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CHAPTER ONE – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION
The City of Gilroy (“City”) is a hard-working, suburban community, full of rich heritage and vibrant
culture. It is a youthful city with strong family values that is well known throughout the bay area and
beyond as the Garlic Capital of the World. Gilroy has a storied past that makes it unique and represents
a community that is defined by its resiliency. Like many great cities, Gilroy also provides enhanced
quality of life for residents through its parks, trails, and recreational facilities. The Gilroy Recreation
Division (“GRD”) plays a vital role in the community by providing access to recreation opportunities
through the provision of quality programs and services.
In an effort to optimize the delivery of services, the City, with support from the Mt. Madonna YMCA for
the community survey, hired PROS Consulting for the development of a Facility and Program Needs
Assessment (“Assessment”). This Assessment included a robust community engagement process and
market research to identify current and future resident needs related to recreation programs and
facilities. The research is used in tandem with industry knowledge and an internal assessment to
determine strategic priorities for advancing GRD and increasing access to quality recreation in the City.
Prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, GRD had a set of goals that are no longer attainable due to limitations
imposed by major budget cuts, the elimination of program offerings, and the reorganization of GRD,
which reduced it from a “Recreation Department” to a “Recreation Division”. During the pandemic, the
City began developing protocols for mitigation and the financial situation resulted in significant
budgetary and staffing cutbacks. This included a freeze on all current programs that were not able to
generate full cost recovery unless they were deemed essential services serving vulnerable populations.
It is important to note that the Covid-19 Pandemic began during the final steps of the Needs Assessment.
Not only did this create major shifts to the organization in the midst of the Assessment, but the extensive
community engagement process and feedback from residents was collected prior to the pandemic. Every
effort was made to reevaluate the Assessment and address GRD in its current state, post-pandemic;
however, there were some components of the Assessment, such as community input, that were not
feasible to update.
The City of Gilroy managed to keep outdoor recreation available to residents throughout the Covid-19
pandemic and GRD has done its best to continue providing offerings to the Community within the current
limitations. The staff has continued to monitor changes in local and State Executive Orders and health
guidance to adjust and maximize programming within restrictions.
The following passages of the Executive Summary provide a high-level summary of the Assessment
findings and outlines the key strategies moving forward. The full Assessment report ensues the Executive
summary and provides more detailed findings.

HISTORY
The following is a brief timeline of the history of GRD:
•
•

•

In 1947, the Recreation Department was established in order to provide recreational
opportunities for Gilroy residents.
In an effort to create greater efficiency throughout City Hall, and per directive from City Council,
the Recreation Department expanded into the Community Services Department, which was made
up of: Recreation, Parks, Facilities, Environmental Services, and the Gilroy Museum.
In 2002, City of Gilroy issued a Parks and Recreation System Master Plan. It was updated in 2004.
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•

•
•

During the Great Recession in 2009, the Community Services Department was disbanded and, due
to the budget cuts, some staff were laid off. Recreation became its own department. Parks,
Facilities and Environmental Services was transferred to Public Works. The Museum was operated
by volunteers through the Gilroy Historical Society.
In 2012, the City opened the Christopher High School Aquatics Center, offering both recreation
swim and swimming lessons.
In 2020, during the Covid-19 Pandemic, the City experienced another budget downturn, which
led to Recreation Department staff layoffs. The smaller staff now make up the Recreation
Division, which is operating out of the Administration Department.

GOALS
The following goals were established for the Needs Assessment:
•

•

•

•

•

Engage the diverse Gilroy community served by the GRD and YMCA, leadership, and stakeholders
through an inclusive, and innovative public outreach process to build a shared vision for facilities
and programs.
Utilize a wide variety of data sources and best practices including a bi-lingual (English and
Spanish) statistically-valid survey to predict trends and patterns of use and how to address unmet
facility and program needs in Gilroy served by the GRD and YMCA.
Determine unique Level of Service Standards and utilization to develop appropriate actions
regarding that reflects the GRD and YMCA’s strong commitment in providing high quality facilities
and programs for the Gilroy community.
Understand program capacity and compatibility with users through innovation and “next”
practices for the GRD and YMCA to achieve the strategic objectives, identify current and project
future recreation facility demands, and highlight revenue generation and partnership
opportunities.
Develop a prioritized needs assessment to ensure long-term success through a data driven and
community values supported approach.
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KEY FINDINGS
The following sections highlight the major elements of the Plan and outlines the key findings from the
Needs Assessment.
DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS
The following are the key takeaways from the Demographic Analysis found in section 2.2.
•

•

•

•

The population is growing rapidly, at nearly twice times the national growth rate. As the
population continues to grow, GRD must pay close attention to demographic shifts in the future
to ensure that offerings continue to evolve to meet the changing needs of the community.
City residents are much younger than average and there is a strong presence of families;
however, the active adult population (55+ years old) is the only age segment expected to grow
over the next 15 years. By 2034, the active adult population is expected to supplant the youth
population (0-17 year olds) as the largest age segment in the City. GRD must continue to provide
services for all and reevaluate its programming mix to effectively transition as the population
ages.
The local populace is very diverse and unique in its racial / ethnic composition. A significant
presence of Hispanic / Latino residents emphasizes the importance of providing services and
marketing programs in a bilingual format. Based on population projections, the Asian population
is expected to be the fastest growing race in the City, so it will be important to confirm that
participation among Asians is consistent with the trend and marketing is effective in reaching
the growing population (i.e. evaluate language barriers and cultural interests).
While household income is significantly higher than average, earning per individual is much closer
to average. This is a factor of large household sizes in the City and a tendency for multigenerational, multi-family dwellings. It is important to consider this household dynamic where
families tend to be larger, more cohesive units and are likely interested in recreational
opportunities that are conducive to larger groups, emphasize culture / community, and pricing
that offers value at the household level.
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RECREATION TRENDS
The Plan also explored recreational trends on a national, regional, and local level to better understand
the types of activities District residents are likely to participate in. The full Recreational Trends Analysis
can be found in Section 2.3.

Below average MPI scores suggest that
residents
have
a
rather
low
participation presence in recreational
activities and could indicate a lack of
access to open space, facilities, and
programs / services. This is significant
because GRD is a primary provider of
recreation for residents and its mission
is to provide broad access and
opportunities for recreating in Gilroy.

General Sports MPI
Gilroy
160
140

MPI Scores

National Average

137

120

107

100

100

99

99

93

80

88

86

Tennis

Golf

60
40
20
0

Soccer

Baseball

Softball Basketball Football Volleyball

Outdoor Activity MPI
Gilroy
120
100

MPI Scores

Overall, residents demonstrate below
average MPI numbers, with only 25% of
activities assessed exceeding the
national
average.
The
outdoor
recreation category has the highest
deficiencies in MPI, as no single activity
is above the national average.
Activities with the highest MPI scores
include Soccer, Visiting a Theme Park,
Zumba, Visiting an Indoor Water Park,
Dancing, and Baseball. The lowest
rated activities, based on MPI, were all
water related: Freshwater Fishing,
Canoeing / Kayaking, and Power
Boating.

99

97

95

80

National Average

88

85

77

75

64

60
40
20
0

Bicycling Bicycling
(mountain) (road)

Hiking

Horseback Backpacking Boating
Riding
(power)

Canoeing/
Kayaking

Fishing
(fresh
water)

PUBLIC INPUT
As a fundamental component of the planning process, the project team conducted a series of stakeholder
interviews and public meetings over a two-day period in December 2019. The feedback received from
community stakeholders is critical to the discovery phase of the Facility & Program Needs Assessment to
uncover the recreational needs, interests, and challenges facing GRD from the perspective of residents,
users, and other key stakeholders of the system. Questions asked were designed to better understand
current strengths, opportunities, and priorities for GRD as it continues to be a leader in providing
recreational opportunities in the community.
In total, the public input process connected with approximately 225 individuals. Stakeholder interview
and public meeting attendees included:
•
•
•
•

Residents and various user groups
Elected Officials
City Departments
South County Youth Task Force
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•
•
•
•
•

City Staff
GRD Leadership
Mt. Madonna YMCA
Community Advocacy Groups
Local Business Community

Although the Stakeholders have a variety of priorities for GRD, some common themes were identified
through interviews. First and foremost, GRD must find the best path to fiscal sustainability, while
addressing shortcomings related to aging infrastructure and future needs of the community. Many are
hopeful this planning process clearly identifies the recreational needs of the community, provides a vision
for GRD, and gauges the support for additional taxes that could solidify the operational and/or capital
needs of the community.
Top priorities for GRD that were most frequently mentioned include:
1. Increase access to indoor recreation space, specifically a multi-generational, multi-purpose
recreation center.
2. Provide healthy, vibrant recreational programs for all Gilroy residents.
3. Improve fiscal sustainability for GRD by establishing cost recovery goals, an effective pricing
strategy, and performance metrics.
4. Understand community wants and needs for facilities and programs.
5. Improve existing facilities and infrastructure.
6. Better communicate the value and benefits of GRD to bolster support from city council and the
community at large.
Additional details about the subjective public input in included in Section 3.1 & 3.2.
STATISTICALLY VALID SURVEY
ETC Institute administered a parks and recreation needs assessment in late 2019 for the City. This
assessment was administered as part of the City’s efforts to develop area parks, facilities, and programs.
Information compiled from the assessment will provide key data to set a clear vision for the future. This
survey helps determine priorities for parks, recreation facilities, program offerings, and special event
offerings in the City from the residents’ perspective.
The goal was to obtain completed surveys from at least 375 residents. The goal was exceeded with a
total of 419 residents completing the survey. The overall results for the sample of 419 households have
a precision of at least +/‐4.8% at the 95% level of confidence.
The detailed results are presented in Section 3.3.
Priorities for Investment: The Priority Investment Rating (PIR) was developed to provide organizations
with an objective tool for evaluating the priority that should be placed on Parks and Recreation
investments. The PIR equally weights (1) the importance that residents place on facilities / programs
and (2) how many residents have unmet needs for the facility / program.
In order to ensure that GRD continues to meet the needs and expectations of the community, this Needs
Assessment recommends that the City sustain and/or improve the performance in the following areas
that were identified as “high priorities” by the Priority Investment Rating (PIR).
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FACILITY / AMENITY PRIORITIES
Based the Priority Investment Rating (PIR), the following eight facilities/amenities were rated as high
priorities for investment:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Multiuse paved trails (PIR=187)
Indoor swimming pool (PIR=158)
Community center (PIR=148)
Multiuse unpaved trails (PIR=132)
Open space conservation areas (PIR=113)
ADA/senior accessible parks/walking trails (PIR=111)
Shaded play areas (PIR=106)
Small neighborhood parks (PIR=105)

Source: ETC Institute 2019
PROGRAM PRIORITIES
Based on the priority investment rating (PIR), the following three activities/programs were rated as “high
priorities” for investment:
•
•
•

Adult fitness and wellness programs (PIR=200)
Exercise classes (PIR=151)
Senior programs (PIR=113)

Source: ETC Institute 2019
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ONLINE COMMUNITY SURVEY
In addition to the statistically-valid community survey, an online survey
(powered by SurveyMonkey) was conducted to better understand the
characteristics, preferences, and satisfaction levels of residents. The online
survey mirrored questions from the statistically-valid survey distributed by
ETC. This allowed residents that were not randomly selected for the ETC
survey the opportunity to be part of the community input process.
The survey was available from May to June 2020, and included versions in both English and Spanish. The
online survey received a total of 640 anonymous responses, which consisted of 613 taken in English and
27 completed in Spanish. The following is a summary of the findings:
COVID-19 IMPACT / COMMUNITY BENEFIT
• 74% of survey respondents believe that the COVID-19 pandemic has increased the household value
of recreation, parks, trails, and open space.
• 81% of survey respondents Agree or Strongly Agree that GRD makes Gilroy a more desirable place
to live
• 79% of those surveyed Agree or Strongly Agree that GRD provides volunteer opportunities for the
community.
• 79% of survey respondents Agree or Strongly Agree that GRD provides positive social interactions
for households
PARKS AND FACILITIES
• 94% of those surveyed have visited a City park or facility within the last year, with 74% visiting
at least once a week.
• 68% of respondents that visited a park or facility rate the quality as either Good or Excellent.
• Top three barriers for park visits include, Do not feel safe using parks/trails (42%), Lack of
restrooms (38%), and Lack of features we want to use (35%).
• Top three needs include; Multi use paved trails, large community parks, and multi-use unpaved
trails.
• The top three most important amenities include Multi-use paved trails, indoor swimming pool,
and multi-use unpaved trails.
MARKETING
• Top three marketing methods used to learn about recreation programs include the City
Recreation Guide (70%), City Website (58%), and Friends & neighbors (52%).
• Respondents indicated they would prefer to learn most through the City Recreation Guide (55%),
Emails (53%), and City Website (44%).
PROGRAMS
• 58% of respondents have participated in GRD programs in the last year, with 68% participating in
at least two programs per year.
• 91% of those surveyed rated the quality of programs as either Good or Excellent.
• Top three barriers for participation in programs include; I don’t know what is being offered (28%),
Too busy/not interested (25%), Program times are not convenient (22%).
• Top three program needs include: Community special events, adult fitness and wellness, and
exercise classes.
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•

Most important programs include; adult fitness and wellness, swim lessons, and Youth sports
programs/camps.

POTENTIAL SUPPORT FOR MULTI-GENERATIONAL COMMUNITY CENTER
• If the City developed a multi-generational facility, survey respondents indicated the most used
recreation spaces would be: indoor swimming pool lap lanes, aerobics/fitness/gymnastics space,
and indoor walking/running track.
• Among those surveyed, funding of a potential facility has the most support at a 50%/50% split for
taxes and user fees, followed closely by 75% tax / 25% user fees.
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BENCHMARK ANALYSIS
Benchmarking is a great tool for evaluating how effective an organization is by comparing it to
competitors, similar agencies, and/or industry best practices. By looking outward, GRD can better
understand how well it is performing relative to industry norms. The goal of the analysis is to evaluate
how GRD is positioned among peer agencies, as it applies to efficiency and effectiveness practices.
Information was obtained from the National Recreation and Park Association’s (NRPA) Park Metrics
database and reflects data reported by park and recreation agencies from 2017-2019. This report focused
on information from the full NRPA database as well as the subset of similar sized agencies (serving 50K100K people), and information is provided at the lower quartile, median, and upper quartile levels for
comparison.
The Benchmark Analysis provides a comparison of key performance factors for GRD to evaluate its own
metrics against moving forward. As organizational changes continue to settle in for GRD, it will be
important for the GRD to track performance measures and assess them against industry benchmark levels.
The key performance metrics that were selected for analysis included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Park and Recreation FTEs per 10,000 residents
Operating Expenditures per Capita
Distribution of Operating Expenditures
Park and Recreation Revenue per Capita
Five-Year Capital Budget Spending
Targets for Capital Expenditures
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SWOT ANALYSIS
The following tables describe the strength, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) of GRD that
were identified during the planning process. It is important to note, the SWOT Analysis was conducted
prior to the Covid-19 pandemic.

Strengths (Internal – May be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Seasonal Activity Guide reaches all Gilroy
households
Experienced and adaptable recreation staff
with varied backgrounds and levels of expertise
Accessible and affordable programs for all
residents
Division-funded youth scholarship fund
City-wide volunteer program
Youth job development training / employment
opportunities
Successful partnerships (GUSD, communitybased organizations, grass-roots, public
health, businesses)
Programming for at-risk youth (i.e., Late Night
Gym, Pro-Com Tournaments, Public Safety
Partnerships)
Support South County Youth Task Force (San
Ysidro/East Gilroy)
New registration software that is more
customer service friendly, provides more
options and is easier to navigate
Program offerings for non-residents
Award-winning marketing/media promotions
Multiple program locations/facilities in Gilroy
In-house certified CPR, First Aid, AED,
lifeguards and lifeguard instructors
High level of customer satisfaction and loyalty
Provide free recreational opportunities at-risk,
disenfranchised and low-income children and
families
Successful partnership with public safety
agencies
Bilingual staff
Offer culturally relevant programming
Provide intergenerational programming

Weaknesses (Internal – May be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Program fees could be increased for recreation
activities
The non-resident fee is too low (Currently $10)
Staff supports four commissions, impeding on
their ability to grow revenue generating
programs
Strong WiFi not available at all city facilities.
No long-term marketing strategy or plan
Lack Spanish translation on many marketing
materials such flyers, email announcements,
and parks and facility reservation policies
Staff is not active enough in CPRS District 4
meetings, conferences and trainings
Lack of opportunities for customer feedback on
program experience
Staff doesn’t do enough to “Tell our story”
using videos, images and social media outlets
Lack of branding (name recognition)
Lack of innovative and progressive programming
(e.g., pet-involved, surfing/paddle boarding)
Retention of experienced p/t staff
Not enough time spent recruiting new contract
instructors
Long term programming for high profile grant
funded programs is threatened when grant ends
No dedicated grant writer
No participant membership fee that would
generate a steady revenue stream, similar to
Morgan Hill

Opportunity (External–May not be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Potential San Jose Sharks ice-rink
development / partnership
Potential development of an outdoor dirt bike
park and trails
Dedicated Division Grant Writer
Dedicated Marketing Coordinator
Corporate sponsorships
Dedicated handyperson to make repairs on
facilities
Child care program at shopping outlets
Employee registration discounts
City-owned, year-round swimming pool
Placement of marque/electronic billboard
with high visibility location
Mobile Recreation Van to program in
neighborhoods
Increase budget to reflect and serve growing
population
Attract more regional participants in
programming and special events

Threats (External – May not be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Aging city-owned facilities lack modern
amenities and accessibility
Staffing levels, program budgets, and facilities
are limiting programming opportunities
Pressure to generate more revenue but still serve
both affluent & low-income residents (income is
lowest in SCC)
Gilroy residents participating in Morgan Hill
recreation programs
Insurance
requirements
limit
potential
contractors
Trouble recruiting p/t staff due to low wages
Losing p/t staff due to a City policy that doesn’t
allow more than 25 hours
Length of time to recruit and onboard new
employees and volunteers (i.e., Human
Resources)
Lack of facilities for recreation classes
Lack of access to GUSD facilities and playgrounds
due to student priority use & to protect from
vandalism
State funded Free Transitional Kindergarten
program, negatively affecting current ECR
enrollment
Competition with state funded Power School
program (free afterschool and summer
programming)
Increased competition from CBO’s, fitness/
sports clubs, travel teams and churches
Lack of local jobs limiting commuters time to
participate in recreational opportunities
Limited technological resources
Limited ability to conduct outreach to at-risk &
disengaged children and youth
New Division staffing, budget and organizational
situation

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
As part of the Needs Assessment, the consulting team conducted a Recreation Program Assessment for
GRD. The assessment offers an in-depth perspective of program and service offerings and helps identify
strengths, challenges, and opportunities regarding programming. The assessment also assists in
identifying core programs, program gaps within the community, key system-wide issues, areas of
improvement, and future programs and services for residents and visitors. The following are the key
highlights from the program assessment:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

A total of ten (10) Core Program Areas were established by the Division. Overall, the program
descriptions effectively communicate the key benefits and goals of each Core Program Area.
Age segment distribution is good, but this needs to be monitored to ensure program distribution
aligns with community demographics, especially in regards to families and seniors. The Division’s
target audience has a strong family presence, while it is projected to experience an aging trend.
The Classification of Programs analysis reveals the majority of the current mix is focused on
Value-Added services, which are the most sustainable offerings because they are supported by
user fees; however, these programs primarily benefit individual users. With less than 11% of
programs classified as Essential services, the Division must assess whether it is providing
sufficient opportunities for little to no cost that support the greater good of the community.
The Program Lifecycle distribution reflects a mix of young and old programs offered by GRD.
While the majority of programs are in the early lifecycle stages, the saturation and decline stages
have a higher distribution of programs than recommended. It will be important to refresh the
programming mix with new, or revised, programs that backfill the beginning lifecycle stages as
existing programs begin to mature and reduce programs that are in decline.
The Division’s volunteer program allows residents and organizations to easily get involved and
give back to the community through various volunteer opportunities, special events, programs,
etc. The Division must continue to evaluate and improve its formal volunteer policy by tracking
key performance data and trends.
From a marketing and promotions standpoint, the staff utilizes a variety of marketing methods
when promoting their programs including: printed and online program guides, the Division’s
website, email blasts, online newsletter, in-facility signage, and social media channels as a part
of the marketing mix. The Division would benefit from identifying marketing Return on
Investment (ROI) for all marketing initiatives and there may be opportunities to increase the
number of cross-promotions.
Currently, customer feedback methods are limited to only post-program surveys. Moving
forward, it is strongly recommended that the Division begins incorporating additional user
feedback on a consistent basis, as a key performance measure that can be tracked over time.
Pricing strategies are varied across the different Program Areas and somewhat limited in the
variety of tactics utilized. The most frequently used approaches include differential pricing
based on residency and customer’s ability to pay. These are good practices and must be
continued, but there is a potential opportunity to incorporate a pricing strategy based on age
segments, prime versus non-prime times, and tying pricing strategies to cost recovery goals.
Financial performance measures such as cost recovery goals have recently been implemented
and it will be important to effectively track the actual cost recovery performance and create
more well-defined cost recovery goals. Moving forward, staff must be sure to track direct and
indirect costs for programs down to the individual program offerings to better assess whether
the Division is meeting established goals.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS
Level of Service (“LOS”) standards matrix was developed during the planning process, which describes
the inventory for GRD and other similar providers (e.g. school district) in relation to the population
served. The LOS is an effective measure that can be used to support capital investment decisions related
to parks, facilities, and amenities.
In collaboration with GRD staff, the planning team developed the appropriate standard service level for
a variety of parks, facilities, and amenities. The level of service standards were applied to the current
population, as well as projections over the next five years to anticipate additional inventory that will be
necessary to meet needs for a growing population over the next five years.
Applying the facility standards to the service area, gaps and surpluses in park and facility/amenity types
are identified. Based on this methodology, it is recommended that the City add the following park acres,
trail miles, and amenities by 2024:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

46 acres of Neighborhood Parks
9 acres of Community Parks
3 miles of Paved Trail
9.69 miles of Unpaved Trail
1 Park Shelter
2 Pavilions
2 Multipurpose Fields
3 Outdoor Basketball Courts
2 Splashpads
1 Outdoor Pool
56,300 SF of Indoor Community Recreation Space
29,380 SF of Indoor Aquatic Space
2019 Inventory - Developed Facilities

Park Type
Mini/Pocket Parks
Neighborhood Parks
Community Parks
Total Developed Park Acres
Undeveloped (Open Spaces)
Total Park Acres
TRAILS:
Paved Trails
Natural Trails
Total Trail Miles
OUTDOOR AMENITIES:
Park Shelters
Pavilions
Youth Ball Fields
Adult Ball Fields
Rectangular Multi-Purpose Fields
Basketball Courts
Tennis
Playgrounds
Dog Parks
Skateparks
Splashpads
Outdoor Pools
INDOOR AMENITIES:
Indoor Recreation Space (Square Feet)
Indoor Aquatic Space (Square Feet)
Current Estimated Population
5-Year Projected Population

Gilroy
Inventory
0.68
42.40
197.00
240.08
128.00
368.08

School
Inventory

-

Total
Inventory
0.68
42.40
197.00
240.08
128.00
368.08

2019 Facility Standards

Current Service Level based Recommended Service Levels; Meet Standard/
upon population
Revised for Local Service Area
Need Exists
0.01
0.76
3.54
4.32
2.30
6.62

acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

0.00
1.50
3.50
5.00
2.00
7.00

acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per

1,000 Meets Standard
1,000 Need Exists
1,000 Meets Standard
1,000 Need Exists
1,000 Meets Standard
1,000

11.69
5.00
16.69

11.69
5.00
16.69

0.21 miles per
0.09 miles per
0.30 miles per

1,000
1,000
1,000

0.25
0.25
0.50

miles per
miles per
miles per

1,000
1,000
1,000

Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists

5.00
2.00
7.00
3.00
6.00
7.00
10.00
17.00
2.00
1.00
-

0.33

5.00
2.00
7.00
3.00
6.00
7.00
10.00
17.00
2.00
1.00
0.33

1.00 site per
11,121
1.00 site per
27,802
1.00 field per
7,943
1.00 field per
18,535
1.00 field per
9,267
1.00 court per
7,943
1.00 court per
5,560
1.00 site per
3,271
1.00 site per
27,802
1.00 site per
55,604
1.00 site per
1.00 site per 168,497

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

site per
site per
field per
field per
field per
court per
court per
site per
site per
site per
site per
site per

10,000
15,000
9,000
20,000
7,500
6,000
7,500
5,000
30,000
60,000
30,000
50,000

Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists

22,714.00
-

9,126.15
-

31,840.15
-

0.57
-

1.50
0.50

SF per
SF per

person
person

Need Exists
Need Exists

SF per
SF per

person
person

55,604
58,760
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2024 Facility Standards

Additional Facilities/ Meet Standard/
Amenities Needed
Need Exists
41
38
-

Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)

2.21 Mile(s)
8.90 Mile(s)
11.11 Mile(s)
1
2
1
2
2
1

Sites(s)
Sites(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)

51,566 Square Feet
27,802 Square Feet

Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard

Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists

Additional Facilities/
Amenities Needed
46
9
54
-

Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)

3.00 Mile(s)
9.69 Mile(s)
12.69 Mile(s)
1
2
2
3
2
1

Sites(s)
Sites(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)

56,300 Square Feet
29,380 Square Feet

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

EQUITY MAPS
Equity Maps utilize level of service standards to assist City leadership and staff in assessing where services
are offered and determining equitable service distribution and delivery across the service area. These
maps provide a visual depiction of the effectiveness of the service as it pertains to the demographic
density. In addition, Equity Maps allow GRD to identify gaps and overlap in services with respect to a
specific park, trail, facility, or amenity. This assessment allows GRD to make appropriate capital
improvement and development decisions based on the population needs and the Equity Maps allow a
quick visualization of geographical areas that may be under/overserved. Equity Maps were developed
for each of the following major assets:
The shaded rings in the Equity Maps indicate the service level (i.e. the population being served by a
specific park type/facility/amenity) as outlined in the level of service matrix. Thus, the central point
inside the ring indicates the location of the facility or amenity. The ring extends out from the central
point based on the service reach of a particular park, facility, or amenity when compared to the
population nearby. Equity Maps are based on the size of a park / facility or the number of amenities at
a location, the established level of service standards, and the density of the surrounding population.
As can be seen, GRD is providing great access to Playgrounds, but is lacking any Indoor Aquatic Space.
The Equity Maps for various park and amenity types are in Section 5.6.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN
Due to unfavorable financial conditions, all capital improvements pertaining to parks and facilities have
been frozen until at least 2025. Under these circumstances, the planning of capital investments is
focused primarily on the backlog of existing needs and maintaining the quality and safety of the system.
For purposes of the Needs Assessment, no additional capital improvements can be suggested until the
freeze is released; however, additional needs will continue to accumulate due to existing level of service
deficiencies, increasing demand, facility / amenity lifecycle replacements, and recommendations in this
plan may not be applicable without access to funding.
Once the City resumes investing, it is recommended that the City maintains a Capital Improvement Plan
(CIP) related to parks and recreation facilities spanning a ten-year period, at a minimum, with
appropriations recurring on an annual basis. This approach maintains flexibility in order to maximize
efficiencies as the overall needs of GRD change from year to year.
EXISTING CIP OVERVIEW
The table below represents the existing CIP pertaining to GRD and details the site, project type,
estimated completion date, and projected cost. As mentioned, no projects are planned to resume until
after 2025. Many of these improvements are needed to address infrastructure needs and enhancements,
which should place a high priority on any structures that are failing as funding becomes available.
Planned CIP projects range from $50,000 to over $10 million, with a total estimated cost of nearly $27
million to satisfy existing needs.

