Total GRASP® Value of the entire

system by the number of site€Cary hashe highest number of all the communities in the table. This
AYRAOFGSa GKFG Ay 3ISYSNIft /FNEBQa LINJ& INB fF NBS
typically found in other communities. It is true that in general, Cary seems to have fewsr park

spread a bit farther apart than oth@ommunities, but these parks are of high quality and contain a

full complement of amenities. This shows up in the analyses as high LOS coverage and values for the
overall composite (Perspective A), but lower coveragd average LOS values for walkability

(Perspective B).

5. Level of Service Key Findings

The findings from the GRASP® analysis show what the current levels of service are for a variety of
parks and recreation needs. While the GRASP® methodology allows quantitative measurements to
be made forLevels of<ervice, there are no established standarr what the resultant numbers

should be. This is because every community is diffetarthis sense, the GRASP® analyses are
descriptiveand notprescriptive The numerical analyses presented here provide a measurement

for what the level of service ifor a given location, but not what it should bélhreshold scores

have been used to get a sense of where the service value falls above or below an assumed value, but
that value is not intended to represent a target or minimum standard. Other tools aretased



determine what the value should be in specific cases. These include surveys, focus groups,
demographic composition, and othetdowever, theGRASP® values can be used in conjunction
with other findings, such as community surveys and public inpoigletermine whether current
LOS is meeting needs and expectations, then used as a benchmark for creating targets and
measuring results in the future

An interesting finding from the analysegtist the computed LOS in various parts of fmvnmay

not line up with the perceptions that people have, especially when LOS is normalized for population
density. Some areas that may be perceived to have lower LOS actually score higher than areas
where service is perceived to be adequate. It does notmrtbat the perceptions are necessarily
wrong, just that they may be due the composition and location of fadiéis, rather tharthe pure
guantity or quality of what is available.

Another finding is that écause Cary has a high LOS for conventionakadoeservices (i.e. driving),

the focus camow shift towards improving walkability instead of having to address gaps in service or
poor quality of serviceg(From a big picture perspectivat leastg there may be localized

exceptions.)

Also, tail connetivity is important to people, and connectivity improvementn also improve
walkability. The Trailshed Analysis can be used to determineihking existing trails to one
another can yield the greatesgsults, and where key areas that lack accessditstare located.

The most obvious finding frothe analysis is thaCaryis wellserved for parks and recreation in the
traditional senseThis is commendable, given the challenge of serving a communitydhias from

quite rural to moderately urbam some areasThis does not mean that there an® people or

places inCarythat lack service in some specific way. The GRASP® analyses are intended to measure
what the current levels of service are and the relative differences in LOS from one location to
another, but do not in themselves prescribe what the LOS should be. Used in conjunction with other
tools, recommendations for target LOS can be developed.

Whilethe analyses indicate that Cagpjoys aroverall excellentOS, the challenge will be sudain

that as the system ages and maturésthe past, parks and recreation master planning was often
focused on meeting the challenges of grow@rowth and new development bring land and dollars
into the system and offer opportunities to provide facdiithat are newexciting, and in line with

the latest needs and desires. When land and money from growth are no longer driving the system,
other resources must be found to not only maintain the system as it ages, but also to update
facilities and provideew ones that address evolving changes in demographics, lifestyles, and other
trends. Thelevels ofservice identified in this analysis are benchmarks against wbafcan

measure its success in sustaining the quality of its system of parks, trailspend@ce over time.

While the analyses used to determine LOS are very effective at putting numerical values on the
physical assets that are offeredgdibes not measure how effectivellye assets offeredit the

desires of the public thegre intended to serve.his must be determined by other mearsich as
citizen surveys and other public inpiHowever, once certain types of assets are determined to be
desired, the analyses can be used to deterntiner adding those assets to the systéamd possibly
replacing other assets with them) will affect the LOS that the system provitlescurrent value

then becomes a baseline from which targetsifoproved values can be set and progress over time
can be measured.
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