Planned Capital Improvements for Parks and Recreation
Site
Christmas Hill Park Trail
Christmas Hill Ranch
Christopher HS Pool
City Bike Trails
Farrell Park
Forest Street Park
Gilroy Golf Course
Gilroy Sports Park
Las Animas / Christmas Hill
Las Animas Park
Lions Creek
Lions Creek
Miller / Uvas Creek Trail
Miller Park Restrooms
San Ysidro Park
Senior Center
Senior Center
Uvas Creek Park Preserve
Wheeler Center
Wheeler Center
Wheeler Center
Total

Project

Est
Completion

Wayfinding Signage
Beyond FY25
Update / Complete Master Plan
Beyond FY25
Beyond FY25
Replastering
Updated Bike Master Plan
Beyond FY25
Develop Master Plan
Beyond FY25
Park Expansion
Beyond FY25
Water Tank Replacement
Beyond FY25
Improvements Phase IV & V
Beyond FY25
Softball Field Rehabilitation
Beyond FY25
Misc Facility Rehabilitation
Beyond FY25
Trail Development - West of Santa Teresa & Day Beyond FY25
Trail Development - West Gap Closure
Beyond FY25
Pedestrian Improvements
Beyond FY25
Electrical Undergrounding
Beyond FY25
Healthy Living Enhancement
Beyond FY25
Roof Replacement
Beyond FY25
ADA Restrooms
Beyond FY25
Develop Master Plan
Beyond FY25
HVAC & Electrical Upgrades
Beyond FY25
Evacuation Center Upgrades
Beyond FY25
Trellis Replacement
Beyond FY25
Total CIP Investment
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$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Projected
Cost

87,300
363,000
433,800
251,100
200,400
600,000
121,000
10,063,372
121,700
2,503,600
1,240,600
3,022,800
604,400
81,400
3,021,600
135,000
50,000
235,800
654,500
240,000
2,923,800
26,955,172
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VISIONING AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Consulting Team conducted a visioning workshop with GRD leadership to determine the identity of
the organization and chart a path moving forward. Using this iterative process along with community
input, demographics and trends, and an analysis of GRD’s offerings and levels of service, the Mission,
Vision, and Core Values of the organization were established. These defining characteristics of the
organization were then used to guide the development of a strategic action plan for GRD.

MISSION & VISION STATEMENTS

CORE VALUES
These represent the organization’s personality and establishes the virtues that staff strive to uphold:
Equity & Inclusion, Community Centered, Fun, and Health & Wellness.
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STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN
The following were the major recommendations that were developed through the Visioning Process. Key
strategies were established across four focus areas: Programming, Facilities & Amenities, Maintenance
& Operations, and Funding.
PROGRAMMING STRATEGIES
• Add fee-based programs targeting adults 18-54. This will address an unmet service need for a
large segment of the population and should include programs in Fitness, Aquatics, and the Arts.
• Restore key programs at 100% CR. Programs that are vital to the Gilroy community, such as
Preschool, Soccer League, and Basketball League, should be reinstated based on pricing to
achieve full cost recovery.
• Add more Family Programs. GRD is primed for offering programs that cater to the large
presence of multi-generational households and families, which could include programs like
Family Night, Movie Nights, Overnights in the Park.
• Keep up with new program trends. Continue to evaluate new and emerging program trends that
serve the community’s needs e.g. Virtual Programs and ESports / innovative senior programs etc.
• Increase Community Special Events. Gilroy residents really enjoy events that bring the
community together and celebrate culture. Also, adding more special events ties into GRD’s
mission, “to bring people and community together.”
• Add more youth/teen programs. GRD provides an important outlet for youth / teens and should
explore additional programs in: Arts, STEM, Nature Education, Leadership, Outdoor Birthday
Parties, and Drop-in Youth Centers.
• Launch a Mobile Rec Van. This would allow GRD to meet program participants anywhere in the
community, expand its current lineup of programs, and reduce reliance on City parks and
facilities to deliver programs.
• Recruit 5-8 new contract instructors each year. This initiative will help GRD freshen its
programs and provide offerings that are relevant for users.
• Use more digital advertising to promote programs. An enhanced marketing effort will greatly
improve GRD’s ability to create awareness and optimize program participation. Some
recommended digital platforms include Facebook, PeachJar, and Google Ads.
STRATEGIES FOR FACILITIES & AMENITIES
• Senior Center Transformation. A quick solution to addressing unmet needs for facility space
dedicated to recreation programs in the City is to transform the existing Senior Center into a
multi-generational community center with expanded services for all ages. This transformation
could be implemented in the short term without the burden of capital investment for the
development of a new facility or major renovation to existing facilities.
• Renovate Wheeler Center. Once capital funding becomes available, the Wheeler Center should
be a high priority for investment. In its current condition, the facility is most in need of air
conditioning, HVAC updates, and updated program spaces
• Create a Downtown Park. As the City looks to revitalize downtown, GRD should be an integral
component by investing in new development or a popup park that can host recreation
programming and serve as a community gathering place for small events.
• Redesign tennis courts at El Roble Park. This site is in need of a facelift and a repurposing of
the courts could allow GRD to provide more trending programs, such as pickleball or futsal.
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•

•

•
•

•

Conduct feasibility study for Center and Pool. Throughout the community input process, the
need for additional facilities in the form of an indoor community center and aquatics was loud
and clear, so a feasibility study would be due diligence for evaluating potential options. Some
potential options that currently exist would be new facility development at Sunrise Park or
expanding the use of the Senior Center.
Build a splash pad and/or pool. Based on the level of service analysis and feedback from the
community, there is a significant need for a splash pad and/or an outdoor pool. If conducted, a
feasibility study should include recommendations on where to develop a new splash pad and/or
pool.
Add bathrooms to Sunrise Park and El Roble Park. These locations generate significant traffic,
but the length of experience for users is often cut short due to the lack of restroom facilities.
Upgrade Christmas Hill Temporary Environmental Education Center (TEEC) facility for better
utilization. This would include renovations to improve technology, replace flooring, update
classrooms, and create more program spaces for teens.
Add large pod of outdoor basketball courts. Basketball is a popular sport in the community and
the level of service analysis identifies a need for at least 2-3 more courts in the near future,
which would be best addressed by adding a large pod that can serve as a community hub for
basketball.

MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS STRATEGIES
• Upgrade Wheeler Center. As previously mentioned, the Wheeler Center is one of the immediate
maintenance and improvement needs for the City that directly impacts GRD’s ability to provide
quality programs. Existing facility shortcomings include: AC, locker rooms, stage, dance room,
deep cleaning, and fresh paint.
• Establish dedicated janitor / handyman position. This would greatly improve facility upkeep
and remove some of the challenges associated with operating programs at dated facilities.
• Add evening operating hours at facilities. By adding operating hours in the evening hours at an
existing facility, such as the Senior Center, or at a new facility, GRD could provide a more robust
program mix and can better meet demand for adult programs.
• Increase security at parks and facilities. Due to the tragic events that took place at the Garlic
Festival, safety and security at parks and facilities is of the utmost importance to regain the trust
of Gilroy residents using public spaces.
• Add program registration stations in facility lobbies. This will improve the existing registration
capabilities of GRD and create a higher level of customer service that is highly visible with users
of City facilities.
FUNDING STRATEGIES
• Evaluate fees and charges / memberships model for recurring revenue. As part of budget
cuts, a significant portion of GRD programs were eliminated; however, there is potential to
reintroduce programs that can maintain a sustainable cost recovery level through effective
pricing that takes into account the cost of providing programs and established cost recovery
goals. GRD could also increase its revenue generation by implementing a membership model for
facility use or program participation, but this would likely require some improvements to existing
facilities or the development of new ones.
• Add grant writing support. Due to limited funding through the general fund, a key source of
alternative funding for GRD could be realized through better grant writing capabilities. This
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•

•

•

•

could include adding a dedicated position or sharing grant writers from other City departments
to focus on generating more grant revenues for GRD.
Establish a Foundation. GRD could benefit greatly from establishing a foundation that is
dedicated to raising money for recreation and supporting a youth scholarship program. This is a
common approach for parks and recreation agencies that the City should explore.
Secure funding for park and facility development / upgrades. Although capital funding has
been frozen for the near future, City facilities will continue to deteriorate and this directly
impacts the ability of GRD to provide services. Potential facility improvements that should be
prioritized if/when funds become available include: The Wheeler Center, a new Community
Center, TEEC, park restrooms, and pickleball courts.
Seek more support from council and emphasize balance between cost recovery and satisfying
unmet program needs of the community. While cost recovery is an important measure of
performance, this should not be the only determinant of success of GRD. In many cases,
recreation programs are essential to the well being of the community and, therefore, some
programs should be subsidized because they are for the greater good of the community. GRD
must ensure that council members are proponents of the Division by following the cost of service
model that takes into consideration benefits received by residents.
Identify more non-tax revenue sources. As funding challenges continue to persist, GRD must
secure alternative funding sources to offset the operational deficit, such as grants, sponsorships,
and partnerships with local businesses / organizations.
Explore tax / bond measure dedicated to operating expenses of GRD. As described in the
funding strategies section, GRD can establish recurring tax support for its operational costs
through a dedicated bond. This will require careful planning and campaigning to ensure enough
support exists to pass a referendum vote. If passed, a dedicated tax / bond would allow GRD to
thrive without competing with other City departments for general tax fund dollars.

CONCLUSION
The pandemic, and the organizational changes that followed, caused significant setbacks for GRD;
however, much like the Gilroy community, GRD is resilient and ready to embrace a new future. The
findings from this Assessment indicate strong support for recreation in the City, and the extensive
planning process resulted in a strategic roadmap for GRD to follow as it enters a new era.
Successful implementation of the strategies outlined in the Assessment will require GRD to be agile and
adapt as it strives to meet the recreation needs of residents. This will likely require GRD to rely more
on contract instructors, partnerships with outside organizations, and alternative funding sources. GRD
will continue to provide recreation programs to the best of its ability while also supporting essential
community efforts that are not related to recreation. Simply put, the goal for GRD is to find ways to
expand offerings to reach more people of all ages and backgrounds, while working within the current
constraints.
Gilroy is a vibrant community with residents that value the recreational opportunities provided through
GRD. Using the strategic recommendations from this Assessment as a guiding light, GRD is poised to
overcome adversity and continue enriching the lives of residents through recreation.
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CHAPTER TWO – MARKET ANALYSIS
INTRODUCTION
As an integral part of the Facility & Program Needs
Assessment, the Demographic and Trends Analysis
provides the Gilroy Recreation Division (“GRD”)
insight into the general makeup of the population
served and market trends in recreation. This
analysis helps quantify the market for recreation in
the City and identify the types of parks, facilities,
and programs / services are most appropriate to
satisfy the needs of GRD residents.
This analysis is two-fold and aims to answer the
who and the what.
First, it assesses the
demographic characteristics and population projections of City residents to understand who GRD serves.
Then, recreational trends are examined on a national, regional, and local level to understand what the
population served wants to do. Findings from this analysis establish a fundamental understanding that
provide a basis for prioritizing the recreational needs of the community.

DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS
The Demographic Analysis describes the population within the City. This assessment is reflective of the
total population and its key characteristics, such as age segments, race, ethnicity, and income levels. It
is important to note that future projections are based on historical patterns and unforeseen
circumstances could have a significant bearing on the validity of the projected figures.
GILROY DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW

2019 Total Population

2019 Total Households

2019 Median Age

55,604

15,964

33.4

2019 Median Household Income

2019 Race

57% White Alone
25% Some Other Race

$100,188

20

METHODOLOGY
Demographic data used for the analysis was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau and Environmental
Systems Research Institute, Inc. (“ESRI”), the largest research and development organization dedicated
to Geographical Information Systems (GIS) and specializing in population projections and market trends.
All data was acquired in July 2019 and reflects actual numbers as reported in the 2010 Census as well as
estimates for 2019 and 2024 as obtained by ESRI. Straight line linear regression was utilized for 2029 and
2034 projections.
It is important to note that cities that have witnessed higher than average growth, as Gilroy has, may
not see their numbers depicted to its most accurate extent since all population projections are based on
numbers that were obtained almost a decade ago in 2010. What is more important in this analysis is to
recognize the patterns of growth and to adequately plan to address the recreation needs that emerge as
a result of that.
The City boundaries shown below were utilized for the demographic analysis (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: City of Gilroy Boundaries
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GILROY POPULACE
POPULATION
The City’s population had a strong increase of 1.66% per year from 2010 to 2019. This is nearly double
the national annual growth rate of 0.85% (from 2010-2019), and is also well above the state average of
0.76% annually. The total number of households increased at a similar rate in recent years (1.49% annually
since 2010), which is also well above the national (0.80%) and state (0.67%) annual growth rates.
Currently, the population is estimated at 55,604 individuals living within 15,946 households. Projections
indicate the total population and number of households are expected to continue a rapid growth trend
over the next 15 years, with a total of 67,976 residents living within 19,183 households by 2034. (see
Figure 2 & Figure 3).

Total Population / Avg Annual Growth
80,000

3.50%

70,000
60,000
50,000

48,372

55,604

63,594

58,760

2.00%

1.65%

1.38%

1.14%

30,000

3.00%
2.50%

1.66%

40,000

67,976

1.50%
1.00%

20,000

0.50%

10,000
0

0.00%

2010

2019

2029

2024

Gilroy Population

2034

Average Annual Growth (%)
Figure 2: Total Population

Total Households / Avg Annual Growth
25,000

3.50%

20,000

15,000

14,066

15,946

16,780

18,039

19,183

3.00%
2.50%
2.00%

1.50%

1.49%
10,000

1.05%

1.27%

1.50%
1.00%

5,000

0.50%

0

0.00%

2010

2019

2024

Gilroy Households

2029

Average Annual Growth (%)

Figure 3: Total Number of Households
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AGE SEGMENT
Evaluating age segments, the City is skewed toward a younger distribution, with a much higher than
average percentage of 0-17 year olds (28%) and lower representation among the 55+ segment (22%). This
high concentration of youth and a high average household size (2.85) suggest a strong presence of families
within the City. The service area has a median age of 33.4 years, which is much younger than the U.S.
median age of 38.5 years. Although the population is younger than average, the 55+ segment is the only
age group that is projected to experience growth over the next 15 years. By 2034, the population is
projected to slowly age and, with the 55-74 and 75+ segments increasing to 28% of the total while youth
(0-17) and middle age adults (35-54) experience a steady decline. (see Figure 4).

Population by Age Segment
0-17

18-34

35-54

55-74

75+

4%
14%

4%

5%

5%

6%

18%

19%

21%

22%

29%

26%

26%

24%

23%

23%

24%

24%

24%

24%

31%

28%

27%

25%

24%

2010

2019

2024

2029

2034

Gilroy
Figure 4: Population by Age Segments
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RACE AND ETHNICITY DEFINITIONS
The minimum categories for data on race and ethnicity for Federal statistics, program administrative
reporting, and civil rights compliance reporting are defined as below. The Census 2010 data on race are
not directly comparable with data from the 2000 Census and earlier censuses; therefore, caution must
be used when interpreting changes in the racial composition of the US population over time. The latest
(Census 2010) definitions and nomenclature are used within this analysis.
•

American Indian – This includes a person having origins in any of the original peoples of North
and South America (including Central America), and who maintains tribal affiliation or community
attachment

•

Asian – This includes a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,
Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India,
Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam

•

Black – This includes a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa

•

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – This includes a person having origins in any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands

•

White – This includes a person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle
East, or North Africa

•

Hispanic or Latino – This is an ethnic distinction, a subset of a race as defined by the Federal
Government; this includes a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, South or Central American,
or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race

Please Note: The Census Bureau defines Race as a person’s self-identification with one or more of the
following social groups: White, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian and Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, some other race, or a combination of these. While Ethnicity
is defined as whether a person is of Hispanic / Latino origin or not. For this reason, the Hispanic /
Latino ethnicity is viewed separate from race throughout this demographic analysis.
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RACE
The racial composition of the City is very diverse. The current population has a slight White Alone
majority (57%), as well as high representation of Some Other Race (25%). The Asian population represents
the third largest race (9%) and is the fastest growing segment. Gilroy is unique from the national
population, which is approximately 70% White Alone, 13% Black Alone, and 7% Some Other Race. The
predictions for 2034 expect the City’s population to maintain the current distribution with slow growth
in the Asian population combined with slight decreases to White Alone and Some Other Race. (see Figure
5).

White Alone
Pacific Islander

5%

Population by Race
Black Alone

American Indian

Some Other Race

Two or More Races

6%

6%

25%

25%

7%

Asian

6%

6%

25%

24%

24%

9%

11%

12%

13%

59%

57%

55%

54%

53%

2010

2019

2024

2029

2034

Gilroy
Figure 5: Population by Race

ETHNICITY
The City’s population was also assessed based on
Hispanic/Latino ethnicity, which, by the Census
Bureau definition, is viewed independently from
race. It is important to note that individuals who
are Hispanic/Latino can also identify with any of
the racial categories from above, which is
contributing to the higher level of Some Other
Race. Based on the current estimate for 2019,
those of Hispanic/Latino origin represent more
than half (57%) of the population. This is more
than three times the national average (18%
Hispanic/
Latino).
The
Hispanic/Latino
population is expected to undergo a minimal
decrease over the next 15 years, represent 56%
of the City’s total population by 2034 (see
Figure 6).

Hispanic / Latino Population

All Others

Hispanic / Latino Origin (any race)

42%

43%

44%

58%

57%

56%

2010

2019

2034

Gilroy

Figure 6: Population by Ethnicity
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Median household income ($100,188) for Gilroy is significantly higher than the state ($74,520) and
national ($60,548) levels. However, per capita income ($36,713) among residents is only slightly higher
than the state ($35,730) and national ($33,028) level. This is indicative of larger family dwellings where
there are multiple individuals contributing to the total household income. It is important to focus on
multi-generational offerings which allow for the young families and the growing senior population to all
participate in future offerings.

Income Characteristics
Median Household Income

GI L R OY

$60,548
$33,028

$35,730

$36,713

$74,520

$100,188

Per Capita Income

C A L I FO RNIA

Figure 7: Income Characteristics
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U. S . A .

DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARATIVE SUMMARY
The table below is a summary of the City’s demographic data, which are then compared to the state and
U.S. populations to provide a regional and national comparison. The highlighted cells represent key
takeaways from the comparison between the GRD and the national population.
= Significantly higher than the National Average
= Significantly lower than the National Average

Income
Characteristics

Hispanic/Latino
Population

Race Distribution

Age Segment
Households
Distribution

Population

2019 Demographic
Comparison

Gilroy

California

U.S.A.

1.66%

0.76%

0.85%

1.48%

0.79%

0.90%

1.49%

0.67%

0.80%

3.44

2.92

2.59

28%
24%
26%
18%
4%
56.6%
2.0%
1.6%
9.2%
0.2%
24.9%
5.5%

23%
25%
25%
21%
6%
54.6%
5.9%
0.9%
14.9%
0.4%
17.9%
5.4%

22%
23%
25%
23%
7%
69.6%
12.9%
1.0%
5.8%
0.2%
7.0%
3.5%

Hispanic / Latino
Origin (any race)

57.0%

39.7%

18.6%

All Others

43.0%

60.3%

81.4%

Per Capita
Income

$36,713

$35,730

$33,028

Median Household
Income

$100,188

$74,520

$60,548

Annual Growth Rate
(2010-2019)
Projected Annual
Growth Rate
(2019-2034)
Annual Growth Rate
(2010-2019)
Average Household
Size
Ages 0-17
Ages 18-34
Ages 35-54
Ages 55-74
Ages 75+
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian
Asian
Pacific Islander
Some other Race
Two or More Races

Figure 8: Service Area’s Demographic Comparative Summary Table
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RECREATIONAL TRENDS ANALYSIS
The Trends Analysis provides an understanding of national, regional, and local recreational trends as well
as generational participation trends. Trends data used for this analysis was obtained from Sports & Fitness
Industry Association’s (SFIA), National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA), and ESRI. All trends data
is based on current and/or historical participation rates, statistically-valid survey results, or NRPA Park
Metrics.
NATIONAL TRENDS IN RECREATION
METHODOLOGY
The Sports & Fitness Industry Association’s (SFIA) Sports, Fitness & Recreational Activities Topline
Participation Report 2019 was utilized in evaluating the following trends:
•
•
•
•

National Sport and Fitness Participatory Trends
Core vs. Casual Participation Trends
Participation by Generation
Non-Participant Interest by Age Segment

The study is based on findings from surveys carried out in 2018 by the Physical Activity Council (PAC),
resulting in a total of 20,069 online interviews. Surveys were administered to all genders, ages, income
levels, regions, and ethnicities to allow for statistical accuracy of the national population. A sample size
of 20,069 completed interviews is considered by SFIA to result in a high degree of statistical accuracy. A
sport with a participation rate of five percent has a confidence interval of plus or minus 0.31 percentage
points at a 95 percent confidence interval. Using a weighting technique, survey results are applied to
the total U.S. population figure of 300,652,039 people (ages six and older). The purpose of the report is
to establish levels of activity and identify key participatory trends in recreation across the U.S.
CORE VS. CASUAL PARTICIPATION
In addition to overall participation rates, SFIA further categorizes active participants as either core or
casual participants based on frequency. Core participants have higher participatory frequency than
casual participants. The thresholds that define casual versus core participation may vary based on the
nature of each individual activity. For instance, core participants engage in most fitness and recreational
activities more than 50 times per year, while for sports, the threshold for core participation is typically
13 times per year.
In a given activity, core participants are more committed and tend to be less likely to switch to other
activities or become inactive (engage in no physical activity) than causal participants. This may also
explain why activities with more core participants tend to experience less pattern shifts in participation
rates than those with larger groups of casual participants.
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NATIONAL SPORT AND FITNESS PARTICIPATORY TRENDS
NATIONAL TRENDS IN GENERAL SPORTS
PARTICIPATION LEVELS
The most heavily participated in sports in the United States were Basketball (24.2 million) and Golf (23.8
million in 2017), which have participation figures well in excess of the other activities within the general
sports category. This was followed by Tennis (17.8 million), Baseball (15.9 million), and Soccer (11.4
million).
Even though Golf has experienced a recent decrease in participation, it still continues to benefit from
its wide age segment appeal and is considered a life-long sport. Basketball’s success can be attributed
to the limited amount of equipment needed to participate and the limited space requirements necessary,
which make basketball the only traditional sport that can be played at the majority of American dwellings
as a drive-way pickup game.

Basketball
24.2 Million

Golf*
23.8 Million

Tennis
Baseball
Soccer
17.8 Million 15.9 Million 11.4 Million

FIVE-YEAR TREND
Since 2013, Roller Hockey (33.6%) and Rugby (31.9%) have emerged as the overall fastest growing sports.
During the last five-years, Baseball (19.5%), Cheerleading (18.7%), and Flag Football (17.1%) have also
experienced significant growth. Based on the five-year trend, the sports that are most rapidly declining
include Ultimate Frisbee (-46.6%), Touch Football (-22.7%), Tackle Football (-16.4%), Badminton (-11.4%),
and Outdoor Soccer (-10.4%).
ONE-YEAR TREND
In general, the most recent year shares a similar pattern with the five-year trends; with Pickleball (5.4%),
Basketball (3.5%), and Baseball (1.5%) experiencing the greatest increases in participation this past year.
However, some sports that increased rapidly over the past five years have experienced recent decreases
in participation, such as Roller Hockey (-5.5%). Other sports including Squash (-13.9%) and Ultimate
Frisbee (-13.3%) have also seen a significant decrease in participate over the last year.
CORE VS. CASUAL TRENDS IN GENERAL SPORTS
Highly participated in sports, such as Basketball, Baseball, and Slow Pitch Softball, have a larger core
participant base (participate 13+ times per year) than casual participant base (participate 1-12 times per
year). While less mainstream sports, such as Ultimate Frisbee, Roller Hockey, Squash, and Boxing for
Competition have larger casual participation base. These participants may be more inclined to switch to
other sports or fitness activities, which is likely why they have all experienced a decline in participation
this past year. Please see Appendix A for full Core vs. Casual Participation breakdown.
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National Participatory Trends - General Sports
Participation Levels
% Change
2013
2017
2018
5-Year Trend 1-Year Trend
Basketball
23,669
23,401
24,225
2.3%
3.5%
Golf (9 or 18-Hole Course)*
25,349
23,815
23,829
-6.0%
0.1%
Tennis
17,678
17,683
17,841
0.9%
0.9%
Baseball
13,284
15,642
15,877
19.5%
1.5%
-4.4%
Soccer (Outdoor)
12,726
11,924
11,405
-10.4%
Softball (Slow Pitch)
6,868
7,283
7,386
7.5%
1.4%
Football, Flag
5,610
6,551
6,572
17.1%
0.3%
Badminton
7,150
6,430
6,337
-11.4%
-1.4%
Volleyball (Court)
6,433
6,317
6,317
-1.8%
0.0%
Football, Touch
7,140
5,629
5,517
-22.7%
-2.0%
Soccer (Indoor)
4,803
5,399
5,233
9.0%
-3.1%
Football, Tackle
6,165
5,224
5,157
-16.4%
-1.3%
Volleyball (Sand/Beach)
4,769
0.0%
-3.6%
4,947
4,770
Gymnastics
4,972
4,805
4,770
-4.1%
-0.7%
Track and Field
4,071
4,161
4,143
1.8%
-0.4%
Cheerleading
3,235
3,816
3,841
18.7%
0.7%
Racquetball
3,824
3,526
3,480
-9.0%
-1.3%
Pickleball
N/A
3,132
3,301
N/A
5.4%
Ultimate Frisbee
5,077
3,126
2,710
-46.6%
-13.3%
Ice Hockey
2,393
2,544
2,447
2.3%
-3.8%
Softball (Fast Pitch)
2,498
2,309
2,303
-7.8%
-0.3%
Lacrosse
1,813
2,171
2,098
15.7%
-3.4%
Wrestling
1,829
1,896
1,908
4.3%
0.6%
Roller Hockey
1,298
1,834
1,734
33.6%
-5.5%
Rugby
1,183
1,621
1,560
31.9%
-3.8%
1,414
Squash
1,492
1,285
-9.1%
-13.9%
Boxing for Competition
1,134
1,368
1,310
15.5%
-4.2%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Legend:

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)

Moderate
Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate
Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

*2018 i nforma ti on not a va i l a bl e for Golf; therefore, pa rti ci pa ti on fi gures a bove a re outda ted by one yea r a nd refl ect
2012, 2016, a nd 2017 da ta .
Figure 9: General Sports Participatory Trends

30

NATIONAL TRENDS IN GENERAL FITNESS
PARTICIPATION LEVELS
Overall, national participatory trends in fitness have experienced strong growth in recent years. Many of
these activities have become popular due to an increased interest among Americans to improve their
health and enhance quality of life by engaging in an active lifestyle. These activities also have very few
barriers to entry, which provides a variety of options that are relatively inexpensive to participate in and
can be performed by most individuals. The most popular general fitness activities amongst the U.S.
population include: Fitness Walking (111.1 million), Treadmill (53.7 million), Free Weights (51.3 million),
Running/Jogging (49.5 million), and Stationary Cycling (36.7 million).

Fitness
Walking
111.1 Million

Treadmill
53.7 Million

Dumbbell
Free Weights
51.3 Million

Running/
Jogging
49.5 Million

Stationary
Cycling
36.7 Million

FIVE-YEAR TREND
Over the last five years (2013-2018), the activities growing most rapidly are Trail Running (47.4%),
Aerobics (24.8%), Barre (21.8%), Stair Climbing Machine (18.8%), and Yoga (18.2%). Over the same time
frame, the activities that have undergone the biggest decline include: Dumbbell Free Weights (-12.0%),
Running/Jogging (-8.7%), Fitness Walking (-5.3%), Traditional Triathlon (-4.2%), and Boot Camps Style
Cross Training (-3.1%).
ONE-YEAR TREND
In the last year, activities with the largest gains in participation were Trail Running (9.4%), Yoga (5.1%),
and Elliptical Motion Trainer (3.0%). From 2017-2018, the activities that had the largest decline in
participation were Non-Traditional Triathlon (-15.5%), Running/Jogging (-2.6%), and Cross-Training Style
Workout (-2.1%).
CORE VS. CASUAL TRENDS IN GENERAL FITNESS
It should be noted that many of the activities that are rapidly growing have a relatively low user base,
which allows for more drastic shifts in terms of percentage, especially for five-year trends. Increasing
casual participants may also explain the rapid growth in some activities. All of the top trending fitness
activities, for the one-year and five-year trend, consist primarily of casual users. This is significant, as
casual users are much more likely to switch to alternative activities compared to a core user. Please see
Appendix A for full Core vs. Casual Participation breakdown.
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National Participatory Trends - General Fitness
Participation Levels
2013
2017
2018
Fitness Walking
117,351
110,805
111,101
Treadmill
48,166
52,966
53,737
Free Weights (Dumbbells/Hand Weights)
58,267
52,217
51,291
Running/Jogging
54,188
50,770
49,459
Stationary Cycling (Recumbent/Upright)
35,247
36,035
36,668
Weight/Resistant Machines
36,267
36,291
36,372
Elliptical Motion Trainer
30,410
32,283
33,238
Yoga
24,310
27,354
28,745
Free Weights (Barbells)
25,641
27,444
27,834
Bodyweight Exercise
N/A
24,454
24,183
Dance, Step, & Choreographed Exercise
N/A
22,616
22,391
Aerobics (High Impact)
17,323
21,476
21,611
Stair Climbing Machine
12,642
14,948
15,025
Cross-Training Style Workout
N/A
13,622
13,338
Trail Running
6,792
9,149
10,010
Stationary Cycling (Group)
8,309
9,409
9,434
Pilates Training
8,069
9,047
9,084
Cardio Kickboxing
6,311
6,693
6,838
Boot Camp Style Cross-Training
6,911
6,651
6,695
Martial Arts
5,314
5,838
5,821
Boxing for Fitness
5,251
5,157
5,166
Tai Chi
3,469
3,787
3,761
Barre
2,901
3,436
3,532
Triathlon (Traditional/Road)
2,262
2,162
2,168
Triathlon (Non-Traditional/Off Road)
1,390
1,878
1,589
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Legend:

Moderate
Increase
(0% to 25%)

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)

Moderate
Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Figure 10: General Fitness National Participatory Trends
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% Change
5-Year Trend 1-Year Trend
-5.3%
0.3%
11.6%
1.5%
-12.0%
-1.8%
-8.7%
-2.6%
4.0%
1.8%
0.3%
0.2%
9.3%
3.0%
18.2%
5.1%
8.6%
1.4%
N/A
-1.1%
N/A
-1.0%
24.8%
0.6%
18.8%
0.5%
N/A
-2.1%
47.4%
9.4%
13.5%
0.3%
12.6%
0.4%
8.4%
2.2%
-3.1%
0.7%
9.5%
-0.3%
-1.6%
0.2%
8.4%
-0.7%
21.8%
2.8%
-4.2%
0.3%
14.3%
-15.4%
Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

NATIONAL TRENDS IN OUTDOOR RECREATION
PARTICIPATION LEVELS
Results from the SFIA report demonstrate a contrast of growth and decline in participation regarding
outdoor/adventure recreation activities. Much like the general fitness activities, these activities
encourage an active lifestyle, can be performed individually or within a group, and are not as limited by
time constraints. In 2018, the most popular activities, in terms of total participants, from the
outdoor/adventure recreation category include: Day Hiking (47.9 million), Road Bicycling (39.0 million),
Freshwater Fishing (39.0 million), and Camping within ¼ mile of Vehicle/Home (27.4 million), and
Recreational Vehicle Camping (16.0 million).

Hiking

Bicycling

Fishing

(Day)

(Road)

(Freshwater)

47.9 Million

39.0 Million

39.0 Million

Camping

Camping

(<¼mi. of Car/Home) (Recreational Vehicle)

27.4 Million

16.0 Million

FIVE-YEAR TREND
From 2013-2018, BMX Bicycling (58.6%), Day Hiking (39.2%), Fly Fishing (18.1%), Backpacking Overnight
(16.2%), and Recreational Vehicle Camping (9.8%) have undergone the largest increases in participation.
The five-year trend also shows activities such as In-Line Roller Skating (-17.8%), Birdwatching (-12.8%),
Camping within ¼ mile of Home/Vehicle (-6.3%), and Road Bicycling (-4.5%) experiencing the largest
decreases in participation.
ONE-YEAR TREND
The one-year trend shows activities growing most rapidly being Day Hiking (6.6%), Camping within ¼ mile
of Home/Vehicle (4.4%), and Fly Fishing (2.2%). Over the last year, activities that underwent the largest
decreases in participation include: Adventure Racing (-12.4%), In-Line Roller Skating (-4.3%), and
Overnight Backpacking (-4.0).
CORE VS. CASUAL TRENDS IN OUTDOOR RECREATION
A large majority of outdoor activities have experienced participation growth in the last five years, with
In-Line Roller Skating, Birdwatching, Camping within ¼ mile of Home/Vehicle, and Road Bicycling being
the only activities decreasing in participation. Although this a positive trend for outdoor activities, it
should be noted that a large majority of participation growth came from an increase in casual users. This
is likely why we see a lot more activities experiencing decreases in participation when assessing the oneyear trend, as the casual users likely found alternative activities to participate in. Please see Appendix
A for full Core vs. Casual Participation breakdown.
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National Participatory Trends - Outdoor / Adventure Recreation
Participation Levels
2013
2017
2018
Hiking (Day)
34,378
44,900
47,860
Bicycling (Road)
40,888
38,866
39,041
Fishing (Freshwater)
37,796
38,346
38,998
Camping (< 1/4 Mile of Vehicle/Home)
29,269
26,262
27,416
Camping (Recreational Vehicle)
14,556
16,159
15,980
Fishing (Saltwater)
11,790
13,062
12,830
Birdwatching (>1/4 mile of Vehicle/Home)
14,152
12,296
12,344
Backpacking Overnight
9,069
10,975
10,540
Bicycling (Mountain)
8,542
8,609
8,690
Archery
7,647
7,769
7,654
Fishing (Fly)
5,878
6,791
6,939
Skateboarding
6,350
6,382
6,500
Roller Skating, In-Line
6,129
5,268
5,040
Bicycling (BMX)
2,168
3,413
3,439
Climbing (Traditional/Ice/Mountaineering)
2,319
2,527
2,541
Adventure Racing
2,095
2,529
2,215
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Legend:

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)

Moderate
Increase
(0% to 25%)

% Change
5-Year Trend 1-Year Trend
39.2%
6.6%
-4.5%
0.5%
3.2%
1.7%
-6.3%
4.4%
9.8%
-1.1%
8.8%
-1.8%
-12.8%
0.4%
16.2%
-4.0%
1.7%
0.9%
0.1%
-1.5%
18.1%
2.2%
2.4%
1.8%
-17.8%
-4.3%
58.6%
0.8%
9.6%
0.6%
5.7%
-12.4%

Moderate
Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Figure 11: Outdoor / Adventure Recreation Participatory Trends
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Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

NATIONAL TRENDS IN AQUATICS
PARTICIPATION LEVELS
Swimming is deemed as a lifetime activity, which is most likely why it continues to have such strong
participation. In 2018, Fitness Swimming was the absolute leader in overall participation (27.6 million)
amongst aquatic activities, largely due to its broad, multigenerational appeal.

Swimming
(Fitness)

27.6 Million

Aquatic
Exercise
10.5 Million

Swimming
(Competition)

3.0 Million

FIVE-YEAR TREND
Assessing the five-year trend, all aquatic activities have experienced growth. Aquatic Exercise stands out
having increased 24.0% from 2013-2018, most likely due to the ongoing research that demonstrates the
activity’s great therapeutic benefit, followed by Competitive Swimming (15.4%) and Fitness Swimming
(4.6%).
ONE-YEAR TREND
Similar to the five-year trend, all aquatic activities also experienced growth regarding the one-year
trend. Fitness Swimming (1.6%) had the largest increase in 2018, with Competitive Swimming (1.3%) and
Aquatic Exercise (0.6%) close behind.

National Participatory Trends - Aquatics
Participation Levels
% Change
2013
2017
2018
5-Year Trend 1-Year Trend
Swimming (Fitness)
26,354
27,135
27,575
4.6%
1.6%
Aquatic Exercise
8,483
10,459
10,518
24.0%
0.6%
Swimming (Competition)
2,638
3,007
3,045
15.4%
1.3%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Legend:

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)

Moderate
Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate
Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

Figure 12: Aquatic Participatory Trends

CORE VS. CASUAL TRENDS IN AQUATICS
All aquatic activities have undergone increases in participation over the last five years, primarily due to
large increases in casual participation (1-49 times per year). From 2013 to 2018, casual participants of
Competition Swimming increased by 45.5%, Aquatic Exercise by 40.0%, and Fitness Swimming by 10.7%.
However, all core participation (50+ times per year) for aquatic activities have decreased over the last
five-years. Please see Appendix A for full Core vs. Casual Participation breakdown.
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PARTICIPATION BY GENERATION
Analyzing participation by age for recreational activities reveals that fitness and outdoor sports were the
most common activities across all generations. Breaking down activity level by generation shows a
converse correlation between age and healthy activity rates.
2018 PARTICIPATION RATES BY GENERATION
U.S. population, Ages 6+
Active High
Calorie

Casual High
Calorie

Low/Med
Calorie

Inactive

Generation Z (born 2000+)
Generation Z were the most active, with only 17.9% of the population
identifying as inactive. Approximately 71% of individuals within this
generation were deemed high calorie burning in 2018; with 36.7% being
active high calorie and 34.1% being casual high calorie.

17.9%
36.7%
11.3%

34.1%

23.4%
42.0%
12.8%

Millennials (born 1980-1999)
More than half (63.8%) of millennials were active high calorie (42.0%) or
casual high calorie (21.8%), while 23.4% claimed they were inactive. Even
though this inactive rate is much higher than Generation Z’s (17.6%), it is
still below the national inactive rate (28%).

21.8%

Generation X (born 1965-1979)
Generation X has the second highest active high calorie percentage (39.4%)
among all generations, only being 2.6% less than Millennials. At the same
time, they also have the second highest inactive rate, with 28.1% claiming
to not be active at all.

28.1%

39.4%

16.4%
16.2%

31.4%

33.7%

10.2%

The Boomers (born 1945-1964)
The Boomers were the least active generation, with an inactive rate of
33.7%. This age group tends to participate in less intensive activities.
Approximately 24.8% claimed to engage in low/med calorie burning
activities.

24.8%

Definitions: Active (3+ times per week), Casual (1-2 times per week), High Calorie (20+ minutes of
elevated heart rate), Low/Med Calorie (>20 minutes of elevated heart rate), Inactive (no physical
activity in 2018)
36

NON-PARTICIPANT INTEREST BY AGE SEGMENT
In addition to participation rates by generation, SFIA also tracks non-participant interest. These are
activities that the U.S. population currently does not participate in due to physical or monetary barriers,
but is interested in participating in. Below are the top five activities that each age segment would be
most likely to partake in, if they were readily available.
Overall, the activities most age segments are interested in include: Camping, Bicycling, Fishing, and
Swimming for Fitness. All of which are deemed as low-impact activities, making them obtainable for any
age segment to enjoy.

6-12 Year-Olds

18-24 Year-Olds

Soccer
Fishing
Swimming on a Team
Camping
Martial Arts

Camping
Martial Arts
Backpacking
Snowboarding
Climbing

13-17 Year-Olds
Camping
Fishing
Basketball
Working out w/ Weights
Running/Jogging

35-44 Year-Olds

55-64 Year-Olds

Stand-up Paddling
Swimming for Fitness
Camping
Bicycling
Working out w/ Weights

Bicycling
Birdwatching/Wildlife
Viewing
Working out w/ Machines
Camping
Fishing

45-54 Year-Olds
Camping
Working out w/ Weights
Stand-up Paddling
Bicycling
Swimming for Fitness
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25-34 Year-Olds
Stand-up Paddling
Swimming for Fitness
Camping
Bicycling
Surfing

65+ Year-Olds
Birdwatching/Wildlife
Viewing
Fishing
Working out w/ Machines
Swimming for Fitness
Hiking
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LOCAL SPORT AND LEISURE MARKET POTENTIAL
MARKET POTENTIAL INDEX (MPI)
The following charts show sport and leisure market potential data for City residents, as provided by ESRI.
A Market Potential Index (MPI) measures the probable demand for a product or service within the City.
The MPI shows the likelihood that an adult resident of the City will participate in certain activities when
compared to the national average. The national average is 100; therefore, numbers below 100 would
represent lower than average participation rates, and numbers above 100 would represent higher than
average participation rates. The service area is compared to the national average in four (4) categories
– general sports, fitness, outdoor activity, and commercial recreation.
Overall, residents demonstrate below average MPI numbers, with only 25% of activities assessed
exceeding the national average. The outdoor recreation category has the highest deficiencies in MPI, as
no single activity is above the national average. Activities with the highest MPI scores include Soccer
(137), Visiting a Theme Park (132), Zumba (131), Visiting an Indoor Water Park (127), Dancing (116), and
Baseball (107). The lowest rated activities, based on MPI, were all water related: Freshwater Fishing
(64), Canoeing / Kayaking (75), and Power Boating (77).
The below average MPI scores suggest that residents have a rather low participation presence in
recreational activities and could indicate a lack of access to open space, facilities, and programs /
services. This is significant because GRD is a primary provider of recreation for residents and its mission
is to provide broad access and opportunities for recreating in Gilroy.
As seen in the charts below, the following sport, fitness, and leisure trends are most prevalent for
residents within the City. For each category, activities are listed in descending order, from highest to
lowest MPI score. High index numbers (100+) are significant because they demonstrate that there is a
greater potential that residents within the service area will actively participate in offerings provided by
GRD. Conversely, below average MPI scores signal lower levels of participation for a given activity and
may suggest where there is a need for certain recreational spaces, amenities, and/or programs.
GENERAL SPORTS MARKET POTENTIAL
Soccer (137) has the highest MPI of all general sports, as well as the highest score for all categories
assessed. Baseball (107), and Softball (100) also have MPIs at or above the national average. Golf (86),
Tennis (88), and Volleyball (93) had the lowest MPI scores for City residents. (see Figure 18)

General Sports MPI
Gilroy
160
140

137

120

MPI Scores

National Average

107

100

100

99

99

93

80

88

86

Tennis

Golf

60
40
20
0

Soccer

Baseball

Softball Basketball Football Volleyball

Figure 18: General Sports Participation Trends
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FITNESS MARKET POTENTIAL
The fitness MPI chart shows strong interest, compared to the national average, among residents in Zumba
(131), followed by Jogging/Running (100) and Pilates (99). The lowest-rated fitness activities in terms of
MPI were Swimming (87), Aerobics (95), and Walking for Exercise (96). (see Figure 19)

Fitness MPI
Gilroy
140

131

120

MPI Scores

National Average

100

100

99

97

96

Pilates

Yoga
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Lifting

96

95

80

87

60
40
20
0

Zumba

Jogging/
Running

Walking Aerobics Swimming
for
Exercise

Figure 19: Fitness Participation Trends

OUTDOOR ACTIVITY MARKET POTENTIAL
MPI for outdoor activities were all below the national participation rate, with Mountain Bicycling (99),
Road Bicycling (97), and Hiking (95) were the highest-rated activities among City residents. Freshwater
Fishing (64), Canoeing/Kayaking (75), and Power Boating (77) are the three lowest MPI scores in the
outdoor activity category, as well as the bottom three for all activities. (see Figure 20)

Outdoor Activity MPI
Gilroy
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75
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Figure 20: Outdoor Activity Participation Trends
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COMMERCIAL RECREATION MARKET POTENTIAL
Commercial recreation has the most activities above the national average MPI than any other category.
Visiting a Theme Park (132), Visiting and Indoor Water Park (127), and Dancing (116) are the top three
MPIs for the category and are well above the national average. Other activities that expect higher than
average participation among residents include Going to a Museum (106), Going to an Art Gallery (104),
Attending Classical Music / Opera (103), and Attending a Dance Performance (102). (see Figure 21)

Commercial Recreation MPI
(Last 12 Months)

Gilroy

National Average
132

Visited a theme park in last 12 months

127

Visited an indoor water park in last 12 months

116

Danced/went dancing
Went to museum

106

Went to art gallery

104

Attended classical music/opera performance

103

Attended dance performance

102

Visited a zoo in the last 12 months

97

Went to live theater

96

Did painting/drawing

96

Played musical instrument

95

Did photography

95

Attended sports event

94

Spent $100-249 on sports/rec equip

93

Did photo album/scrapbooking

90

Went overnight camping in last 12 months

89
85

Spent $1-99 on sports/rec equip
Attended country music performance

83

Spent $250+ on sports/rec equip

80
0

20

MPI Scores

40

60

80

Figure 21: Commercial Recreation Participation Trends
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
Based on the information presented in the Demographics & Trends Analysis, the following are the key
findings that are of particular interest and/or have significant implications for GRD:
•

•

•

•

•

•

The population is growing rapidly, at nearly twice times the national growth rate. As the
population continues to grow, GRD must pay close attention to demographic shifts in the future
to ensure that offerings continue to evolve to meet the changing needs of the community.
City residents are much younger than average and there is a strong presence of families;
however, the active adult population (55+ years old) is the only age segment expected to grow
over the next 15 years. By 2034, the active adult population is expected to supplant the youth
population (0-17 year olds) as the largest age segment in the City. GRD must continue to provide
services for all and reevaluate its programming mix to effectively transition as the population
ages.
The local populace is very diverse and unique in its racial / ethnic composition. A significant
presence of Hispanic / Latino residents emphasizes the importance of providing services and
marketing programs in a bilingual format. Based on population projections, the Asian population
is expected to be the fastest growing race in the City, so it will be important to confirm that
participation among Asians is consistent with the trend and marketing is effective in reaching
the growing population (i.e. evaluate language barriers and cultural interests).
While household income is significantly higher than average, earning per individual is much closer
to average. This is a factor of large household sizes in the City and a tendency for multigenerational, multi-family dwellings. It is important to consider this household dynamic where
families tend to be larger, more cohesive units and are likely interested in recreational
opportunities that are conducive to larger groups, emphasize culture / community, and pricing
that offers value at the household level.
National participatory trends are promising for GRD, as many of the activities in sports and fitness
that are in line with core offerings are trending positively in recent years. In general, people
are recreating more and the importance of living an active, healthy lifestyle is on the rise. GRD
must continue to provide active recreation opportunities and seek out new, trending activities
that will peak interest and meet the demand for recreation among Gilroy residents for many
years to come.
Local recreation trends show strong interest in physical activities like Soccer, Zumba, Dancing,
and Baseball. There is also above average market potential for casual activities that reflect the
community’s interest in the arts, such as going to a museum, art gallery, or dance / music
performances. Based on local market potential scores (MPI), Gilroy residents have a below
average likelihood to participate in the majority of recreational activities assessed, especially
those related to outdoor recreation and water-related activities. This could be due to a lack of
access to parks, facilities, and programs, which stresses the importance of the Program & Facility
Needs Assessment in establishing and prioritizing the recreational needs of the Gilroy community.
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CHAPTER THREE - COMMUNITY INPUT
In order to provide a foundational understanding of GRD, a thorough community input process was
conducted. This included a series of key stakeholder interviews and focus groups, multiple public forums,
the statistically-valid community survey, and an online community survey. The following sections
highlight the key phases and findings from the community input process.
It should be noted that the community input process took place prior to the reorganization of GRD and
budget cuts that resulted from the COVID-19 pandemic.

KEY STAKEHOLDER/FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEWS
As a fundamental component of the planning process, the project team conducted a series of stakeholder
interviews and public meetings over a two-day period in December 2019. The feedback received from
community stakeholders is critical to the discovery phase of the Facility & Program Needs Assessment to
uncover the recreational needs, interests, and challenges facing the Gilroy Recreation Division (GRD)
from the perspective of residents, users, and other key stakeholders of the system. Questions asked were
designed to better understand current strengths, opportunities, and priorities for GRD as it continues to
be a leader in providing recreational opportunities in the community.
In total, the public input process connected with approximately 225 individuals. Stakeholder interview
and public meeting attendees included:
•

Residents and various user groups

•

Elected Officials

•

City Departments

•

South County Youth Task Force

•

City Staff

•

GRD Leadership

•

Mt. Madonna YMCA

•

Community Advocacy Groups

•

Local Business Community

Stakeholder interviews were conducted both with individuals and in group settings, and included more
than 50 people. These interviews included an introduction to the Needs Assessment project team and
process, then asked a trio of broad questions to better understand the current strengths of GRD, potential
opportunities / weaknesses of the City, and culminated with each individual sharing their one priority /
desired outcome for GRD as it moves forward.
STRENGTHS
Based on feedback from key stakeholders, three common themes arose in many conversations. These
themes included: quality and variety of offerings, superior staff, and strong partnerships.
VARIETY AND QUALITY OF OFFERINGS
The City is providing great value to residents through its variety of recreation offerings and programming.
Parks and facilities are also well distributed in the City and there are many recreational outlets available
to residents. Stakeholders agree that the variety and affordability of programming is a great strength of
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GRD. GRD’s youth and senior programs are well-received with strong participation bases in youth sports,
like soccer, and the senior center averages 120 daily attendees. Residents also show support and
appreciation for various special events and highlighted San Ysidro Park and Christmas Hill Park as popular
locations that foster a sense of community pride within Gilroy.
SUPERIOR STAFF
Stakeholders also commended GRD for the quality of their staff who are perceived as highly
knowledgeable, committed, and responsive to the needs of the residents. GRD is fortunate to employ
individuals who love what they do and are well connected in the parks and recreation industry. Staff are
also noted for being resourceful by continuing to provide quality offerings, although funding challenges
often exist. GRD staff is also diverse and well equipped to serve a bilingual audience, including enhanced
marketing efforts to include a Spanish section in the program guide and readily available translation
services in-house.
STRONG PARTNERSHIPS
Over the years, GRD has been very effective developing and sustaining partnerships that benefit the
community. They have a great reputation as a team player and has been recognized for building strong
working relationships across various City departments, as well as great collaboration with external
partners. Those interviewed noted the effective partnerships with the South County Youth Task Force
and Gilroy Unified School District as prime examples of GRD’s partnering capabilities. Stakeholders agree
that existing partnerships must continue to be nurtured and leveraged, while also seeking new
opportunities for dynamic partnerships that improve the overall quality of life in the City.
OPPORTUNITIES
Based on stakeholder input, common themes for recreational opportunities within the City were
organized into three categories: facilities and amenities, programs and services, and administration.
Stakeholders have a variety of perspectives and ideas for GRD; however, the consensus agrees that the
need to improve the aging infrastructure of the system, address the lack of indoor recreation space, and
achieve greater financial sustainability will be paramount to the future success of GRD.
FACILITIES & AMENITIES
Stakeholders believe that facilities are aging, in need of repair, too small, and/or not accommodating
the needs for the community. As provided by stakeholders, the top recreation facility and amenity needs
included:
1. Access to an indoor multi-generational recreation center, similar to the Morgan Hill facility.
2. Address current aging facilities, equipment, and infrastructure, especially the Wheeler
Community Center and facilities that lack basic features like air conditioning, with an emphasis
on improving what we have versus building new.
3. An aquatic center / pool to serve the eastside of the City, as well as future aquatic facilities that
aren’t limited by school use.
4. Address deficiencies in neighborhood access to parks and facilities to ensure opportunities are
equitable for all parts of the City and reduce territorial / social tensions.
5. Increase the availability of ball diamonds and multi-purpose sports fields to meet the demand
for youth sports.
6. More ADA accessible amenities and facilities, such as playgrounds.
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7. An appropriate design for Las Animas Dog Park, as the current site has no grass and is rarely used.
8. Establish a park in downtown to help revitalize and create an urban center.
9. Continue to develop the trail system to increase connectivity and remove barriers to walkability
and park access throughout the City.
PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
Key Programs and Services that need to be addressed include:
•

More special / cultural events that bring the community together in a safe and social environment
and celebrate the heritage of the City.

•

Ensure we are catering to all types of residents – for example, GRD does a great job of providing
a safe haven for at-risk youth and the Senior Center has ample opportunities for the 55+ segment,
but we need to make sure we also serve households of varying income levels and provide
recreational opportunities for the young and middle-aged adults that are often limited in program
offerings.

•

Increase the length of the swimming season and enhance aquatic programming to meet resident
demand, which may require reworking of existing partnerships with the schools that limit public
access to aquatic facilities.

•

Youth programming would benefit from more youth sports, swim lessons, before and after school
care, and STEM classes.

•

Increase attractive teen and young adult activities, such as eSports.

•

Increase senior activities to meet the aging demographic of the City. Seniors would appreciate
more programming related to computer / technology skill development, transportation services,
low-impact fitness, and social activities.

•

Accommodate for increase in population especially preschool and school age children.

•

More visual and performing arts program opportunities.

•

Increase outreach and provide support to help alleviate challenges facing the large homeless
population in the City, especially those with children involved.

ADMINISTRATION
The most common administrative needs identified by stakeholders that should be major focus areas for
improving GRD include:
•

Establish cost recovery goals by core program areas and Division-wide to help measure and
achieve better financial sustainability.

•

Increase support for GRD and prioritize investment in recreation within the City, as well as
strengthening the relationship with City Council and establishing parks and recreation as an
integral part of the long-term vision.

•

Survey community wants and needs, especially when its tied to a referendum.

•

Developing a new staff culture to increase structure and new leadership.

•

Develop new, and/or strengthen existing, partnerships, while ensuring agreements have
equitable benefits for all parties involved.
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•

More competitive recruitment and retainment in the job market, as it is difficult to find talent
(especially part-time) due to low / unlivable wages, limited hours, and a cumbersome hiring
process.

TOP PRIORITY
Although the Stakeholders have a variety of priorities for GRD, some common themes were identified
through interviews. First and foremost, GRD must find the best path to fiscal sustainability, while
addressing shortcomings related to aging infrastructure and future needs of the community. Many are
hopeful this planning process clearly identifies the recreational needs of the community, provides a vision
for GRD, and gauges the support for additional taxes that could solidify the operational and/or capital
needs of the community.
Top priorities for GRD that were most frequently mentioned include:
1. Increase access to indoor recreation space, specifically a multi-generational, multi-purpose
recreation center.
2. Provide healthy, vibrant recreational programs for all Gilroy residents.
3. Improve fiscal sustainability for GRD by establishing cost recovery goals, an effective pricing
strategy, and performance metrics.
4. Understand community wants and needs for facilities and programs.
5. Improve existing facilities and infrastructure.
6. Better communicate the value and benefits of GRD to bolster support from city council and the
community at large.
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PUBLIC MEETINGS
The consultant team conducted a total of three public meetings and worked with GRD staff to develop
questions to poll meeting attendees in real time. The public meetings spanned two days and provided
attendees with an update / introduction to the Needs Assessment project, as well as the opportunity to
provide feedback and ask questions regarding the process. To ensure input from the City’s diverse
community, the public meetings also included a bilingual session to better connect with Spanish-speaking
individuals (Public Meeting #2) and an afternoon session for active adults (55+ years old) at the Senior
Center (Public Meeting #3), while Public Meeting #1 represented a much broader demographic.
LIVE POLLING RESULTS
The following sections describe the results for each polling question, which provides insight on existing
facilities / amenities, new facility / amenity development, program participation and preferences,
barriers to participation, and the most preferred methods of communication.

Public Meeting #1

TOP 3 EXISTING FACILITIES/AMENITIES YOU WANT THE CITY TO PROVIDE MORE OF
Respondents were able to select up to three
existing facilities / amenities they would like the
City to provide more of.
In Public Meeting #1, Indoor Recreation Space
(30%) was by far the most desired option,
followed by Indoor Gym (15%) and Pool (12%).
Indoor Gym (21%) was the most selected facility
/ amenity in Public Meeting #2, followed closely
by Indoor Recreation Spaces (20%), Pool (18%),
and Sports Fields (18%).

Public Meeting #3

Public Meeting #2

Participants in Public Meeting #3 also identified
Indoor Recreation Spaces (25%) as their top
choice, trailed by Picnic Shelters (17%) and
Indoor Gym (15%).
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Once again, Community Recreation Center
(29%) was the top choice among Public
Meeting #3 attendees, trailed by Indoor Gym
/ Fitness Center (18%) and Resource Center
(12%).

Public Meeting #2

Those polled in Public Meeting #3 also desired
most a new Community Recreation Center
(23%), followed by Outdoor Pool / Splash Pad
(16%) and Indoor Gym / Fitness Center (13%).

Public Meeting #3

The most wanted new facility / amenity for
respondents in Public Meeting #1 was a
Community Recreation Center (33%). This
stood out as the clear favorite, followed by
Indoor Gym / Fitness Center (16%), and
Outdoor Pool / Splashpad (12%).

Public Meeting #1

TOP 3 NEW FACILITIES / AMENITIES YOU WANT THE CITY TO PROVIDE?
Meeting attendees were also asked to identify
up to three new facilities / amenities they
would like the City to provide.

47

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Public Meeting #3 attendees participate the
most in Senior Programs (34%), followed by
Adult Enrichment and Fitness Classes (22%)
and Special Events (15%).

Public Meeting #2

Public Meeting #2 also has Special Events
(24%) as the top choice, followed by Cultural
Arts (22%) and City Sports Leagues (14%).

Public Meeting #3

Attendees of Public Meeting #1 indicated
their households participate most in Special
Events (23%), followed by Adult Enrichment
and Fitness Classes (22%) and Cultural Arts
(16%).

Public Meeting #1

TOP 3 PROGRAMS YOU PARTICIPATE IN THE MOST
Next, attendees were asked to identify the
top three programs their household
participates in the most.
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The top three most wanted programs in
Public Meeting #3 were Senior Activities
(26%), Special Needs Programming (22%), and
Adult Enrichment and Fitness Classes (13%).

Public Meeting #2

Participants from Public Meeting #2 identified
Swim Lessons (17%) as their top program
choice, followed by SCYTF Crime Prevention
(16%) and After School (13%).

Public Meeting #3

In Public Meeting #1, attendees indicated
they desire more Cultural Arts (15%), tailed
closely by Adult Enrichment and Fitness
Classes (14%) and Senior Activities (14%).

Public Meeting #1

TOP 3 EXISTING PROGRAMS YOU WANT THE CITY TO PROVIDE MORE OF
Public meeting participants were also asked
which programs they would like the City to
provide more.
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Public Meeting #3 attendees stated that Too
Expensive (19%) was also the top barrier for
them, followed by I Don’t Know What Is
Offered
(15%),
Culturally
Relevant
Programming (13%), Lack of Facilities (13%),
and Not Enough Choices (13%).

Public Meeting #2

Meeting #2 participants indicated offerings
are Too Expensive (26%) as the highest
barrier, trailed by a lack of Culturally
Relevant Programming (17%) and Not Enough
Choices (15%).

Public Meeting #3

Public Meeting #1 attendees indicated a Lack
of Facilities (20%) as the top barrier, followed
by Not Enough Choices (16%) and Too
Expensive (16%).

Public Meeting #1

TOP 3 BARRIERS THAT PREVENT YOU FROM PARTICIPATING MORE IN THE CITY’S OFFERINGS?
Attendees were then asked to identify the top
three barriers to participating in City
offerings.
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Those polled in Public Meeting #3 most prefer
Printed Material (23%), Gilroy Activity Guide
(20%), and Banners / Flyers (19%) as means
for communication from the City.

Public Meeting #2

In Public Meeting #2, participants’ most
preferred communication methods were
Email (21%), Social Media (17%), Gilroy
Recreation Guide (13%), and Text Notification
/ Call (13%).

Public Meeting #3

For attendees in Public Meeting #1, Email
(20%), Gilroy Activity Guide (19%), Social
Media (13%), and the Website (13%) were the
most preferred means of communication.

Public Meeting #1

CHOOSE YOUR TOP 3 PREFERRED MEANS OF COMMUNICATION FROM THE CITY?
Finally, public meeting attendees identified
their preferred means of communication by
selecting up to three mediums for receiving
information from the City.
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STATISTICALLY VALID COMMUNITY SURVEY
ETC Institute administered a parks and recreation needs assessment in late 2019 for the City. This
assessment was administered as part of the City’s efforts to develop area parks, facilities, and programs.
Information compiled from the assessment will provide key data to set a clear vision for the future. This
survey will determine priorities for parks, recreation facilities, program offerings, and special event
offerings in the City.
METHODOLOGY
ETC Institute mailed a survey packet to a random sample of households in the City. Each survey packet
contained a cover letter, a copy of the survey, and a postage‐paid return envelope. Residents who
received the survey were given the option of returning the survey by mail or completing it online at
www.GilroySurvey.org.
Ten days after the surveys were mailed, ETC Institute sent emails to the households that received the
survey to encourage participation. The emails contained a link to the online version of the survey to
make it easy for residents to complete the survey. To prevent people who were not residents of the City
from participating, everyone who completed the survey online was required to enter their home address
prior to submitting the survey. ETC Institute then matched the addresses that were entered online with
the addresses that were originally selected for the random sample. If the address from a survey
completed online did not match one of the addresses selected for the sample, the online survey was
not counted.
The goal was to obtain completed surveys from at least 375 residents. The goal was exceeded with a
total of 419 residents completing the survey. The overall results for the sample of 419 households have
a precision of at least +/‐4.8% at the 95% level of confidence.
This report contains the following:
•
•

Charts showing the overall results of the survey
Priority Investment Rating (PIR) that identifies priorities for facilities and programs

The major findings of the survey are summarized on the following pages. The full survey report can be
requested through the City.
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PARKS AND FACILITIES USE AND RATINGS
Use. Eighty‐five percent (85%) of respondent households indicated they had visited City parks and
facilities during the past 12 months. Respondents who said have visited parks/facilities in the past year
(85%) were asked how often they had visited City parks and/or facilities.
•
•
•
•
•

8% of the respondents visited parks and/or facilities 5 or more times a week
27% of the respondents visited parks and/or facilities 2 to 4 times a week
17% of the respondents visited parks and/or facilities once a week
25% of the respondents visited parks and/or facilities 1 to 3 times a month
22% of the respondents visited parks and/or facilities less than once a month

Thirty percent (30%) of respondents used public schools for their recreation and sports activities needs
during the past 12 months. Twenty‐nine percent (29%) of respondents used neighboring cities and City
Recreation Division for their recreation and sports activities needs during the past 12 months.
Ratings. Of the respondents who indicated they had visited parks/facilities in the past year (85%), 70%
rated the physical condition of City parks/facilities as “excellent” (13%) and “good” (57%). Twenty‐eight
percent (28%) of the respondents (85%) gave the condition of City parks/facilities.
BARRIERS TO PARK AND FACILITY USE
Respondents that did not visit any City park/facility in the past year (15%) were asked to indicate the
primary reasons they do not use City facilities more often.
•
•
•
•

19% of the respondents do not feel safe using parks/trails
14% of the respondents use parks/trails in other cities
14% of the respondents are not aware of parks’ or trails’ locations
14% of the respondents do not use City facilities because of the lack of restrooms

PROGRAM USE, RATINGS, AND PREFERRED METHOD OF INFORMATION
Use. Thirty‐one percent (31%) of respondents indicated they have participated in City recreation
programs during the past 12 months. These respondents (31%) were asked to indicate how many City
programs they had participated in during the past 12 months.
•
•
•

47% of the respondents participated in 1 program
41% of the respondents participated in 2 to 3 programs
12% of the respondents participated in 4 to 6 programs

Ratings. Of the respondents who indicated they had used City programs in the past year (31%), 85% rated
the physical condition of City parks/facilities as “excellent” (26%) and “good” (59%). Thirteen percent
(13%) of the respondents (31%) gave the condition of City programs a “fair” rating and 2% a “poor” rating.
Method(s) of Receiving Information. Responding households were asked what their preferred method of
learning about City recreation programs and activities.
•
•
•
•

66% of respondents learn about City programs/activities through the City recreation
guide
48% of respondents learn about City programs/activities from friends and neighbors
38% of respondents learn about City programs/activities through the City website

The top methods of communication that respondent households most prefer, based on the sum of
respondents’ top three choices, were: City recreation guide (52%), City website (37%), and emails (34%).
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BARRIERS TO PROGRAM USE
Respondents that have not participated in City recreation programs (69%) during the past 12 months were
asked to indicate the primary reasons they do not use City programs more often.
•
•
•

37% of the respondents indicated they are too busy/not interested
23% of the respondents indicated they do not know what is offered
18% of the respondents indicated the program times are not convenient

FACILITY NEEDS AND PRIORITIES
Facility/Amenity Needs. Respondents were asked to identify if their household had a need for 27
facilities/amenities and rate how well their needs for each were currently being met. Based on this
analysis, ETC Institute was able to estimate the number of households in the community that had the
greatest “unmet” need for various facilities/amenities.
The five recreation facilities/amenities with the highest percentage of households that have an unmet
need were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Indoor swimming pool – 6,644 households (or 40%),
Community center – 5,931 households (or 36%),
Multiuse paved trails – 5,770 households (or 35%),
Open space conservation areas – 5,389 households (or 32%), and
Multiuse unpaved trails – 5,202 (or 31%).

Below is the estimated number of households that have unmet needs for each of the 27
facilities/amenities that were assessed.
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Facility/Amenity Importance: In addition to assessing the needs for each facility/amenity, ETC Institute
also assessed the importance that residents placed on each amenity. Based on the sum of respondents’
top four choices, the five most important facilities/amenities to residents were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Multiuse paved trails (39%),
Community center (23%),
Indoor swimming pool (23%),
ADA/senior accessible parks/walking trails (22%), and
Multiuse unpaved trails (21%).

The percentage of residents who selected each facility/amenity as one of their top four choices is shown
in the graph below.
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Priorities for Facility/Amenity Investments: The Priority Investment Rating (PIR) was developed by ETC
Institute to provide organizations with an objective tool for evaluating the priority that should be placed
on parks and recreation investments. The Priority Investment Rating (PIR) equally weighs (1) the
importance that residents place on amenity/program and (2) how many residents have unmet needs for
the amenity/program.
Based the Priority Investment Rating (PIR), the following eight facilities/amenities were rated as high
priorities for investment:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Multiuse paved trails (PIR=187)
Indoor swimming pool (PIR=158)
Community center (PIR=148)
Multiuse unpaved trails (PIR=132)
Open space conservation areas (PIR=113)
ADA/senior accessible parks/walking trails (PIR=111)
Shaded play areas (PIR=106)
Small neighborhood parks (PIR=105)

The chart below shows the Priority Investment Rating for each of the 27 facilities/amenities that were
rated.
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PROGRAM NEEDS AND PRIORITIES
Program Needs. Respondents were also asked to identify if their household had a need for 28 programs
and rate how well their needs for each program were currently being met. Based on this analysis, ETC
Institute was able to estimate the number of households in the community that had “unmet” needs for
each program.
The five recreation programs with the highest percentage of households that have an unmet need were:
1.
2.
1.
3.
4.

Adult fitness and wellness programs – 7,083 households (or 43%),
Exercise classes – 6,096 households (or 37%),
Water fitness programs/lap swimming – 4,102 households (or 25%),
Senior programs – 3,840 households (or 23%), and
Cultural enrichment – 3,723 households (or 22%).

The estimated number of households that have unmet needs for each of the 28 programs that were
assessed is shown in the graph below.
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Program Importance. In addition to assessing the needs for each program, ETC Institute also assessed
the importance that residents placed on each program. Based on the sum of respondents’ top four
choices, the five most important programs to residents were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Adult fitness and wellness programs (36%),
Exercise classes (24%),
Senior programs (21%),
Community special events (15%), and
Mountain bike trails (14%).

The percentage of residents who selected each activity/program as one of their top four choices is shown
in the following chart.
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Priorities for Program Investments. Based on the priority investment rating (PIR), the following three
activities/programs were rated as “high priorities” for investment:
•
•
•

Adult fitness and wellness programs (PIR=200)
Exercise classes (PIR=151)
Senior programs (PIR=113)

The graph below shows the Priority Investment Rating (PIR) for each of the 28 programs that were
rated.
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
Potential Benefits of City Recreation System. The highest level of agreement with statements
concerning the potential benefits to the City’s recreation system, based on the sum of “strongly agree”
and “agree” among respondents who have an opinion, were: makes Gilroy a more desirable place to live
(84%), provides volunteer opportunities for the community (78%), and preserves open space and protects
the environment (78%).
Community Center. The highest levels of importance of proposed community center features, based on
the sum of “several times/week” and “a few times a month” among respondents who have an opinion,
were: aerobics/fitness/gymnastics space (53%), indoor lap lanes (48%), indoor running/walking track
(48%), and weight room/cardiovascular equipment area (44%).
Respondent households would most likely use a multigenerational community center, based on the sum
of their top four choices, with these features: aerobics/fitness/gymnastics space (37%), indoor lap lanes
(34%), indoor running/walking track (32%), and weight room/cardiovascular equipment area (29%).
Respondents were asked their opinion on how a new multigenerational community center should be paid.
•
•
•
•

47% of respondents indicated that taxes should pay majority of costs and fees from users for
remaining costs
29% of respondents indicated that fees from users should pay majority of costs and taxes for
remaining costs
17% of respondents indicated operations should be paid 100% through fees
7% of respondents indicated operations should be paid 100% through taxes

Ratings. Level of satisfaction with the overall value respondent households receive from the City
Recreation Division was: 8% of respondents were “very satisfied,” 34% of respondents were “satisfied,”
46% of respondents were “neutral,” 8% of respondents were “dissatisfied,” and 4% of respondents were
“very dissatisfied.”
Level of Support for Improvements. The highest level of support for actions that the City could take to
improve the parks and recreation system, based on the sum of “very supportive” and “supportive”
responses among residents who had an opinion, were: develop new walking trails (74%), improve existing
trail system (72%), and improve existing park restrooms (71%).
Actions that respondent households would be most willing to fund, based on the sum of respondents’ top
four choices, were: develop new walking trails, establish a partnership for operating an indoor recreation
facility, and improve existing trail system, and add new restrooms in parks.
CONCLUSIONS
To ensure that the City continues to meet the needs and expectations of the community, ETC Institute
recommends that the GRD sustain and/or improve the performance in areas that were identified as “high
priorities” by the Priority Investment Rating (PIR). The activities/programs and amenities with the
highest PIR ratings are listed below.
FACILITY PRIORITIES
• Multiuse paved trails (PIR=187)
• Indoor swimming pool (PIR=158)
• Community center (PIR=148)
• Multiuse unpaved trails (PIR=132)
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•
•
•
•

Open space conservation areas (PIR=113)
ADA/senior accessible parks/walking trails (PIR=111)
Shaded play areas (PIR=106)
Small neighborhood parks (PIR=105)

PROGRAM PRIORITIES
• Adult fitness and wellness programs (PIR=200)
• Exercise Classes (PIR=151)
• Senior programs (PIR=113)
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ONLINE COMMUNITY SURVEY
In addition to the statistically-valid community survey, an online survey
(powered by SurveyMonkey) was conducted to better understand the
characteristics, preferences, and satisfaction levels of residents. The online
survey mirrored questions from the statistically-valid survey distributed by
ETC. This allowed residents that were not randomly selected for the ETC
survey the opportunity to be part of the community input process.
The survey was available from May to June 2020, and included versions in both English and Spanish. The
online survey received a total of 640 anonymous responses, which consisted of 613 taken in English and
27 completed in Spanish. The following is a summary of the findings, and detailed responses to questions
can be found in the Appendix.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The consulting team recognizes the Gilroy Recreation Needs Assessment Community Survey was
completed by individuals who are familiar with the Division and mostly represent those aged 35-54.
COVID-19 IMPACT / COMMUNITY BENEFIT
• 74% of survey respondents believe that the COVID-19 pandemic has increased the household value
of recreation, parks, trails, and open space.
• 81% of survey respondents Agree or Strongly Agree that GRD makes Gilroy a more desirable place
to live
• 80% of those surveyed Agree or Strongly Agree that GRD provides volunteer opportunities for the
community.
• 80% of survey respondents Agree or Strongly Agree that GRD provides positive social interactions
for households
• 48% of survey respondents are Satisfied or Very Satisfied with the overall value their household
receives from GRD.
PARKS AND FACILITIES
• 94% of those surveyed have visited a City park or facility within the last year, with 74% visiting
at least once a week.
• 68% of respondents that visited a park or facility rate the quality as either Good or Excellent.
• Top three barriers for park visits include, Do not feel safe using parks/trails (41%), Lack of
restrooms (38%), and Lack of features we want to use (33%).
• Top three needs include; Multi use paved trails, large community parks, and multi-use unpaved
trails.
• The top three most important amenities include Multi-use paved trails, indoor swimming pool,
and multi-use unpaved trails.
MARKETING
• Top three marketing methods used to learn about recreation programs include the City
Recreation Guide (70%), City Website (58%), and Friends & neighbors (53%).
• Respondents indicated they would prefer to learn most through the City Recreation Guide (55%),
Emails (53%), and City Website (44%).
PROGRAMS
• 58% of respondents have participated in GRD programs in the last year, with 68% participating in
at least two programs per year.
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•
•
•
•

91% of those surveyed rated the quality of programs as either Good or Excellent.
Top three barriers for participation in programs include; I don’t know what is being offered (27%),
Too busy/not interested (24%), Program times are not convenient (21%).
Top three program needs include: Community special events, adult fitness and wellness, and
exercise classes.
Most important programs include; adult fitness and wellness, swim lessons, and Youth sports
programs/camps.

POTENTIAL SUPPORT FOR MULTI-GENERATIONAL COMMUNITY CENTER
• If the City developed a multi-generational facility, survey respondents indicated the most used
recreation spaces would be: indoor swimming pool lap lanes, aerobics/fitness/gymnastics space,
and indoor walking/running track.
• Among those surveyed, funding of a potential facility has the most support at a 50%/50% split for
taxes and user fees, followed closely by 75% tax / 25% user fees.

63

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

CHAPTER FOUR - ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT
SWOT ANALYSIS
The Consulting team engaged GRD leadership and other key staff in discussions to identify strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) of the organization. These were open, guided discussions
with the intent of developing a fundamental understanding of the organization in its current state and
identifying a vision for the future from the perspective of GRD staff.
Note: This SWOT was done in 2019 prior to the Covid-19 pandemic and the Department’s reorganization
to a Division.
The SWOT discussion was facilitated using the following definitions and feedback was organized into
summary charts for each category.
SWOT DEFINITIONS
STRENGTHS
Strengths are an internal analysis of what an organization does well and it is useful to think of strengths
as special capabilities or expertise. These are things that have enabled the organization to be successful
to this point, and how it has prepared itself to compete in the future.
WEAKNESSES
Weaknesses are also considered to be an internal analysis and is the opportunity for an organization to
identify areas of improvement. They include problems that need to be corrected, deficiencies
recognized through a comparison with other agencies or best practices, or deficiencies such as lacking
the resources to grow.
Once strengths and weaknesses have been identified, the SWOT analysis becomes more external in nature
and involves identifying ways in which the organization can better position itself for increased success in
the future.
OPPORTUNITIES
Opportunity seeking is an external analysis of strategic factors that can enhance or improve services the
organization offers (both new and existing services), and a defined customer group at which that service
is targeted (again including new and existing customers).
THREATS
Threat identification is also external in nature as “internal threats” are considered to be weaknesses.
Threats are external trends or forces that adversely affect the organization that cannot be left
unaddressed or even ignored.
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SWOT SUMMARY
Strengths (Internal – May be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Seasonal Activity Guide reaches all Gilroy
households
Experienced and adaptable recreation staff
with varied backgrounds and levels of expertise
Accessible and affordable programs for all
residents
Division-funded youth scholarship fund
City-wide volunteer program
Youth job development training / employment
opportunities
Successful partnerships (GUSD, communitybased organizations, grass-roots, public
health, businesses)
Programming for at-risk youth (i.e., Late Night
Gym, Pro-Com Tournaments, Public Safety
Partnerships)
Support South County Youth Task Force (San
Ysidro/East Gilroy)
New registration software that is more
customer service friendly, provides more
options and is easier to navigate
Program offerings for non-residents
Award-winning marketing/media promotions
Multiple program locations/facilities in Gilroy
In-house certified CPR, First Aid, AED,
lifeguards and lifeguard instructors
High level of customer satisfaction and loyalty
Provide free recreational opportunities at-risk,
disenfranchised and low-income children and
families
Successful partnership with public safety
agencies
Bilingual staff
Offer culturally relevant programming
Provide intergenerational programming

Weaknesses (Internal – May be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Program fees could be increased for recreation
activities
The non-resident fee is too low (Currently $10)
Staff supports four commissions, impeding on
their ability to grow revenue generating
programs
Strong WiFi not available at all city facilities.
No long-term marketing strategy or plan
Lack Spanish translation on many marketing
materials such flyers, email announcements,
and parks and facility reservation policies
Staff is not active enough in CPRS District 4
meetings, conferences and trainings
Lack of opportunities for customer feedback on
program experience
Staff doesn’t do enough to “Tell our story”
using videos, images and social media outlets
Lack of branding (name recognition)
Lack of innovative and progressive programming
(e.g., pet-involved, surfing/paddle boarding)
Retention of experienced p/t staff
Not enough time spent recruiting new contract
instructors
Long term programming for high profile grant
funded programs is threatened when grant ends
No dedicated grant writer
No participant membership fee that would
generate a steady revenue stream, similar to
Morgan Hill
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Opportunity (External–May not be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Potential San Jose Sharks ice-rink
development / partnership
Potential development of an outdoor dirt bike
park and trails
Dedicated Division Grant Writer
Dedicated Marketing Coordinator
Corporate sponsorships
Dedicated handyperson to make repairs on
facilities
Child care program at shopping outlets
Employee registration discounts
City-owned, year-round swimming pool
Placement of marque/electronic billboard
with high visibility location
Mobile Recreation Van to program in
neighborhoods
Increase budget to reflect and serve growing
population
Attract more regional participants in
programming and special events

Threats (External – May not be able to control)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Aging city-owned facilities lack modern
amenities and accessibility
Staffing levels, program budgets, and facilities
are limiting programming opportunities
Pressure to generate more revenue but still serve
both affluent & low-income residents (income is
lowest in SCC)
Gilroy residents participating in Morgan Hill
recreation programs
Insurance
requirements
limit
potential
contractors
Trouble recruiting p/t staff due to low wages
Losing p/t staff due to a City policy that doesn’t
allow more than 25 hours
Length of time to recruit and onboard new
employees and volunteers (i.e., Human
Resources)
Lack of facilities for recreation classes
Lack of access to GUSD facilities and playgrounds
due to student priority use & to protect from
vandalism
State funded Free Transitional Kindergarten
program, negatively affecting current ECR
enrollment
Competition with state funded Power School
program (free afterschool and summer
programming)
Increased competition from CBO’s, fitness/
sports clubs, travel teams and churches
Lack of local jobs limiting commuters time to
participate in recreational opportunities
Limited technological resources
Limited ability to conduct outreach to at-risk &
disengaged children and youth
New Division staffing, budget and organizational
situation

BENCHMARK ANALYSIS
Benchmarking is a great tool for evaluating how effective an organization is by comparing it to
competitors, similar agencies, and/or industry best practices. By looking outward, GRD can better
understand how well it is performing relative to industry norms. The goal of the analysis is to evaluate
how GRD is positioned among peer agencies, as it applies to efficiency and effectiveness practices.
METHODOLOGY
Due to the timing of this report, GRD’s performance metrics have shifted drastically and currently remain
in flux as the reorganization and budget cuts continue to solidify. For these reasons, the benchmark
analysis was developed as a white paper report versus a traditional agency comparison. Information was
obtained from the National Recreation and Park Association’s (NRPA) Park Metrics database and reflects
data reported by park and recreation agencies from 2017-2019. This report focused on information from
the full NRPA database as well as the subset of similar sized agencies (serving 50K-100K people), and
information is provided at the lower quartile, median, and upper quartile levels for comparison.
The following sections provide a benchmark comparison of key performance factors for GRD to evaluate
its own metrics against moving forward. As organizational changes continue to settle in for GRD, it will
be important for the GRD to track performance measures and assess them against industry benchmark
levels. The key performance metrics that were selected for analysis included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Park and Recreation FTEs per 10,000 residents
Operating Expenditures per Capita
Distribution of Operating Expenditures
Park and Recreation Revenue per Capita
Five-Year Capital Budget Spending
Targets for Capital Expenditures
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BENCHMARK COMPARISON
STAFFING
This section explains typical staffing levels by parks and recreation agencies by comparing full-time
equivalents (FTEs) to the total population served. Total FTEs per 10,000 residents is a key performance
metric that assesses how well each system is equipped, in terms of human resources, to provide
recreational opportunities. The national median for all agencies is 8.1 FTEs per 10,000 residents, while
that number increases to 9.9 FTEs as the median staffing level for agencies serving 50K-100K people. As
GRD assesses itself against this performance measure in the future, it must account for park maintenance
staff as part of its final FTE count, as most agencies reporting data are traditional park and recreation
agencies with maintenance in house.
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OPERATING EXPENSE PER CAPITA
Dividing the annual operational budget by each service area’s population allows for a comparison of how
much each agency is spending on a per resident basis. Based on information from NRPA Park Metrics,
median spending is between $81-$89 per resident for parks and recreation agencies nationally and of
similar-sized jurisdictions. Again, GRD should include park maintenance figures when benchmarking
against this performance metric.
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DISTRIBUTION OF EXPENDITURES
Looking closer at the operating budget, the chart below shows the distribution of operating expenditures
to provide reference points for how parks and recreation agencies allocates resources. The full NRPA
database nearly mirrors agencies serving 50K-100K people, with agencies dedicating 54% to personnel,
38% to operations, 5% to capital outside of CIP, and 2% for other expenses. As with all performance
metrics, GRD should track information that combines park maintenance spending, as most agencies
reporting information typically operate with parks and recreation under the same umbrella.
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REVENUE PER CAPITA
By comparing annual non-tax revenue to the population, the annual revenue generated on a per resident
basis can be determined. The chart below shows that the national median for all agencies is nearly $21
of generated revenue per resident, which increases to $22 for agencies serving 50K-100K. Prior to the
pandemic and reorganization, GRD was trailing the national median with around $18 of revenue per
resident. This will be a critical metric to monitor in the near future to assess how changes / cuts to
programming are affecting the revenue generating capabilities of GRD. In addition, it may also require
future offerings to consider fees and charges and pricing policies in a way that supports revenue
generation and financial sustainability.
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CIP SUMMARY
Capital spending can be very volatile from agency to agency, and each community’s needs are very
different and funding options vary greatly. Keeping this in mind, the chart below gives an idea of what
agencies typically budget to spend on capital improvements each year, as a five-year average. As shown
below, the national median is around $5 million of capital investment budgeted annually, and it jumps
to nearly $9 million for agencies serving 50K-100K residents. Although the City has implemented a freeze
on capital improvements related to parks and recreation, this information helps quantify what level of
spending agencies are typically dedicating to capital nationwide.
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CIP USE
The table below describes the designated uses for capital investments for agencies reporting information
to NRPA. Capital spending is categorized as either Renovation, New Development, Acquisition, and Other.
As depicted, agencies typically invest most heavily in Renovation projects (55%+), followed by New
Development (~30%) and, to a lesser degree, Acquisition (7%) and Other (6%). This gives GRD some points
of comparison as the capital spending freeze is released and funding eventually becomes available.
Because there will be a significant backlog of deferred infrastructure needs, GRD’s spending will likely
be more heavily attributed to renovation projects once capital spending is able to resume.
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CHAPTER FIVE - ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAMS, PARKS, & FACILITIES
PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
INTRODUCTION
As part of the Needs Assessment, the consulting team conducted a Recreation Program Assessment of
the services offered by GRD. The assessment offers an in-depth perspective of program and service
offerings and helps identify strengths, challenges, and opportunities regarding programming. The
assessment also assists in identifying core programs, program gaps within the community, key systemwide issues, areas of improvement, and future programs and services for residents and visitors.
The consulting team based these program findings and comments from a review of information provided
by the Division, including program descriptions, financial data, website content, and discussions with
staff. This report addresses the program offerings from a systematic perspective for the entire portfolio
of programs. It should be noted that budget cuts and reductions in staffing occurred during the COVID19 pandemic that will significantly impact the service delivery of the Division. From a programmatic
standpoint, the following analyses were conducted based on information prior to budget cuts and the
ability to achieve future performance and recommendations will be reliant on GRD’s ability to recover.
FRAMEWORK
The mission of the Parks & Recreation Commission is, “committed to enhancing the quality of life for its
citizens by promoting planning, acquisition, development, and sustainability of parks, trails, cultural,
historical, and other recreational areas. The commission embraces wellness and recreation, park safety,
and inclusiveness for all ages and abilities because Parks Make Life Better.”
The Division provides a broad range of recreation and leisure programming for all ages. GRD provides
recreation services across 18 parks, 370 acres, and 69,000 square feet of indoor recreation facilities.
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Below are some overall observations that stood out while analyzing the program data that was provided
by staff:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

A total of ten (10) Core Program Areas were established by the Division. Overall, the program
descriptions effectively communicate the key benefits and goals of each Core Program Area.
Age segment distribution is good, but this needs to be monitored to ensure program distribution
aligns with community demographics, especially in regards to families and seniors. Based on the
current demographics, the Division’s target audience has a strong family presence, while it is
projected to experience an aging trend.
The Classification of Programs analysis reveals the majority of the current mix is focused on
Value-Added services, which are the most sustainable offerings because they are supported by
user fees; however, these programs primarily benefit individual users. With less than 11% of
programs classified as Essential services, the Division must assess whether it is providing
sufficient opportunities for little to no cost that support the greater good of the community.
The Program Lifecycle distribution reflects a mix of young and old programs offered by GRD.
While the majority of programs are attributed to the early lifecycle stages, the saturation and
decline stages have a higher distribution of programs than is recommended by best practices. It
will be important to refresh the programming mix with new, or revised, programs that backfill
the beginning lifecycle stages as existing programs begin to mature and reduce programs that
are in decline.
The Division’s volunteer program allows residents and organizations to easily get involved and
give back to the community through various volunteer opportunities, special events, programs,
etc. The Division must continue to evaluate and improve its formal volunteer policy by tracking
key performance data and trends.
From a marketing and promotions standpoint, the staff utilizes a variety of marketing methods
when promoting their programs including: printed and online program guides, the Division’s
website, email blasts, online newsletter, in-facility signage, and social media channels as a part
of the marketing mix. The Division would benefit from identifying marketing Return on
Investment (ROI) for all marketing initiatives and there may be opportunities to increase the
number of cross-promotions.
Currently, customer feedback methods are limited to only post-program surveys. Moving
forward, it is strongly recommended that the Division begins incorporating additional user
feedback on a consistent basis, as a key performance measure that can be tracked over time.
Pricing strategies are varied across the different Program Areas and somewhat limited in the
variety of tactics utilized. The most frequently used approaches include differential pricing
based on residency and customer’s ability to pay. These are good practices and must be
continued, but there is a potential opportunity to incorporate a pricing strategy based on age
segments, prime versus non-prime times, and tying pricing strategies to cost recovery goals.
Financial performance measures such as cost recovery goals have recently been implemented
and it will be important to effectively track the actual cost recovery performance and create
more well-defined cost recovery goals. Moving forward, staff must be sure to track direct and
indirect costs for programs down to the individual program offerings to better assess whether
the Division is meeting established goals.

75

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

CORE PROGRAM AREAS
To help achieve the mission, it is important to identify Core Program Areas based on current and future
needs to create a sense of focus around specific program areas of greatest importance to the community.
Public recreation is challenged by the premise of being all things to all people. In the current pandemic
and uncertain financial situation, as the Division looks to prioritize the community’s needs and its
spending based on recent cuts, it is even more important to identify and focus on core programs. The
philosophy of the Core Program Area is to assist staff, policy makers, and the public to focus on what is
most important. Program areas are considered as Core if they meet many of the following criteria:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The program area has been provided for a long period of time (over 4-5 years) and/or is expected
by the community.
The program area consumes a relatively large portion (5% or more) of the agency’s overall
budget.
The program area is offered 3-4 seasons per year.
The program area has wide demographic appeal.
There is a tiered level of skill development available within the program area’s offerings.
There is full-time staff responsible for the program area.
There are facilities designed specifically to support the program area.
The agency controls a significant percentage (20% or more) of the local market.

EXISTING CORE PROGRAM AREAS
In consultation with the Division staff, the planning team identified ten (10) Core Program Areas that are
currently offered. These Core Program Areas serve as a framework for assessing the current program
offerings of the Division.

Existing Core
Program Areas

East Gilroy

Seniors

Adaptive /
Special Needs

Fitness &
Wellness

Volunteers

Adult Sports

Cultural Arts

Youth Sports

Aquatics

Children /
Youth Services

76

Adaptive / Special
Needs

Description: The fee-based adaptive program is designed for teens and
adults with physical disabilities and facilitates recreational programming
which improves the participants’ motor skills, self-esteem, coping
mechanism, attention span, self-sufficiency, and socializing skills.

Goals: To provide socially interactive and physically beneficial programs
and outlets for the city's special needs population. The program, which
charges below market rate prices, should aim to serve at least twodozen participants on a daily basis while offering bimonthly special

Adult Sports

events to expand social engagement opportunities.

Description: Offer men's basketball league and men's/women/co-ed
softball to encourage physical wellness and socialization.

Goals: Provide fee-based, physical recreational opportunities for adults
at or slightly below market-based rate.

Description: Comprised of seasonal recreation swim, youth swim lessons,
and water-based aerobics; also year-round lifeguarding and water safety

Aquatics

instructor certification classes; and a junior lifeguard program that
allows them to volunteer during summer to support with lessons and
recreation swim.

Goals: Provides either low-cost or no-cost opportunities for hundreds of
youth to learn how or improve their swimming skills; Able to serve
thousands of families and individuals at the aquatic center; train dozens of
teens and adults to become lifeguards and water safety instructors; Feebased programs that can recover about half to two-thirds of its costs.

Children / Youth
Services

Description: Non-sports programs for children and youth. Comprised of
city-run preschools, after school programs, summer camps, and a
leadership training program for teens. Programs also include contract
instructor-led STEAM classes.

Goals: Provides a variety of affordable and market-rate recreation
programs to children, youth and teens with varied interests. Contract-led
classes are fully cost recoverable while city-run programs typically recover
the entire or close its costs.
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Fitness & Wellness

Cultural Arts

Description: Contract instructor-led dance, theater, and art-focused
programs geared for you ages 0-17 years old.

Goals: To provided full cost-recovery art-centered programs for
Gilroy's youth. These programs, in particular, are vital since area
public school do not incorporate the arts into their daily curriculum.

Description: Provides physical engaging opportunities for youth and
adults. Programs include drop-in pickleball, crossfit, and various fitness
classes.

Goals: Opportunity to provide meaningful and physically non-traditional
sports enduring programs for all ages and all levels.

Description: San Ysidro Cultural Center is a small community center located at
San Ysidro Park in East Gilroy, where there are free social services and
recreational activities provided on a daily basis. These activities include
cultural celebrations, guitar, dance, and culturally relevant cooking classes,
Restorative Circles (specific for at-risk youth), and Saturday morning tutoring.

East Gilroy

There's a neighborhood group that meets on a monthly basis at the center.
Also, special events are offered throughout the year to create community
engagement and park activation. The South County Youth Task Force is a
community collaborative that is address the effects of violence and gangs on
our youth and in our community. It is a cross-sector, multi-agency partnership
that is implementing a multi-faceted, community-oriented approach to create
culturally-responsive prevention and intervention practices.

Goals: To provide life-skill and community-building services to East
Gilroy/lower-income residents (youth and adults), in hopes that these services
will lower neighborhood crime, activate usage of the park, and encourage
positive social behavior. All services are free to participants.

Description: Senior services offers a wide range of services and activities
for the city's elderly population. With an average of 100+ senior
participants daily, older residents are able to access social services, legal

Seniors

aide, housing information, nutritional meals, and care management
support and participate in recreational programs

Goals: To provide essential services at no cost to a vulnerable population.
Program should strive to serve 100 or more seniors (60 years or older) on a
daily basis.
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Description: The City’s volunteer program recruits more than 500
volunteers to augment city services. These efforts include Community

Volunteers

Emergency Response Team, Volunteers in Policing (VIP), Amateur Radio
Emergency Services, museum archivists, city commissioners, youth
sport coaches, theater parents, police chaplains, junior lifeguards, and
others.
Goals: Meaningfully engage residents in providing a direct service that
augments city services and benefits the entire community. There is no
cost to volunteer.

Description: Focuses on league programs like soccer and basketball and
Youth Sports

also skills focused classes such as basketball, soccer, football, tennis,
gymnastics, golf, among others. Also, provides introductory multi-sport
classes for preschool and early primary grade youth.

Goals: Provide a wide breadth of opportunities for children and
teenagers to participate in a non-competitive recreation programs. Cityrun programs should achieve either full cost-recovery or close to it.

PROGRAM IMPLICATIONS FROM BUDGET CUTS
In the Spring of 2020, exacerbated by the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, GRD faced significant budget
cuts as part of a city-wide initiative to cut costs. In addition to personnel losses, a significant portion of
GRD programs were frozen and will not be offered again until suitable cost recovery strategies can be
established (see list below). Due to the timing of the program freeze and this assessment, these programs
were included in the following analyses with the intention that strategies outlined can be applied to
salvage offerings. As more suitable strategies are established, it will be important to prioritize which
programs to reestablish based on the level of community need that exists and alignment with cost
recovery goals desired.
Adult Sports

Aquatics

Children / Youth Services

Volunteers / Events

Adult Softball

Swim lessons

School year program

Gilroy Kids Triathlon

Wrestling program and camp

Breakfast with Santa

Youth Basketball classes, clinics
and camps

Adult Basketball
Pickleball
Dodgeball League

Jr. Lifeguard Training class

Summer camps

Youth Sports

Solorsano Middle School After Jr. Recreation Leader volunteer
Lifeguard and WSI certification
Winter Youth Basketball league
School
program
Spring and Fall Youth Soccer
Summer Day Camp at Gilroy
Recreation and Lap Swim
Jr. Lifeguard volunteer program
Gardens
League
Bitty Lifeguard Camp

Safe Sitters

Sports Parties

Outdoor Pool Parties

Jr. Recreation Leader Training
class

Pee Wee Sports class and
camps

Water Aerobics

Gilroy Kids Triathlon Camp
Lit Sportsters
All Sports Camp
Dodgeball Camp
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CORE PROGRAM AREA RECOMMENDATIONS
The existing Core Program Areas provide a well-rounded and diverse array of program opportunities for
residents. Since the Division is currently facing budget cuts and program freezes, it will be important to
reassess all offerings on a regular basis to ensure they are effectively engaging the community and that
programming is aligned with the mission and vision.
Ideally, cost recovery strategies outlined later in this assessment can provide better structure to program
offerings that will allow GRD to
reintroduce programs that were
cut. Programs that have been
frozen should be evaluated to
establish a priority for which
programs the Division should
pursue for reintroduction.
An emerging area of program
offerings that staff is exploring
and can expand is Virtual
Programming. Many agencies
nationwide, including GRD, have
started offerings virtual offerings
of their existing programs.
ESports are one of the fastest
growing
program
areas
nationwide
and
can
be
participated in from any location,
which could allow GRD to
generate revenue and tap into a
larger audience in and around
Gilroy.
It is recommended that Core
Program Areas are reevaluated at
least once a year for their
effectiveness in serving the
evolving community and to keep
up with recreational trends.
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PROGRAM STRATEGY ANALYSIS
AGE SEGMENT ANALYSIS
The table below depicts each Core Program Area and the most prominent age segments they serve.
Recognizing that many Core Program Areas serve multiple age segments in various capacities, Primary
(noted with a ‘P’) and Secondary (noted with an ‘S’) markets are identified.

Age Segment Analysis
Core Program Area

Preschool
(5 & Under)

Elementary
(6-12)

Adaptive / Special Needs

Teens
(1317)
P

Adult
(18+)

Senior
(55+)

P

S

All Ages
Programs

Aquatics
Adult Sports

P

P

P

P
P

P
P

Yes

Children/Youth Services

P

P

P

S

S

Yes

Cultural Arts

P

P

P

S

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

S

S

P

P

P

P

P

S

Fitness & Wellness
East Gilroy

P

Seniors
Volunteers
Youth Sports

P

P

Yes

The age segment analysis completed by Core Program Area shows the age segments served and gaps in
service for the various Core Program Areas. Based on the analysis, current programs seem to be fairly
well-aligned with the community’s age profile, which skews younger and has a strong family presence,
while the senior population continues to grow. As the population is projected to experience a slow aging
trend in the near future, programs should be reevaluated annually to ensure they are adequately serving
all ages.
Another potential gap based on age segments is the Preschool (5 & under) and Elementary (ages 6-12)
segments. Some of the current offerings do not serve this youngest segment, such as adaptive / special
needs and volunteerism. Parks and recreation agencies often provide preschool education and/or child
care services as programming that is critical to serving community needs. Given the limited income levels
and large household sizes, it is important to ensure access to these programs that may be critical for
parents to secure employment opportunities. The Division should assess the current competitive
landscape for preschool and before/after school care in Gilroy to ensure that these populations are
adequately served.
Staff should continue to monitor demographic shifts along with program offerings to ensure that the
needs of each age group are being met. It would be best practice to establish a marketing plan to
identify age segments to target, define the message, select appropriate marketing method(s), create
social media campaigns, estimate costs and staffing, and determine measures for success before
allocating resources towards a particular effort.
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PROGRAM LIFECYCLE
The program lifecycle analysis involves reviewing each individual program offered by the Division to
determine the stage of growth (or decline) for each. This provides a way of informing strategic decisions
about the overall mix of programs managed by the agency to ensure that an appropriate number of
programs are “fresh” and that relatively few programs, if any, need to be discontinued.
This analysis is not based strictly on quantitative data, but rather, it relies on staff members’ knowledge
of program areas and individual offerings. The following table shows the percentage distribution of the
various lifecycle categories of the Division’s programs. Percentages were obtained by comparing the
number of programs in each lifecycle stage with the total number of programs listed by staff members.

Lifecycle

Actual
Program
Distribution

Description

Recommended
Distribution

7%
14%

56%

Slow participation growth

35%
24%

50%-60%
Total

24%

40%

Saturation

Minimal to no participation growth; extreme competition

11%

Decline

Declining participation

9%

20%

0-10%
Total

Introduction
Take-Off

New Programs; modest participation

Growth

Moderate, but consistent participation growth

Mature

Rapid participation growth

The Lifecycle Analysis depicts a programming mix with a dichotomy of young and old programs. More
than half of the programs fall into the beginning stages (Introduction, Take-Off, & Growth), which is in
line with the recommended distribution. These beginning stages are important as they provide the
Division an avenue to energize its programmatic offerings and experiment to see what works and what
doesn’t. It will be key to gradually add new programs in the Introduction stage once the current programs
begin to age and progress through the lifecycle stages.
According to staff, only 24% of all program offerings fell into the Mature Stage. This stage anchors a
program portfolio and it is recommended to have roughly 40% of programs within the Mature category in
order to achieve a stable foundation.
Additionally, 20% of programs are saturated or declining. It is a natural progression for programs to
eventually evolve into saturation and decline. However, if programs reach these stages rapidly, it could
be an indication that the quality of the programs does not meet expectations, or there is not as much of
a demand for the programs. As programs enter into the Decline stage, they must be closely reviewed and
evaluated for repositioning or elimination. When this occurs, the Division should modify these programs
to begin a new lifecycle with the Introductory stage or develop new programs based upon community
needs and trends. At the current levels, GRD should eliminate or reposition some programs that are in
the saturation or decline stage, so that these represent less than 10% of the total mix.
Staff should complete a Program Lifecycle Analysis on an annual basis and ensure that the percentage
distribution closely aligns with desired performance. Furthermore, the Division could include annual
performance measures for each Core Program Area to track participation growth, customer retention,
and percentage of new programs as an incentive for innovation and alignment with community trends.
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PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION
Conducting a classification of services analysis informs how each program serves the organizational
mission and the goals / objectives of each Core Program Area, which then relates to how the program
should be funded with regard to tax dollars and/or user fees and charges. Understanding a program’s
classification can be useful in determining the most appropriate management, funding, and marketing
strategies.
Program classifications are based on the degree to which the program provides a public benefit versus a
private benefit. Public benefit can be described as everyone receiving the same level of benefit with
equal access, whereas private benefit can be described as the individual user receiving exclusive benefit
above what a general taxpayer receives for their personal benefit. The level of benefit is also generally
associated with the intended level of subsidy – programs that heavily benefit the public are largely
supported by taxes, while those that heavily benefit the individual are primarily supported by user fees.
For this exercise, the Division used a classification method based on three tiers: Essential Services,
Important Services, and Value-Added Services. How a program or service is classified depends on the
alignment with the organizational mission, how the public perceives a program, legal mandates, financial
sustainability, personal benefit, competition in the marketplace, and accessibility. The following graphic
describes each of the three program classifications.

•Department May Provide; with additional resources, it adds value to community, it
supports Core & Important Services, it is supported by community, it generates
income, has an individual benefit, can be supported by user fees, it enhances
community, and requires little to no subsidy.

•Department Should Provide; if it expands & enhances core services, is broadly
supported & used, has conditional public support, there is a economic / social /
environmental outcome to the community, has community importance, and needs
moderate subsidy.

•Department Must Provide; if it protects assets & infrastructure, is expected and
supported, is a sound investment of public funds, is a broad public benefit, there is a
negative impact if not provided, is part of the mission, and needs high to complete
subsidy.
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With assistance from staff, a classification of programs and services was conducted for all of the
recreation programs offered by the Division. The results presented in the following table represent the
current distribution of recreation program services across the three classifications: Essential, Important,
and Value-Added. Programs should be assigned cost recovery goal ranges within those overall categories.
A full program list organized by core area can be found in the APPENDIX.

Division Program Classification Distribution
Essential
Important
Value-Added
10.7%
33.7%
55.6%
As the Division continues to evolve to better meet the community’s needs, there could be an added
benefit to managing the services if they all were classified according to the Cost Recovery Model for
Sustainable Services depicted below.

100%+
100+%

80-100%
70-100%

40-80%
50-70%

20-50%
20-40%

0-20%
0+%

Individual Benefit: exclusive benefit
received by individuals and not the
general public; individual pays at least
80% of the cost of service
Considerable Individual Benefit: nearly all
benefit received by individuals, benefit to
community in a narrow sense

Balanced Community & Individual Benefit: benefits
accrued to both individual and general public interests,
but to a significant individual advantage

Considerable Community Benefit: Recreation services benefits
accrued to both the general public and individual interests, but to a
significant community advantage.

Community Benefit: Recreation services to be accessible and of benefit to all,
supported wholly or significantly by tax dollars.

Cost Recovery Model for Sustainable Services
Given the broad range of cost recovery goals (i.e., 0% to 40% for Essential Services or 40% to 80% for
Important Services), it would be helpful to further distribute programs internally within sub-ranges of
cost recovery as depicted above. This will allow for programs to fall within an overall service
classification tier while still demonstrating a difference in expected / desired cost recovery goals based
on a greater understanding of the program’s goals (e.g., Pure Community services versus Mostly
Community Services or Community and Individual Mix versus Mostly Individual Mix).
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COST OF SERVICE & COST RECOVERY
Cost recovery targets should at least be identified for each Core Program Area, and for specific programs
or events where possible. The previously identified Core Program Areas would serve as an effective
breakdown for tracking cost recovery metrics including administrative costs. Theoretically, staff should
review how programs are grouped for similar cost recovery and subsidy goals to determine if current
practices still meet management outcomes.
Determining cost recovery performance and using it to make informed pricing decisions involves a threestep process:
1. Classify all programs and services based on the public or private benefit they provide (as
completed in the previous section).
2. Conduct a Cost of Service Analysis to calculate the full cost of each program.
3. Establish a cost recovery percentage, through Division policy, for each program or program type
based on the outcomes of the previous two steps and adjust program prices accordingly.
UNDERSTANDING THE FULL COST OF SERVICE
To develop specific cost recovery targets, full cost of accounting needs to be created on each class or
program that accurately calculates direct and indirect costs. Cost recovery goals are established once
these numbers are in place, and the Division’s program staff should be trained on this process. A Cost
of Service Analysis should be conducted on each program, or program type, that accurately calculates
direct (i.e., program-specific) and indirect (i.e., comprehensive, including administrative overhead)
costs. Completing a Cost of Service Analysis not only helps determine the true and full cost of offering
a program, but it also provides information that can be used to price programs based upon accurate
delivery costs. The diagram below illustrates the common types of costs that must be accounted for in
a Cost of Service Analysis.
Personnel
Costs
Indirect
Costs

Building
Costs

Vehicle
Costs

Admin Cost
Allocation

TOTAL
COSTS FOR
ACTIVITY

Contracted
Services

Debt
Service
Costs

Supply and
Material
Costs

Equipment
Costs
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The methodology for determining the total Cost of Service involves calculating the total cost for the
activity, program, or service, then calculating the total revenue earned for that activity. Costs (and
revenue) can also be derived on a per unit basis. Program or activity units may include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Number of participants
Number of tasks performed
Number of consumable units
Number of service calls
Number of events
Required time for offering program/service.

Agencies use Cost of Service Analysis to determine what financial resources are required to provide
specific programs at specific levels of service. Results are used to determine and track cost recovery as
well as to benchmark different programs provided by the Division between one another. Cost recovery
goals are established once Cost of Service totals have been calculated. Program staff should be trained
on the process of conducting a Cost of Service Analysis and the process undertaken on a regular basis.
CURRENT COST RECOVERY
The Division’s program staff could also utilize an internal budget worksheet for each program, this tool
is useful to review quarterly, seasonally, or annually depending on set goals for each core area. The
table below provides the existing cost recovery goals and the actual cost recovery level achieved by each
Core Program Area, where available.
Overall, the Division’s cost recovery goals are relatively fluid or in some cases unavailable, as GRD just
recently began implementing cost recovery practices. These goals should be reviewed on a regular basis
to ensure the community is supportive and that the desired levels are appropriate. As seen below, the
majority of Core Program Areas do not have actual cost recovery figures available, and it is recommended
that tracking of expenses and revenues is implemented for all programs.

Cost Recovery Goals by Core Program Area
Core Program Area
Adaptive / Special Needs
Adult Sports
Aquatics
Children/Youth Services
Cultural Arts
Fitness & Wellness
East Gilroy
Seniors
Volunteers
Youth Sports

Current Cost Recovery
Goal Percentage

Actual Cost Recovery
Achieved

n/a
50%
60%
20%
20%
n/a
0%
0%
0%
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
0%
0%
0%
n/a
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COST RECOVERY BEST PRACTICES
Cost recovery targets should reflect the degree to which a program provides a public versus individual
good. Programs providing public benefits (i.e., Essential programs) should be subsidized more by the
Division; programs providing individual benefits (i.e., Value-Added programs) should seek to recover costs
and/or generate revenue for other services. To help plan and implement cost recovery policies, the
consulting team has developed the following definitions to help classify specific programs within program
areas.
•

•

Essential Programs-category are critical to achieving the organizational mission and providing
community-wide benefits and, therefore, generally receive priority for tax-dollar subsidization.
Essential programs typically recover anywhere from 0%-40% of its direct costs.
Important or Value-Added program classifications generally represent programs that receive
lower priority for subsidization.
o Important programs contribute to the organizational mission but are not essential to it;
therefore, cost recovery for these programs should be high (i.e., at least 40%-80%
overall).
o Value-Added programs are not critical to the mission and should be prevented from
drawing upon limited public funding, so overall cost recovery for these programs should
be near or in excess of 100%.
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PRICING
Pricing strategies are one mechanism agencies can use to influence cost recovery. The table below
highlights pricing strategies used by each of the Core Program Areas in an effort to identify untapped
pricing strategies. These are all considered useful pricing tactics to help solidify usage patterns,
effectively market programs, and help achieve cost recovery goals.
Overall, the Division is using a limited mix of pricing strategies for its various programs. The most
frequent pricing strategy utilized by GRD includes residency and customer’s ability to pay. Pricing
strategies that are not employed at all by the Division include pricing based on age segments, prime
versus non-prime time, and group discounts. The Core Program with the largest variety of pricing
strategies is Aquatics, while Adult Sports does not currently use any differential pricing. Seniors, San
Ysidro / SCYTF, and Volunteers do not utilize any pricing strategies because they are no-fee programs.
The consulting team recommends that all Core Program Areas continue to balance access to offerings to
the community along with cost recovery to determine price points and look at underutilized pricing
strategies to bolster participation and revenue.
Staff should continue to monitor the effectiveness of the various pricing strategies utilized and make
adjustments as necessary, at least annually. It is also important to continue monitoring the competitive
pricing of similar service providers in the local market, such as those identified in Appendix.

X
X
X
X
X
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X

By Customer's
Ability to Pay

By Cost
Recovery Goals

By Competition
(Market Rate)

By Location

X

Group
Discounts

X

Prime / NonPrime Time

Weekday/
Weekend

X

Residency

Aquatics
Adult Sports
Youth Sports
Fitness & Wellness
Children/Youth Services
Cultural Arts
Adaptive / Special Needs
Seniors (n/a)
East Gilroy (n/a)
Volunteers (n/a)

Family/
Household
Status

Core Program Area

Age Segment

Pricing Strategies

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

PROGRAM STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS
In general, the Division program staff should adhere to a cyclical process for evaluating programs on both
individual merit as well as the entire program mix. This can be completed at one time on an annual
basis, or in batches at key seasonal points of the year, as long as each program is evaluated at least once
per year. The following tools and strategies can help facilitate this evaluation process:
MINI BUSINESS PLANS
The planning team recommends that Mini Business Plans (2-3 pages) for each Core Program Area be
updated on a yearly basis. These plans should evaluate the Core Program Area based on meeting the
outcomes desired for participants, cost recovery, percentage of the market and business controls, cost
of service, pricing strategy for the next year, and marketing strategies that are to be implemented. If
developed regularly and consistently, they can be effective tools for budget construction and justification
processes in addition to marketing and communication tools.
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT & DECISION-MAKING MATRIX
When developing program plans and strategies, it is useful to consider all of the Core Program Areas and
individual program analysis discussed in this Program Assessment. Lifecycle, Age Segment, Classification,
and Cost Recovery Goals should all be tracked, and this information along with the latest demographic
trends and community input should be factors that lead to program decision-making. Community input
can help staff focus in on specific program areas to develop new opportunities in what group of citizens
to target including the best marketing methods to use.
A simple, easy-to-use tool, similar to the examples below, will help compare programs and prioritize
resources using multiple data points, rather than relying solely on cost recovery. In addition, this analysis
will help staff make an informed, objective case to the public when a program in decline, but beloved
by a few, is retired. If the program/service is determined to have strong priority, appropriate cost
recovery, good age segment appeal, good partnership potential, and strong market conditions the next
step is to determine the marketing methods using the example templates below.
Marketing & Promotion Methods

Internal Factors

Priority Ranking:

High

Medium

Program Area:

Core

Non-core

Classification

Essential

Important

Discretionary

0-40%

60-80%

80+%

Primary

Secondary

Potential Partnerships

Monetary

Volunteers

Partner Skill

Location/Space

Potential Sponsors

Monetary

Volunteers

Sponsor Skill

Location/Space

Low

Low

Program Idea (Name or Concept):

Marketing Methods

Content
Developed

Contact
Information

Start Date

Activity Guide
Cost Recovery Range

Website
Newspaper Article

Age Segment

Radio

Sponsorship/Partnership

Social Media
Flyers - Public Places
Newspaper Ad
Email Notification

Market Competition

Event Website

Number of Competitors

School Flyer/Newsletter

Competitiveness

High

Medium

Growth Potential

High

Low

Television
Digital Sign
Friends & Neighbors Groups
Staff Promotion @ Events
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PROGRAM EVALUATION CYCLE (WITH LIFECYCLE STAGES)
Using the Age Segment and Lifecycle analysis, and other established criteria, program staff should
evaluate programs on an annual basis to determine program mix. This can be incorporated into the
program operating/business plan process. A diagram of the program evaluation cycle and program
lifecycle can be found below. During the Introductory Stages, program staff should establish program
goals, design program scenarios and components, and develop the program operating/business plan.
Regular program evaluations will help determine the future of a program.
If participation levels are still growing, continue to provide the program. When participation growth is
slowing (or non-existent) or competition increases, staff should look at modifying the program to reenergize the customers to participate. When program participation is consistently declining, staff should
terminate the program and replace it with a new program based on the public’s priority ranking and/or
in activity areas that are trending nationally/regionally/locally, while taking into consideration the
anticipated local participation percentage.
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MARKETING, VOLUNTEERS, AND PARTNERSHIPS
CURRENT RECREATION MARKETING AND COMMUNICATIONS
The Division currently communicates with residents through printed and
online program guides, the Division’s website, flyers/brochures, email blast,
online newsletters, in-facility signage, Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and
YouTube.
While the communication mix has good variety, there is a
potential opportunity to better engage residents through a dedicated app,
road sign marquees, and SMS/MMS/text messaging, which will be possible
with new software that is currently planned.
Effective communication strategies require striking an appropriate balance
between the content and the volume of messaging while utilizing the “right”
methods of delivery. GRD has a broad distribution of delivery methods for
promoting programs; however, the only customer feedback method utilized
by GRD is post-program surveys. It is imperative to continue updating the Marketing Plan annually to
provide information for community needs, demographics, and recreation trends.
An effective marketing plan must build upon and integrate with supporting plans and directly coordinate
with organizational priorities. The plan should also provide specific guidance as to how the Division’s
identity and brand is to be consistently portrayed across the multiple mediums used for communication.
WEBSITE
The GRD homepage has a clean layout that is consistent with the branding of the City-wide website. The
banner at the top of the page and sidebar menu direct the user to important information about the City
of Gilroy and provides quick links and tools for residents. The backdrop of the webpage is limited in its
visual appeal, with a solid, neutral backdrop color and minimal imagery.
The main page for the Division has three menu options: current open classes, Gilroy Youth Center, and
General Information. Two key critiques of the current website content that should be addressed are the
lack of direct access to a digital program guide / program description and the general information section
gives no background on the Division or the variety of parks/facilities available to the public. Establishing
an “about us” section on the website should include the mission/vision/values of the GRD and provide
some history and information that helps GRD better tell its story. The website is limited in its design
and functionality due to the fact it operates under the guise of the City’s larger website and lacks a
unique identity.
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SOCIAL MEDIA
GRD uses a variety of Web 2.0 technology with its own pages for
Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and YouTube. GRD’s Facebook
page is the most popular outlet with nearly 2,500 followers,
while their YouTube page has the least engagement with only 3
subscribers. The key to successful implementation of a social
network is to move the participants from awareness to action and creating greater user engagement.
This could be done by:

•
•
•

•

•
•

Allowing controlled ‘user generated content’ by encouraging users to send in their pictures from
special events or programs
Introducing Facebook-only promotions to drive greater visitation to Facebook
Leverage the website to obtain customer feedback for programs, parks and facilities and
customer service
Expand opportunities for Crowdsourcing information on an ongoing basis. Crowdsourcing is use
for a call out of all types of resources such as man power, volunteers, and equipment to help
accomplish your set goal
o Some existing resources include mindmixer.com and peakdemocracy.com which can be
evaluated if GRD has the resources and can utilize it on an on-going basis.
o Crowdsourcing options could include printing program guides or
developing marketing material
Provide opportunities for Donations or Crowdfunding through the website.
Crowdfunding is a monetary call out to complete a project or meet a goal.
o kickstarter.org / indiegogo.com / razoo.com these sites help bring
small amounts of money together to create needed capital
Maximize the website’s revenue generating capabilities
Conduct annual website strategy workshop with the staff to identify ways and means that the
website can support GRD’s Social Media Trends

SOCIAL MEDIA USERS
Over the last decade, social
media has become one of the
country’s fastest growing trends.
With only ten percent of the
country using social media in
2008; today, an estimated
seventy-nine percent of the U.S.
population is currently using
some form of social media. With
such a large percentage of the
population using these online
media platforms in their daily
lives, it becomes essential for
the GRD to take advantage of
these marketing opportunities.
Social media can be a useful and
affordable tool to reach current

Precentage of U.S. Population Who
Currently Use Any Social Media

Precentage of U.S. Population

•

44%
10%

53%

57%

63% 66%

70%

77% 80% 77% 79%

21%

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Source: https://www.statista.com/statistics/273476/percentage-of-us-population-with-

a-social-network-profile/
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and potentially new system users. Such platforms as Facebook, YouTube, Instagram, Pinterest, Twitter,
or LinkedIn are extremely popular with not only today’s youth but also young and middle-aged adults.
SOCIAL MEDIA PLATFORMS
Below is a chart that depicts the most frequently used social media sites throughout the world. As of
August 2019, Facebook stands out as the most heavily trafficked social media platform, with an estimated
2.2 billion visitors per month. YouTube is second with 1.9 billion visitors per month.

Source: www.dreamgrow.com/top-15-most-popular-social-networking-sites/

MEDIUMS USED TO ACCESS THE INTERNET
The neighboring image is taken directly from Statista.com and depicts
the number of internet users in the United States, number of available
Wi-Fi locations, and internet penetration in the US. Only 10% of
surveyed adults state they do not use the internet in 2019.

Source: www.statista.com/topics/2237/internetusage-in-the-united-states/

MARKETING AND COMMUNICATIONS RECOMMENDATIONS
• Ensure the marketing plan includes the components and strategies identified in this section.
• Establish priority segments to target in terms of new program/service development and
communication tactics, as well as developing additional mediums for generating customer
feedback.
• Establish and review regularly performance measures for marketing; performance measures can
be tracked through increased use of customer surveys as well as some web-based metrics.
• Leverage relationships with partners to enhance marketing efforts through cross-promotion that
include defined measurable outcomes.
• Evaluate and consider redesign of the webpage to enhance visual appeal, better connect with
users, and align program offerings with the Core Program Areas established in this plan.
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•

Energize GRD’s social media presence by posting across all mediums and better promotion of
lesser used outlets. This should be measured over time by tracking followers/subscriber
engagement.

VOLUNTEER AND PARTNERSHIP MANAGEMENT
Today’s realities require most public recreation and parks agencies to seek productive and meaningful
partnerships with both community organizations and individuals to deliver quality and seamless services
to their residents. These relationships should be mutually beneficial to each party to better meet overall
community needs and expand the positive impact of the agency’s mission. Effective partnerships and
meaningful volunteerism are key strategy areas for the Division to meet the needs of the community in
the years to come.
CURRENT VOLUNTEER MANAGEMENT
When managed with respect and used strategically, volunteers can serve as the primary advocates for
the Division and its offerings. Currently, GRD has a well-established, formal volunteer program,
exemplified by its inclusion as a Core Program Area. GRD currently tracks the number of individual
volunteers and the number of volunteer hours contributed on an annual basis.
By utilizing systems to track volunteer hours, GRD can demonstrate in budget discussions how it is able
to leverage limited resources. Additionally, the Division’s formal volunteer policy helps regulate
volunteers and establishes guidelines for participation in volunteerism. Moving forward, it is highly
recommended that GRD continues to evaluate and update its formal volunteer policy on a recurring basis
and continue to track total bodies and hours from volunteers.
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BEST PRACTICES IN VOLUNTEER MANAGEMENT
Some best practices that GRD should be aware of with regards to a volunteer policy include:
•

•

•

•
•

Involve volunteers in cross-training to expose them to various organizational functions and
increase their skill. This can also increase their utility, allowing for more flexibility in making
work assignments, and can increase their appreciation and understanding of the Division.
Ensure a Volunteer Coordinator (a designated program staff member with volunteer management
responsibility) and associated staff stay fully informed about the strategic direction of the agency
overall, including strategic initiatives for all divisions. Periodically identify, evaluate, or revise
specific tactics the volunteer services program should undertake to support the larger
organizational mission.
A key part of maintaining the desirability of volunteerism in
the agency is developing a good reward and recognition
system. The consultant team recommends using tactics
similar to those found in frequent flier programs, wherein
volunteers can use their volunteer hours to obtain early
registration at programs, or discounted pricing at certain
programs, rentals or events, or any other Division function.
Identify and summarize volunteer recognition policies in a
Volunteer Policy document.
Regularly update volunteer position descriptions. Include an overview of the volunteer position
lifecycle in the Volunteer Manual, including the procedure for creating a new position.
Add end-of-lifecycle process steps to the Volunteer Manual to ensure that there is formal
documentation of resignation or termination of volunteers. Also include ways to monitor and
track reasons for resignation/termination and perform exit interviews with outgoing volunteers
when able.

In addition to number of volunteers and volunteer hours, categorization and tracking volunteerism by
type and extent of work, is important:
•
•
•
•
•

Regular volunteers: Those volunteers whose work is considered to be continuous, provided their
work performance is satisfactory and there is a continuing need for their services.
Special event volunteers: Volunteers who help out with a particular event with no expectation
that they will return after the event is complete.
Episodic volunteers: Volunteers who help out with a particular project type on a recurring or
irregular basis with no expectation that they will return for other duties.
Volunteer interns: Volunteers who have committed to work for the agency to fulfill a specific
higher-level educational learning requirement.
Community service volunteers: Volunteers who are volunteering over a specified period of time
to fulfill a community service requirement.

The GRD should continue to encourage employees to volunteer themselves in the community. Exposure
of staff to the community in different roles (including those not related to parks and recreation) will
raise awareness of the agency and its volunteer program. It also helps staff understand the role and
expectations of a volunteer if they can experience it for themselves.
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RECREATION PROGRAM PARTNERSHIPS
GRD currently works with several different types of partners throughout the community and maintains a
formal policy and written agreements with all partners. These partnerships support the Division through
sponsorships and collaboration of community events and programs. As with tracking of volunteer hours,
tracking partnerships helps show leadership how well staff are able to leverage resources. In many
instances, partnerships are inequitable to the public agency and do not produce reasonable shared
benefits between parties. This is not to suggest that the Division’s existing partnerships are not
equitable; rather, in general many park and recreation agencies’ partnerships tend to be inequitable.
The following recommended policies will promote fairness and equity within the existing and future
partnerships while helping staff to manage against potential internal and external conflicts. Certain
partnership principles must be adopted by GRD for existing and future partnerships to work effectively.
These partnership principles are as follows:
•

•
•

All partnerships require a working agreement with measurable outcomes and will be evaluated
on a regular basis. This should include reports to the agency on the performance and outcomes
of the partnership including an annual review to determine renewal potential.
All partnerships should track costs associated with the partnership investment to demonstrate
the shared level of equity.
All partnerships should maintain a culture that focuses on collaborative planning on a regular
basis, regular communications, and annual reporting on performance and outcomes to determine
renewal potential and opportunities to strengthen the partnership.

Additional partnerships can be pursued and developed with other public entities such as neighboring
towns/cities, colleges, state or federal agencies, nonprofit organizations, as well as with private
businesses and organizations. There are recommended standard policies and practices that will apply to
any partnership, and those that are unique to relationships with private, for-profit entities.
POLICY BEST PRACTICE FOR ALL PARTNERSHIPS
All partnerships developed and maintained by the Division should adhere to common policy requirements.
These include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Each partner will meet with or report to the Division staff on a regular basis to plan and share
activity-based costs and equity invested.
Partners will establish measurable outcomes and work through key issues to focus on for the
coming year to meet the desired outcomes.
Each partner will focus on meeting a balance of equity agreed to and track investment costs
accordingly.
Measurable outcomes will be reviewed quarterly and shared with each partner, with adjustments
made as needed.
A working partnership agreement will be developed and monitored together on a quarterly or asneeded basis.
Each partner will assign a liaison to serve each partnership agency for communication and
planning purposes.
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS
The recommended policies and practices for public/private partnerships that may include businesses,
private groups, private associations, or individuals who desire to make a profit from use of the Division’s
facilities or programs are detailed below. These can also apply to partnerships where a private party
wishes to develop a facility on park property, to provide a service on publicly-owned property, or who
has a contract with the agency to provide a task or service on the agency’s behalf at public facilities.
These unique partnership principles are as follows:
•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

Upon entering into an agreement with a private business, group, association or individual, the
Division staff and political leadership must recognize that they must allow the private entity to
meet their financial objectives within reasonable parameters that protect the mission, goals and
integrity of the Division.
As an outcome of the partnership, the Division must receive a designated fee that may include a
percentage of gross revenue dollars less sales tax on a regular basis, as outlined in the contract
agreement.
The working agreement of the partnership must establish a set of measurable outcomes to be
achieved, as well as the tracking method of how those outcomes will be monitored by the agency.
The outcomes will include standards of quality, financial reports, customer satisfaction,
payments to the agency, and overall coordination with the Division for the services rendered.
Depending on the level of investment made by the private contractor, the partnership agreement
can be limited to months, a year or multiple years.
If applicable, the private contractor will provide a working management plan annually that they
will follow to ensure the outcomes desired by the Division. The management plan can and will
be negotiated, if necessary. Monitoring of the management plan will be the responsibility of
both partners. The agency must allow the contractor to operate freely in their best interest, as
long as the outcomes are achieved and the terms of the partnership agreement are adhered to.
The private contractor cannot lobby agency advisory or governing boards for renewal of a
contract. Any such action will be cause for termination. All negotiations must be with the
Division Director or their designee.
The agency has the right to advertise for private contracted partnership services or negotiate on
an individual basis with a bid process based on the professional level of the service to be
provided.
If conflicts arise between both partners, the highest-ranking officers from both sides will try to
resolve the issue before going to each partner’s legal counsels. If none can be achieved, the
partnership shall be dissolved.

97

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
PARTNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES
The following recommendations are both an overview of existing partnership opportunities available to
the Division, as well as a suggested approach to organizing partnership pursuits. This is not an exhaustive
list of all potential partnerships that can be developed, but this list can be used as a reference tool for
the agency to develop its own priorities in partnership development. The following five areas of focus
are recommended:
1. Operational Partners: Other entities and organizations that can support the efforts of the
Division to maintain facilities and assets, promote amenities and park usage, support site needs,
provide programs and events, and/or maintain the integrity of natural/cultural resources through
in-kind labor, equipment, or materials.
2. Vendor Partners: Service providers and/or contractors that can gain brand association and
notoriety as a preferred vendor or supporter of the Department or in exchange for reduced rates,
services, or some other agreed upon benefit.
3. Service Partners: Nonprofit organizations and/or friends’ groups that support the efforts of the
agency to provide programs and events, and/or serve specific constituents in the community
collaboratively.
4. Co-Branding Partners: Private, for-profit organizations that can gain brand association and
notoriety as a supporter of the Division in exchange for sponsorship or co-branded programs,
events, marketing and promotional campaigns, and/or advertising opportunities.
5. Resource Development Partners: A private, nonprofit organization with the primary purpose to
leverage private sector resources, grants, other public funding opportunities, and resources from
individuals and groups within the community to support the goals and objectives of the agency
on mutually agreed strategic initiatives.
VOLUNTEER AND PARTNERSHIP RECOMMENDATIONS
The planning team recommends the following regarding volunteers and partnerships:
CONTINUALLY IMPROVE VOLUNTEER AND PARTNERSHIP POLICIES AND AGREEMENTS
Following the best practices listed in the previous section, the Division should evaluate and evolve its
policies for volunteers and partners on a routine basis of at least once per year. It is also recommended
to review each existing partnership agreement to ensure that the relationship is equitable, fair, and
produces measurable results. Additionally, continue tracking volunteer metrics to evaluate the
effectiveness of the program based on trends in individual volunteers used and volunteer hours donated
annually. Lastly, ensure background checks are completed for all volunteers working with all programs.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
Level of Service (LOS) standards matrix on the following page displays inventory for GRD and other similar
providers (e.g. school district) in relation to the population served. Applying Gilroy’s population to the
total inventory establishes the current level of service for GRD, while also projecting future needs based
on changes in the population and planned additions to the parks system. The LOS is an effective planning
measure that can be used to support capital investment decisions related to parks, facilities, and
amenities.
In collaboration with GRD staff, the planning team developed the appropriate standard service level for
a variety of parks, facilities, and amenities. The level of service standards were applied to the current
population, as well as projections over the next five years to anticipate additional inventory that will be
necessary to meet needs for a growing population over the next five years.
These standards should be viewed as a conservative guide for future planning purposes. The standards
are to be coupled with conventional wisdom and judgment related to the particular situation and needs
of the community. By applying these facility standards to the service area, gaps and surpluses in park
and facility/amenity types are identified. Based on this methodology, it is recommended that GRD will
need to add the following park acres, trail miles, and amenities by 2024:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

46 acres of Neighborhood Parks
9 acres of Community Parks
3 miles of Paved Trail
9.69 miles of Unpaved Trail
1 Park Shelter
2 Pavilions
2 Multipurpose Fields
3 Outdoor Basketball Courts
2 Splashpads
1 Outdoor Pool
56,300 SF of Indoor Community Recreation Space
29,380 SF of Indoor Aquatic Space
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GRD LEVEL OF SERVICE MATRIX
It should be noted that the LOS can and will change over time as program lifecycles change, recreational trends shift, and demographics of a community evolve. The following table details the LOS standards and projected needs for GRD
based on population figures for 2019 and 2024.

2019 Inventory - Developed Facilities
Park Type
Mini/Pocket Parks
Neighborhood Parks
Community Parks
Total Developed Park Acres
Undeveloped (Open Spaces)
Total Park Acres
TRAILS:
Paved Trails
Natural Trails
Total Trail Miles
OUTDOOR AMENITIES:
Park Shelters
Pavilions
Youth Ball Fields
Adult Ball Fields
Rectangular Multi-Purpose Fields
Basketball Courts
Tennis
Playgrounds
Dog Parks
Skateparks
Splashpads
Outdoor Pools
INDOOR AMENITIES:
Indoor Recreation Space (Square Feet)
Indoor Aquatic Space (Square Feet)
Current Estimated Population
5-Year Projected Population

Gilroy
Inventory
0.68
42.40
197.00
240.08
128.00
368.08

School
Inventory

-

Total
Inventory
0.68
42.40
197.00
240.08
128.00
368.08

2019 Facility Standards

Current Service Level based Recommended Service Levels; Meet Standard/
upon population
Revised for Local Service Area
Need Exists
0.01
0.76
3.54
4.32
2.30
6.62

acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000

0.00
1.50
3.50
5.00
2.00
7.00

acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per
acres per

1,000 Meets Standard
1,000 Need Exists
1,000 Meets Standard
1,000 Need Exists
1,000 Meets Standard
1,000

11.69
5.00
16.69

11.69
5.00
16.69

0.21 miles per
0.09 miles per
0.30 miles per

1,000
1,000
1,000

0.25
0.25
0.50

miles per
miles per
miles per

1,000
1,000
1,000

Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists

5.00
2.00
7.00
3.00
6.00
7.00
10.00
17.00
2.00
1.00
-

0.33

5.00
2.00
7.00
3.00
6.00
7.00
10.00
17.00
2.00
1.00
0.33

1.00 site per
11,121
1.00 site per
27,802
1.00 field per
7,943
1.00 field per
18,535
1.00 field per
9,267
1.00 court per
7,943
1.00 court per
5,560
1.00 site per
3,271
1.00 site per
27,802
1.00 site per
55,604
1.00 site per
1.00 site per 168,497

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

site per
site per
field per
field per
field per
court per
court per
site per
site per
site per
site per
site per

10,000
15,000
9,000
20,000
7,500
6,000
7,500
5,000
30,000
60,000
30,000
50,000

Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists

22,714.00
-

9,126.15
-

31,840.15
-

0.57
-

1.50
0.50

SF per
SF per

person
person

Need Exists
Need Exists

SF per
SF per

person
person

55,604
58,760
100

2024 Facility Standards

Additional Facilities/ Meet Standard/
Amenities Needed
Need Exists
41
38
-

Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)

2.21 Mile(s)
8.90 Mile(s)
11.11 Mile(s)
1
2
1
2
2
1

Sites(s)
Sites(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)

51,566 Square Feet
27,802 Square Feet

Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard

Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Meets Standard
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists
Need Exists

Additional Facilities/
Amenities Needed
46
9
54
-

Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)
Acre(s)

3.00 Mile(s)
9.69 Mile(s)
12.69 Mile(s)
1
2
2
3
2
1

Sites(s)
Sites(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Field(s)
Court(s)
Court(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)
Site(s)

56,300 Square Feet
29,380 Square Feet
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EQUITY MAPPING
Equity Maps utilize level of service standards to assist City leadership and staff in assessing where services
are offered and determining equitable service distribution and delivery across the service area. These
maps provide a visual depiction of the effectiveness of the service as it pertains to the demographic
density. In addition, Equity Maps allow GRD to identify gaps and overlap in services with respect to a
specific park, trail, facility, or amenity. This assessment allows GRD to make appropriate capital
improvement and development decisions based on the population needs and the Equity Maps allow a
quick visualization of geographical areas that may be under/overserved. Equity Maps were developed
for each of the following major assets:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mini / Pocket Parks
Neighborhood Parks
Community Parks
Undeveloped / Open Space
Park Shelters
Pavilions
Youth Baseball / Softball Fields
Adult Baseball / Softball Fields
Multi-Purpose Fields
Outdoor Basketball Courts
Tennis Courts
Playgrounds
Dog Parks
Skateparks
Paved Trails
Natural Trails
Splashpads
Outdoor Pools
Indoor Recreation Space
Indoor Aquatic Space

The shaded rings in the Equity Maps indicate the service level (i.e. the population being served by a
specific park type/facility/amenity) as outlined in the level of service matrix. Thus, the central point
inside the ring indicates the location of the facility or amenity. The ring extends out from the central
point based on the service reach of a particular park, facility, or amenity when compared to the
population nearby. Equity Maps are based on the size of a park / facility or the number of amenities at
a location, the established level of service standards, and the density of the surrounding population.
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MINI / POCKET PARKS
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS
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COMMUNITY PARKS
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UNDEVELOPED / OPEN SPACE

106

PARK SHELTERS
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PAVILIONS
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YOUTH BASEBALL / SOFTBALL FIELDS
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ADULT BASEBALL / SOFTBALL FIELDS
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MULTI-PURPOSE FIELDS
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OUTDOOR BASKETBALL COURTS
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TENNIS COURTS
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PLAYGROUNDS
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DOG PARKS
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SKATEPARKS
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PAVED TRAILS

117

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

NATURAL TRAILS
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SPLASHPADS
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OUTDOOR POOLS
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INDOOR RECREATION SPACE
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INDOOR AQUATIC SPACE
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FACILITY UTILIZATION
In addition to evaluating the level of service needs and identifying where gaps / overlaps in service exist,
the Needs Assessment also evaluated the current facility utilization by evaluating program participation
across the various parks and facilities where GRD delivers its programs.
The table below shows the distribution of program participants for each facility in 2019, except for San
Ysidro Cultural Center. This information highlights how reliant GRD is on a limited number of indoor
facilities for program delivery, with 57% of all program participants belonging to the Wheeler Center,
Senior Center, and the joint-use, Christopher HS Aquatics Center. Further exemplifying how stressed
GRD is for programming space, almost 10% of all program participations take place at offsite locations.
Another key concern from the participation data is that the two most heavily used facilities for programs,
the Wheeler Center and Senior Center, are also locations that are most in need of repair and renovation.

Facility / Park
Wheeler Center
Senior Center
Christopher High School Aquatics Center*
Offsite
Las Animas Veterans Park
Solorsano Middle School
Gilroy Sports Park
Christmas Hill Park
Cesar Chavez Center
Temporary Educational Environmental Center
Las Animas Veterans Park Rec Building
Gilroy Gardens Lodge
Gilroy High School Theater
Christopher High School
Christopher High Gym
Gilroy High School
Willey House
Total

Program
Participants
3,018
2,273
1,664
1,157
765
607
606
476
475
392
270
207
159
42
41
21
11
12,184

%
24.8%
18.7%
13.7%
9.5%
6.3%
5.0%
5.0%
3.9%
3.9%
3.2%
2.2%
1.7%
1.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
100%

Note: Participation figures for San Ysidro Cultural Center were not available at time of study.
*Christopher HS Aquatic Center does not include 7,200 gate admissions.
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CHAPTER SIX - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN & FUNDING STRATEGIES
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN
Due to unfavorable financial conditions, all capital improvements pertaining to parks and facilities have
been frozen until at least 2025. Under these circumstances, the planning of capital investments is
focused primarily on the backlog of existing needs and maintaining the quality and safety of the system.
For purposes of the Needs Assessment, no additional capital improvements can be suggested until the
freeze is released; however, additional needs will continue to accumulate due to existing level of service
deficiencies, increasing demand, facility / amenity lifecycle replacements, and recommendations in this
plan may not be applicable without access to funding.
Once the City resumes investing, it is recommended that the City maintains a Capital Improvement Plan
(CIP) related to parks and recreation facilities spanning a ten-year period, at a minimum, with
appropriations recurring on an annual basis. This approach maintains flexibility in order to maximize
efficiencies as the overall needs of GRD change from year to year.
EXISTING CIP OVERVIEW
The table below represents the existing CIP pertaining to GRD and details the site, project type,
estimated completion date, and projected cost. As mentioned, no projects are planned to resume until
after 2025. Many of these improvements are needed to address infrastructure needs and enhancements,
which should place a high priority on any structures that are failing as funding becomes available.
Planned CIP projects range from $50,000 to over $10 million, with a total estimated cost of nearly $27
million to satisfy existing needs.

Planned Capital Improvements for Parks and Recreation
Site
Christmas Hill Park Trail
Christmas Hill Ranch
Christopher HS Pool
City Bike Trails
Farrell Park
Forest Street Park
Gilroy Golf Course
Gilroy Sports Park
Las Animas / Christmas Hill
Las Animas Park
Lions Creek
Lions Creek
Miller / Uvas Creek Trail
Miller Park Restrooms
San Ysidro Park
Senior Center
Senior Center
Uvas Creek Park Preserve
Wheeler Center
Wheeler Center
Wheeler Center
Total

Project

Est
Completion

Wayfinding Signage
Beyond FY25
Update / Complete Master Plan
Beyond FY25
Replastering
Beyond FY25
Updated Bike Master Plan
Beyond FY25
Beyond FY25
Develop Master Plan
Beyond FY25
Park Expansion
Water Tank Replacement
Beyond FY25
Improvements Phase IV & V
Beyond FY25
Softball Field Rehabilitation
Beyond FY25
Misc Facility Rehabilitation
Beyond FY25
Trail Development - West of Santa Teresa & Day Beyond FY25
Trail Development - West Gap Closure
Beyond FY25
Pedestrian Improvements
Beyond FY25
Beyond FY25
Electrical Undergrounding
Healthy Living Enhancement
Beyond FY25
Roof Replacement
Beyond FY25
ADA Restrooms
Beyond FY25
Develop Master Plan
Beyond FY25
HVAC & Electrical Upgrades
Beyond FY25
Evacuation Center Upgrades
Beyond FY25
Trellis Replacement
Beyond FY25
Total CIP Investment
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$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Projected
Cost

87,300
363,000
433,800
251,100
200,400
600,000
121,000
10,063,372
121,700
2,503,600
1,240,600
3,022,800
604,400
81,400
3,021,600
135,000
50,000
235,800
654,500
240,000
2,923,800
26,955,172

CIP FUNDING
The root cause for halting investments in the near term is the lack of funding opportunities for existing
capital needs. As shown below, the majority of CIP projects have yet to designate a funding source, and
not a single one has secured funding at this time. GRD will continue to be limited in its future growth if
these projects can’t secure adequate funding to make way for future capital projects to satisfy level of
service standards, renovations, and new developments recommended later in the Needs Assessment.
This scenario emphasizes the need to develop grant writing capabilities for park / facility improvements
and to explore a variety of alternative funding sources outlined in the next section.
Planned Capital Improvements for Parks and Recreation
Site
Christmas Hill Park Trail
Christmas Hill Ranch
Christopher HS Pool
City Bike Trails
Farrell Park
Forest Street Park
Gilroy Golf Course
Gilroy Sports Park
Las Animas / Christmas Hill
Las Animas Park
Lions Creek
Lions Creek
Miller / Uvas Creek Trail
Miller Park Restrooms
San Ysidro Park
Senior Center
Senior Center
Uvas Creek Park Preserve
Wheeler Center
Wheeler Center
Wheeler Center

Project

Designated Funding Source

Wayfinding Signage
Update / Complete Master Plan
Replastering
Updated Bike Master Plan
Develop Master Plan
Park Expansion
Water Tank Replacement
Improvements Phase IV & V
Softball Field Rehabilitation
Misc Facility Rehabilitation
Trail Development - West of Santa Teresa & Day
Trail Development - West Gap Closure
Pedestrian Improvements
Electrical Undergrounding
Healthy Living Enhancement
Roof Replacement
ADA Restrooms
Develop Master Plan
HVAC & Electrical Upgrades
Evacuation Center Upgrades
Trellis Replacement

None
None
None
None
None
None
General Fund
Impact Fees / State Park Grants / General Fund
General Fund
State Park Grant / General Fund
Grant
Public Facilities Impact Fee Fund / General Fund
None
None
State Prop 68 Grant / Other Grant
None
None
Impact Fees / State Park Grants / General Fund
None
None
None
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Funding
Status

Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
Unfunded
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FUNDING & REVENUE STRATEGIES
Park and recreation systems across the US have consistently sought to expand their earned income
opportunities to complement the financial support provided by the General Fund and user fees. In the
current times, with the pandemic further impacting agency offerings, and consequently, revenues
agencies can no longer rely on the general tax fund as the sole source of financial backing. Increasingly,
best practice agencies employ a range of alternative funding sources to support capital and operational
needs, while reducing the reliance on general tax support.
A growing number of agencies nationally and in California have developed policies on pricing of services,
cost recovery rates and partnership agreements for programs and facilities provided to the community.
They also have developed strong partnerships that are fair and equitable in the delivery of services based
on who receives the service, for what purpose, for what benefit and for what costs. In addition, there is
growing recognition of the value of parks and recreation offerings, and events as economic drivers to the
community. In a city such as Gilroy, which is already a tourism draw for its wineries and special events
including the Garlic Festival, new and enhanced recreation offerings can add significant value to the
community’s brand and image, besides generating additional dollars too.
Outlined below are several options for the City to consider as funding mechanisms for the Division. We
recognize the changed structure for the Division and provide these sources that can be evaluated by the
staff to determine the most viable options for supporting capital and operational needs.
EXTERNAL FUNDING STRATEGIES
CORPORATE SPONSORSHIPS
This revenue-funding source allows corporations to invest in the development or enhancement of new or
existing facilities in park systems. Sponsorships are also highly used for programs and events as the City
has successfully done for events such as the Garlic Festival.
Advertising sales on sports complexes, scoreboards, gym floors, trash cans, playgrounds, in locker rooms,
at dog parks, along trails, flower pots, and as part of special events held in Indian Trail parks/facilities
to help support operational costs have been an acceptable practice in parks and recreation systems for
a long time and should be considered to support operational costs.
•

•

Example: Charleston County Parks and Recreation (http://www.ccprc.com/) has well
established frameworks for sustained sponsorship opportunities by providing packaged choices
of offerings
City of Santa Barbara
(http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/gov/depts/parksrec/recreation/sponsor_opportunities.asp).

CROWDFUNDING
Fairly new web-based source which aggregates funds from a group of people who are willing to support
a specific project, be it program related or facility related. Some sites that successfully do that are
www.kickstarter.org and www.razoo.com etc.
PARTNERSHIPS
Partnerships are joint development funding sources or operational funding sources between two separate
agencies, such as two government entities, a non-profit and a City department, or a private business and
a City agency. Two partners jointly develop revenue producing park and recreation facilities and share
risk, operational costs, responsibilities and asset management, based on the strengths and weaknesses

126

of each partner. This could be an opportunity for the City to evaluate in partnership with the other
public / private / non-profit partners including schools, healthcare entities or the YMCA.
Example: A relevant example includes the Muskingum
Recreation Center that is being developed in Zanesville, Ohio.
This is a partnership between the Muskingum County
Community Foundation (MCCF), the Muskingum Family Y
(MFY), Genesis HealthCare System, and Ohio University
Zanesville (OUZ) (http://www.muskingumrecreationcenter.org/).
FOUNDATIONS/GIFTS
These dollars are raised from tax-exempt, non-profit organizations established with private donations in
promotion of specific causes, activities, or issues. They offer a variety of means to fund capital projects,
including capital campaigns, gifts catalogs, fundraisers, endowments, sales of items, etc. The City could
explore having a Foundation as a 501 c(3) entity to help raise money for the Division. The National
Association of Park Foundations (www.NAPF.org) has a number of resources to help agencies set up their
foundations and best practices for them.
PRIVATE DONATIONS
Private Donations may also be received in the form of funds, land, facilities, recreation equipment, art
or in-kind services. Donations from local and regional businesses as sponsors for events or facilities
should be pursued.
FRIENDS GROUPS
These groups are formed to raise money typically for a single focus purpose that could include a park
facility or program that will better the community as a whole and their special interest.
IRREVOCABLE REMAINDER TRUSTS
These trusts are set up with individuals who typically have more than a million dollars in wealth. They
will leave a portion of their wealth to the city in a trust fund that allows the fund to grow over a period
of time and then is available for the city to use a portion of the interest to support specific park and
recreation facilities or programs that are designated by the trustee.
VOLUNTEERISM
The revenue source is an indirect revenue source in that persons donate time to assist the Division in
providing a product or service on an hourly basis. This reduces the city’s cost in providing the service
plus it builds advocacy into the system. Volunteer hours are estimated at anywhere from $18 to $24 per
hour in cost savings for an agency.
Example: The City of San José Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services had leveraged a very unique
volunteer relationship by utilizing graduates from The Harvard Business School to identify potential
sponsorship value of its inventory and craft a compelling message for potential sponsors – all on a probono basis (http://www.hbsanc.org/cp_home.html?aid=1142). There could be potential opportunities
of this sort with any of the educational institutions, including San José State University, Mission College
in the area.
SPECIAL FUNDRAISERS
Many park and recreation agencies have special fundraisers on an annual basis to help cover specific
programs and capital projects. These can be done by the Foundation or a Friends Group as well.
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CAPITAL FEES
CAPITAL FEES
Capital fees are added to the cost of revenue producing facilities such as golf courses, pools, recreation
centers, hospitality centers and sports complexes and are discontinued off after the improvement is paid
off.
DEDICATION/DEVELOPMENT FEES
These fees are assessed for the development of residential properties with the proceeds to be used for
parks and recreation purposes such as open space acquisitions, community park site development,
neighborhood park development, regional park acquisition and development, etc.
IMPACT FEES
These fees are in addition to the established user rate for accessing facilities such as golf courses,
recreation centers and pools to support capital improvements that benefit the user of the facility.
MELLO ROOS DISTRICT
Fees for a specific purpose with an election approving district and fees by 2/3 majority.
USER FEES
RECREATION SERVICE FEES
This is a dedicated user fee, which can be established by a local ordinance or other government
procedures for the construction and maintenance of recreation facilities. The fee can apply to all
organized activities, which require a reservation, as defined by the local government. Examples of such
activities include adult basketball, volleyball, tennis, and softball leagues, youth baseball, soccer,
football and softball leagues, and special interest classes. The fee allows participants an opportunity to
contribute toward the upkeep of the facilities being used.
FEES / CHARGES
The Division must position fees and charges to be market-driven and derived based on both public and
private facilities. The potential outcome of revenue generation is consistent with national trends relating
to public park and recreation agencies, which generate an average 35% to 50% of the cost of operations.
TICKET SALES / ADMISSIONS
This revenue source is assessed at facilities where self-directed activities take place such as pools, ice
skating rinks, ballparks and entertainment facilities. These user fees help offset operational costs.
PERMITS (SPECIAL USE PERMITS)
These special permits allow individuals to use specific park property for financial gain. The city either
receives a set amount of money or a percentage of the gross service that is being provided.
RESERVATIONS
This revenue source comes from the right to reserve specific public property for a set amount of time.
The reservation rates are usually set and apply to group picnic shelters, meeting rooms for weddings,
reunions and outings or other types of facilities for special activities.
EQUIPMENT RENTAL
The revenue source is available on the rental of equipment such as tables, chairs, tents, stages, bicycles,
roller blades, kayaks, etc. that are used for recreation purposes.
GRANTS
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CDBG FUNDING
Funding received in accordance with the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Programs national
objectives as established by the U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development. Funding may be
applied to such programs as Infrastructure Improvements, Public Facility and Park Improvements, Human
Service Enhancements, Lead-Based Paint Education and Reduction, Housing Education Assistance, and
Economic Development and Anti-poverty strategies.
LAND TRUST
Many systems have developed land trusts to help secure and fund the cost for acquiring land that needs
to be preserved and protected for greenway purposes. This could be a good source to look to for
acquisition of future lands.
TAX SUPPORT
PROPERTY TAX
Ad valorem taxes on real property.
LIGHTING AND LANDSCAPE DISTRICTS
Special property owner approved assessment.
HOTEL, MOTEL, AND RESTAURANT TAX
Tax based on gross receipts from charges and meal services, which may be used to build and operate
sports fields, regional parks, golf courses, tennis courts, and other special park and recreation facilities.
SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT / BENEFIT DISTRICT
Taxing districts established to provide funds for certain types of improvements that benefit a specific
group of affected properties. Improvements may include landscaping, the erection of fountains, and
acquisition of art, and supplemental services for improvement and promotion, including recreation and
cultural enhancements.
SALES TAX
This existing revenue source has been very successful in funding the park system in Frisco, TX. This tax
is very popular in high traffic, tourism type cities, and with county and state parks.
FOOD AND BEVERAGE TAX
The tax is usually associated with convention and tourism bureaus. However, since parks and recreation
agencies manage many of the tourism attractions, they receive a portion of this funding source for
operational or capital expenses.
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (PID)
New developments can establish a Public Improvement District (PID) when authorized by the City Council
and legally set up according to state law. This taxing district provides funds especially for the operation
and maintenance of public amenities, such as parks and major boulevards.
FRANCHISES AND LICENSES
CATERING PERMITS AND SERVICES
This is a license to allow caterers to work in the park system on a permit basis with a set fee or a
percentage of food sales returning to the city. Also, many cities have their own catering service and
receive a percentage of dollars off the sale of their food.
POURING RIGHTS
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Private soft drink companies that execute agreements with the City for exclusive pouring rights within
park facilities. A portion of the gross sales goes back to the City. The City of Westfield, IN signed a 10
year, $2 million pouring rights deal at their sports complex with Pepsi.
CONCESSION MANAGEMENT
Concession management is from retail sales or rentals of soft goods, hard goods, or consumable items.
The city either contracts for the service or receives a set amount of the gross percentage or the full
revenue dollars that incorporates a profit after expenses.
PRIVATE MANAGEMENT
Contract with a private business to provide and operate desirable recreational activities financed,
constructed and operated by the private sector, with additional compensation paid to the City.
GREENWAY UTILITY
Greenway utilities are used to finance acquisition of greenways and development of the greenways by
selling the development rights underground for the fiber optic types of businesses.
CORPORATE NAMING RIGHTS
Many cities and counties have turned to selling the naming rights for new buildings or renovation of
existing buildings and parks for the development cost associated with the improvement.
In this arrangement, corporations invest in the right
to name an event, facility, or product within a park in
exchange for an annual fee, typically over a ten-year
period. The cost of the naming right is based on the
impression points the facility or event will receive
from the newspapers, TV, websites, and visitors or
users to the park. Naming rights for park and
recreation facilities are typically attached to sports
complexes, amphitheaters, recreation centers,
aquatic facilities, stadiums, and events. Naming
rights are a good use of outside revenue for parks,
recreation facilities or special attractions in Gilroy.
PRIVATE DEVELOPERS
These developers lease space from City-owned land through a subordinate lease that pays out a set dollar
amount plus a percentage of gross dollars for recreation enhancements. These could include a golf
course, marina, restaurants, driving ranges, sports complexes, equestrian facilities, recreation centers
and ice arenas.
EASEMENTS
This revenue source is available when the city allows utility companies, businesses or individuals to
develop some type of an improvement above ground or below ground on their property for a set period
of time and a set dollar amount to be received by the city on an annual basis.
ADVERTISING SALES
This revenue source is for the sale of tasteful and appropriate advertising on park and recreation related
items such as in the city’s program guide, on scoreboards, dasher boards and other visible products or
services that are consumable or permanent that exposes the product or service to many people.
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENTS
Contractual relationships entered into between two or more local units of government and/or between
a local unit of government and a non-profit organization for the joint usage/development of sports fields,
regional parks, or other facilities.
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CHAPTER SEVEN - VISIONING STRATEGY & ACTION PLAN
The Consulting Team conducted a visioning workshop with GRD leadership to determine the identity of
the organization and chart a path moving forward. Using this iterative process along with community
input, demographics and trends, and an analysis of GRD’s offerings and levels of service, the Mission,
Vision, and Core Values of the organization were established. These defining characteristics of the
organization were then used to guide the development of a strategic action plan for GRD.

MISSION & VISION STATEMENTS

CORE VALUES
These represent the organization’s personality and establishes the virtues that staff strive to uphold:
Equity & Inclusion, Community Centered, Fun, and Health & Wellness.
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STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN
The following were the major recommendations that were developed through the Visioning Process. Key
strategies were established across four focus areas: Programming, Facilities & Amenities, Maintenance
& Operations, and Funding.
PROGRAMMING STRATEGIES
• Add fee-based programs targeting adults 18-54. This will address an unmet service need for a
large segment of the population and should include programs in Fitness, Aquatics, and the Arts.
• Restore key programs at 100% CR. Programs that are vital to the Gilroy community, such as
Preschool, Soccer League, and Basketball League, should be reinstated based on pricing to
achieve full cost recovery.
• Add more Family Programs. GRD is primed for offering programs that cater to the large
presence of multi-generational households and families, which could include programs like
Family Night, Movie Nights, Overnights in the Park.
• Keep up with new program trends. Continue to evaluate new and emerging program trends that
serve the community’s needs e.g. Virtual Programs and ESports / innovative senior programs etc.
• Increase Community Special Events. Gilroy residents really enjoy events that bring the
community together and celebrate culture. Also, adding more special events ties into GRD’s
mission, “to bring people and community together.”
• Add more youth/teen programs. GRD provides an important outlet for youth / teens and should
explore additional programs in: Arts, STEM, Nature Education, Leadership, Outdoor Birthday
Parties, and Drop-in Youth Centers.
• Launch a Mobile Rec Van. This would allow GRD to meet program participants anywhere in the
community, expand its current lineup of programs, and reduce reliance on City parks and
facilities to deliver programs.
• Recruit 5-8 new contract instructors each year. This initiative will help GRD freshen its
programs and provide offerings that are relevant for users.
• Use more digital advertising to promote programs. An enhanced marketing effort will greatly
improve GRD’s ability to create awareness and optimize program participation. Some
recommended digital platforms include Facebook, PeachJar, and Google Ads.
STRATEGIES FOR FACILITIES & AMENITIES
Senior Center Transformation. A quick solution to addressing unmet needs for facility space
dedicated to recreation programs in the City is to transform the existing Senior Center into a
multi-generational community center with expanded services for all ages. This transformation
could be implemented in the short term without the burden of capital investment for the
development of a new facility or major renovation to existing facilities.
• Renovate Wheeler Center. Once capital funding becomes available, the Wheeler Center should
be a high priority for investment. In its current condition, the facility is most in need of air
conditioning, HVAC updates, and updated program spaces
• Create a Downtown Park. As the City looks to revitalize downtown, GRD should be an integral
component by investing in new development or a popup park that can host recreation
programming and serve as a community gathering place for small events.
• Redesign tennis courts at El Roble Park. This site is in need of a facelift and a repurposing of
the courts could allow GRD to provide more trending programs, such as pickleball or futsal.
•
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•

Conduct feasibility study for Center and Pool. Throughout the community input process, the
need for additional facilities in the form of an indoor community center and aquatics was loud
and clear, so a feasibility study would be due diligence for evaluating potential options. Some
potential options that currently exist would be new facility development at Sunrise Park or
expanding the use of the Senior Center.
Build a splash pad and/or pool. Based on the level of service analysis and feedback from the
community, there is a significant need for a splash pad and/or an outdoor pool. If conducted, a
feasibility study should include recommendations on where to develop a new splash pad and/or
pool.
Add bathrooms to Sunrise Park and El Roble Park. These locations generate significant traffic,
but the length of experience for users is often cut short due to the lack of restroom facilities.
Upgrade Christmas Hill Temporary Environmental Education Center (TEEC) facility for better
utilization. This would include renovations to improve technology, replace flooring, update
classrooms, and create more program spaces for teens.
Add large pod of outdoor basketball courts. Basketball is a popular sport in the community and
the level of service analysis identifies a need for at least 2-3 more courts in the near future,
which would be best addressed by adding a large pod that can serve as a community hub for
basketball.

MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS STRATEGIES
• Upgrade Wheeler Center. As previously mentioned, the Wheeler Center is one of the immediate
maintenance and improvement needs for the City that directly impacts GRD’s ability to provide
quality programs. Existing facility shortcomings include: AC, locker rooms, stage, dance room,
deep cleaning, and fresh paint.
• Establish dedicated janitor / handyman position. This would greatly improve facility upkeep
and remove some of the challenges associated with operating programs at dated facilities.
• Add evening operating hours at facilities. By adding operating hours in the evening hours at an
existing facility, such as the Senior Center, or at a new facility, GRD could provide a more robust
program mix and can better meet demand for adult programs.
• Increase security at parks and facilities. Due to the tragic events that took place at the Garlic
Festival, safety and security at parks and facilities is of the utmost importance to regain the trust
of Gilroy residents using public spaces.
• Add program registration stations in facility lobbies. This will improve the existing registration
capabilities of GRD and create a higher level of customer service that is highly visible with users
of City facilities.
FUNDING STRATEGIES
Evaluate fees and charges / memberships model for recurring revenue. As part of budget
cuts, a significant portion of GRD programs were eliminated; however, there is potential to
reintroduce programs that can maintain a sustainable cost recovery level through effective
pricing that takes into account the cost of providing programs and established cost recovery
goals. GRD could also increase its revenue generation by implementing a membership model for
facility use or program participation, but this would likely require some improvements to existing
facilities or the development of new ones.
• Add grant writing support. Due to limited funding through the general fund, a key source of
alternative funding for GRD could be realized through better grant writing capabilities. This
•

134

•

•

•

•

•

could include adding a dedicated position or sharing grant writers from other City departments
to focus on generating more grant revenues for GRD.
Establish a Foundation. GRD could benefit greatly from establishing a foundation that is
dedicated to raising money for recreation and supporting a youth scholarship program. This is a
common approach for parks and recreation agencies that the City should explore.
Secure funding for park and facility development / upgrades. Although capital funding has
been frozen for the near future, City facilities will continue to deteriorate and this directly
impacts the ability of GRD to provide services. Potential facility improvements that should be
prioritized if/when funds become available include: The Wheeler Center, a new Community
Center, TEEC, park restrooms, and pickleball courts.
Seek more support from council and emphasize balance between cost recovery and satisfying
unmet program needs of the community. While cost recovery is an important measure of
performance, this should not be the only determinant of success of GRD. In many cases,
recreation programs are essential to the well being of the community and, therefore, some
programs should be subsidized because they are for the greater good of the community. GRD
must ensure that council members are proponents of the Division by following the cost of service
model that takes into consideration benefits received by residents.
Identify more non-tax revenue sources. As funding challenges continue to persist, GRD must
secure alternative funding sources to offset the operational deficit, such as grants, sponsorships,
and partnerships with local businesses / organizations.
Explore tax / bond measure dedicated to operating expenses of GRD. As described in the
funding strategies section, GRD can establish recurring tax support for its operational costs
through a dedicated bond. This will require careful planning and campaigning to ensure enough
support exists to pass a referendum vote. If passed, a dedicated tax / bond would allow GRD to
thrive without competing with other City departments for general tax fund dollars.
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CHAPTER EIGHT - CONCLUSION
The pandemic, and the organizational changes that followed, caused significant setbacks for GRD;
however, much like the Gilroy community, GRD is resilient and ready to embrace a new future. The
findings from this Assessment indicate strong support for recreation in the City, and the extensive
planning process resulted in a strategic roadmap for GRD to follow as it enters a new era.
Successful implementation of the strategies outlined in the Assessment will require GRD to be agile and
adapt as it strives to meet the recreation needs of residents. This will likely require GRD to rely more
on contract instructors, partnerships with outside organizations, and alternative funding sources. GRD
will continue to provide recreation programs to the best of its ability while also supporting essential
community efforts that are not related to recreation. Simply put, the goal for GRD is to find ways to
expand offerings to reach more people of all ages and backgrounds, while working within the current
constraints.
Gilroy is a vibrant community with residents that value the recreational opportunities provided through
GRD. Using the strategic recommendations from this Assessment as a guiding light, GRD is poised to
overcome adversity and continue enriching the lives of residents through recreation.
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APPENDIX A – CORE VS. CASUAL PARTICIPATION TRENDS
GENERAL SPORTS

National Core vs Casual Participatory Trends - General Sports
Activity
Golf * (2011, 2015 and 2016 data)
Basketball
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Tennis
Baseball
Casual (1-12 times)
Core (13+ times)
Soccer (Outdoor)
Casual (1-25 times)
Core (26+ times)
Softball (Slow Pitch)
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Badminton
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Volleyball (Court)
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Football, Flag
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Football, Touch
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Volleyball (Sand/Beach)
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Football, Tackle
Casual (1-25 times)
Core(26+ times)
Gymnastics
Casual (1-49 times)
Core(50+ times)
Soccer (Indoor)
Casual (1-12 times)
Core(13+ times)
Track and Field
Casual (1-25 times)
Core(26+ times)
Participation Growth/Decline
Core vs Casual Distribution

2012
#
25,682
23,708
7,389
16,319
17,020
12,976
3,931
9,046
12,944
6,740
6,205
7,411
2,825
4,586
7,278
5,092
2,185
6,384
2,553
3,831
5,865
2,963
2,902
7,295
4,015
3,280
4,505
3,040
1,465
6,220
2,566
3,655
5,115
3,252
1,863
4,617
2,006
2,611
4,257
1,820
2,437

%
100%
100%
31%
69%
100%
100%
30%
70%
100%
52%
48%
100%
38%
62%
100%
70%
30%
100%
40%
60%
100%
51%
49%
100%
55%
45%
100%
67%
33%
100%
41%
59%
100%
64%
36%
100%
43%
57%
100%
43%
57%

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)
Mostly Core Participants
(greater than 75%)

Participation Levels
2016
#
%
24,120
100%
22,343
100%
7,486
34%
14,857
66%
18,079
100%
14,760
100%
5,673
38%
9,087
62%
11,932
100%
6,342
53%
5,590
47%
7,690
100%
3,377
44%
4,314
56%
7,354
100%
5,285
72%
2,069
28%
6,216
100%
2,852
46%
3,364
54%
6,173
100%
3,249
53%
2,924
47%
5,686
100%
3,304
58%
2,386
42%
5,489
100%
3,989
73%
1,500
27%
5,481
100%
2,242
41%
3,240
59%
5,381
100%
3,580
67%
1,800
33%
5,117
100%
2,347
46%
2,770
54%
4,116
100%
1,961
48%
2,155
52%

2017
#
23,815
23,401
8,546
14,856
17,683
15,642
6,405
9,238
11,924
6,665
5,259
7,283
3,060
4,223
6,430
4,564
1,867
6,317
2,939
3,378
6,551
3,572
2,979
5,629
3,332
2,297
4,947
3,544
1,403
5,224
2,145
3,078
4,805
3,139
1,666
5,399
2,657
2,742
4,161
2,040
2,121

%
100%
100%
37%
63%
100%
100%
41%
59%
100%
56%
44%
100%
42%
58%
100%
71%
29%
100%
47%
53%
100%
55%
45%
100%
59%
41%
100%
72%
28%
100%
41%
59%
100%
65%
35%
100%
49%
51%
100%
49%
51%

% Change
5-Year Trend
1-Year Trend
-7.3%
-1.3%
15.7%
-9.0%
3.9%
20.5%
62.9%
2.1%
-7.9%
-1.1%
-15.2%
-1.7%
8.3%
-7.9%
-11.7%
-10.4%
-14.6%
-1.0%
15.1%
-11.8%
11.7%
20.6%
2.7%
-22.8%
-17.0%
-30.0%
9.8%
16.6%
-4.2%
-16.0%
-16.4%
-15.8%
-6.1%
-3.5%
-10.6%
16.9%
32.5%
5.0%
-2.3%
12.1%
-13.0%

Moderate Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

More Core Participants (5674%)

Evenly Divided (45-55% Core
and Casual)

More Casual Participants
(56-74%)
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-1.3%
4.7%
14.2%
0.0%
-2.2%
6.0%
12.9%
1.7%
-0.1%
5.1%
-5.9%
-5.3%
-9.4%
-2.1%
-12.6%
-13.6%
-9.8%
1.6%
3.1%
0.4%
6.1%
9.9%
1.9%
-1.0%
0.8%
-3.7%
-9.9%
-11.2%
-6.5%
-4.7%
-4.3%
-5.0%
-10.7%
-12.3%
-7.4%
5.5%
13.2%
-1.0%
1.1%
4.0%
-1.6%

Mostly Casual Participants
(greater than 75%)
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GENERAL SPORTS (CONT’D)
National Core vs Casual Participatory Trends - General Sports
Participation Levels
2016
#
%
#
%
Cheerleading
3,244
100%
4,029
100%
Casual (1-25 times)
1,514
47%
2,365
59%
Core(26+ times)
1,730
53%
1,664
41%
Ultimate Frisbee
5,131
100%
3,673
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
3,647
71%
2,746
75%
Core(13+ times)
1,484
29%
927
25%
Racquetball
4,070
100%
3,579
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
2,572
63%
2,488
70%
Core(13+ times)
1,498
37%
1,092
30%
Pickleball
N/A
N/A
2,815
100%
Ice Hockey
2,363
100%
2,697
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
1,082
46%
1,353
50%
Core(13+ times)
1,281
54%
1,344
50%
Softball (Fast Pitch)
2,624
100%
2,467
100%
Casual (1-25 times)
1,245
47%
1,198
49%
Core(26+ times)
1,379
53%
1,269
51%
Lacrosse
1,607
100%
2,090
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
788
49%
1,153
55%
Core(13+ times)
819
51%
938
45%
Roller Hockey
1,367
100%
1,929
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
875
64%
1,438
75%
Core(13+ times)
493
36%
491
25%
Wrestling
1,922
100%
1,922
100%
Casual (1-25 times)
965
50%
1,139
59%
Core(26+ times)
957
50%
782
41%
Rugby
887
100%
1,550
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
526
59%
1,090
70%
Core(8+ times)
361
41%
460
30%
Squash
1,290
100%
1,549
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
928
72%
1,111
72%
Core(8+ times)
361
28%
437
28%
Field Hockey
1,237
100%
1,512
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
578
47%
773
51%
Core(8+ times)
659
53%
739
49%
Boxing for Competition
959
100%
1,210
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
769
80%
1,035
86%
Core(13+ times)
190
20%
176
14%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Participation Growth/Decline
Core vs Casual Distribution

2012

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)
Mostly Core Participants
(greater than 75%)

2017
#
3,816
2,164
1,653
3,126
2,270
856
3,526
2,451
1,075
3,132
2,544
1,227
1,317
2,309
1,077
1,232
2,171
1,142
1,030
1,834
1,419
415
1,896
1,179
717
1,621
1,097
524
1,492
1,044
447
1,596
897
700
1,368
1,168
199

%
100%
57%
43%
100%
73%
27%
100%
70%
30%
100%
100%
48%
52%
100%
47%
53%
100%
53%
47%
100%
77%
23%
100%
62%
38%
100%
68%
32%
100%
70%
30%
100%
56%
44%
100%
85%
15%

% Change
5-Year Trend
1-Year Trend
17.6%
42.9%
-4.5%
-39.1%
-37.8%
-42.3%
-13.4%
-4.7%
-28.2%
N/A
7.7%
13.4%
2.8%
-12.0%
-13.5%
-10.7%
35.1%
44.9%
25.8%
34.2%
62.2%
-15.8%
-1.4%
22.2%
-25.1%
82.8%
108.6%
45.2%
15.7%
12.5%
23.8%
29.0%
55.2%
6.2%
42.6%
51.9%
4.7%

Moderate Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

More Core Participants (5674%)

Evenly Divided (45-55% Core
and Casual)

More Casual Participants
(56-74%)
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-5.3%
-8.5%
-0.7%
-14.9%
-17.3%
-7.7%
-1.5%
-1.5%
-1.6%
11.3%
-5.7%
-9.3%
-2.0%
-6.4%
-10.1%
-2.9%
3.9%
-1.0%
9.8%
-4.9%
-1.3%
-15.5%
-1.4%
3.5%
-8.3%
4.6%
0.6%
13.9%
-3.7%
-6.0%
2.3%
5.6%
16.0%
-5.3%
13.1%
12.9%
13.1%

Mostly Casual Participants
(greater than 75%)

GENERAL FITNESS
National Core vs Casual Participatory Trends - General Fitness
Participation Levels
2016
#
%
#
%
Fitness Walking
114,029 100%
107,895 100%
Casual (1-49 times)
35,267
31%
34,535
32%
Core(50+ times)
78,762
69%
73,359
68%
Treadmill
50,839
100%
51,872
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
22,248
44%
23,490
45%
Core(50+ times)
28,591
56%
28,381
55%
Free Weights (Dumbbells/Hand Weights)
N/A
100%
51,513
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
N/A
18,245
35%
Core(50+ times)
N/A
33,268
65%
Running/Jogging
51,450
100%
47,384
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
21,973
43%
21,764
46%
Core(50+ times)
29,478
57%
25,621
54%
Stationary Cycling (Recumbent/Upright)
35,987
100%
36,118
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
18,265
51%
18,240
51%
Core(50+ times)
17,722
49%
17,878
49%
Weight/Resistant Machines
38,999
100%
35,768
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
15,383
39%
14,346
40%
Core(50+ times)
23,617
61%
21,422
60%
Stretching
35,873
100%
33,771
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
8,996
25%
9,793
29%
Core(50+ times)
26,877
75%
23,978
71%
Elliptical Motion Trainer*
28,560
100%
32,218
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
13,638
48%
15,687
49%
Core(50+ times)
14,922
52%
16,532
51%
Free Weights (Barbells)
26,688
100%
26,473
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
9,435
35%
10,344
39%
Core(50+ times)
17,253
65%
16,129
61%
Yoga
23,253
100%
26,268
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
13,305
57%
15,486
59%
Core(50+ times)
9,949
43%
10,782
41%
Calisthenics/Bodyweight Exercise
N/A
100%
25,110
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
N/A
0
9,763
39%
Core(50+ times)
N/A
0
15,347
61%
Choreographed Exercise
N/A
100%
21,839
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
N/A
0
14,158
65%
Core(50+ times)
N/A
0
7,681
35%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Participation Growth/Decline
Core vs Casual Distribution

2012

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)
Mostly Core Participants
(greater than 75%)

2017
#
110,805
35,326
75,479
52,966
24,444
28,523
52,217
18,866
33,351
50,770
24,004
26,766
36,035
18,447
17,588
36,291
14,496
21,795
33,195
10,095
23,100
32,283
15,854
16,430
27,444
10,868
16,576
27,354
16,454
10,900
24,454
10,095
14,359
22,616
14,867
7,748

%
100%
32%
68%
100%
46%
54%
100%
36%
64%
100%
47%
53%
100%
51%
49%
100%
40%
60%
100%
30%
70%
100%
49%
51%
100%
40%
60%
100%
60%
40%
100%
41%
59%
100%
66%
34%

% Change
5-Year Trend
1-Year Trend
-2.8%
0.2%
-4.2%
4.2%
9.9%
-0.2%
N/A
N/A
N/A
-1.3%
9.2%
-9.2%
0.1%
1.0%
-0.8%
-6.9%
-5.8%
-7.7%
-7.5%
12.2%
-14.1%
13.0%
16.2%
10.1%
2.8%
15.2%
-3.9%
17.6%
23.7%
9.6%
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Moderate Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

More Core Participants (5674%)

Evenly Divided (45-55% Core
and Casual)

More Casual Participants
(56-74%)

*Cardio Cross Trainer is merged to Elliptical Motion Trainer
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2.7%
2.3%
2.9%
2.1%
4.1%
0.5%
1.4%
3.4%
0.2%
7.1%
10.3%
4.5%
-0.2%
1.1%
-1.6%
1.5%
1.0%
1.7%
-1.7%
3.1%
-3.7%
0.2%
1.1%
-0.6%
3.7%
5.1%
2.8%
4.1%
6.3%
1.1%
-2.6%
3.4%
-6.4%
3.6%
5.0%
0.9%

Mostly Casual Participants
(greater than 75%)

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
GENERAL FITNESS (CONT’D)
National Core vs Casual Participatory Trends - General Fitness
Participation Levels
2016
#
%
#
%
Aerobics (High Impact)
16,178
100%
21,390
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
7,819
48%
11,801
55%
Core(50+ times)
8,359
52%
9,589
45%
Stair Climbing Machine
12,979
100%
15,079
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
7,303
56%
9,332
62%
Core(50+ times)
5,676
44%
5,747
38%
Cross-Training Style Workout
N/A
100%
12,914
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
N/A
N/A
6,430
50%
Core(50+ times)
N/A
N/A
6,483
50%
Stationary Cycling (Group)
8,477
100%
8,937
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
5,053
60%
5,751
64%
Core(50+ times)
3,424
40%
3,186
36%
Pilates Training
8,519
100%
8,893
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
5,212
61%
5,525
62%
Core(50+ times)
3,307
39%
3,367
38%
Trail Running
5,806
100%
8,582
100%
Cardio Kickboxing
6,725
100%
6,899
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
4,455
66%
4,760
69%
Core(50+ times)
2,271
34%
2,139
31%
Boot Camp Style Training
7,496
100%
6,583
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
4,787
64%
4,484
68%
Core(50+ times)
2,709
36%
2,099
32%
Martial Arts
5,075
100%
5,745
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
1,207
24%
1,964
34%
Core(13+ times)
3,869
76%
3,780
66%
Boxing for Fitness
4,831
100%
5,175
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
2,075
43%
2,678
52%
Core(13+ times)
2,756
57%
2,496
48%
Tai Chi
3,203
100%
3,706
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
1,835
57%
2,245
61%
Core(50+ times)
1,369
43%
1,461
39%
Barre
N/A
N/A
3,329
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
N/A
N/A
2,636
79%
Core(50+ times)
N/A
N/A
693
21%
Triathlon (Traditional/Road)
1,789
100%
2,374
100%
Casual (1 times)
616
34%
786
33%
Core(2+ times)
1,173
66%
1,589
67%
Triathlon (Non-Traditional/Off Road)
1,075
100%
1,705
100%
Casual (1 times)
341
32%
647
38%
Core(2+ times)
734
68%
1,058
62%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Participation Growth/Decline
Core vs Casual Distribution

2012

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)
Mostly Core Participants
(greater than 75%)

2017
#
21,476
12,105
9,370
14,948
9,501
5,447
13,622
6,890
6,732
9,409
6,023
3,386
9,047
5,698
3,348
9,149
6,693
4,671
2,022
6,651
4,637
2,014
5,838
2,021
3,816
5,157
2,738
2,419
3,787
2,329
1,458
3,436
2,701
735
2,162
754
1,408
1,878
749
1,129

%
100%
56%
44%
100%
64%
36%
100%
51%
49%
100%
64%
36%
100%
63%
37%
100%
100%
70%
30%
100%
70%
30%
100%
35%
65%
100%
53%
47%
100%
61%
39%
100%
79%
21%
100%
35%
65%
100%
40%
60%

% Change
5-Year Trend
1-Year Trend
32.7%
54.8%
12.1%
15.2%
30.1%
-4.0%
N/A
N/A
N/A
11.0%
19.2%
-1.1%
6.2%
9.3%
1.2%
57.6%
-0.5%
4.8%
-11.0%
-11.3%
-3.1%
-25.7%
15.0%
67.4%
-1.4%
6.7%
32.0%
-12.2%
18.2%
26.9%
6.5%
N/A
N/A
N/A
20.8%
22.4%
20.0%
74.7%
119.6%
53.8%

Moderate Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

More Core Participants (5674%)

Evenly Divided (45-55% Core
and Casual)

More Casual Participants
(56-74%)
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0.4%
2.6%
-2.3%
-0.9%
1.8%
-5.2%
5.5%
7.2%
3.8%
5.3%
4.7%
6.3%
1.7%
3.1%
-0.6%
6.6%
-3.0%
-1.9%
-5.5%
1.0%
3.4%
-4.0%
1.6%
2.9%
1.0%
-0.3%
2.2%
-3.1%
2.2%
3.7%
-0.2%
3.2%
2.5%
6.1%
-8.9%
-4.1%
-11.4%
10.1%
15.8%
6.7%

Mostly Casual Participants
(greater than 75%)

OUTDOOR/ADVENTURE RECREATION
National Core vs Casual Participatory Trends - Outdoor / Adventure Recreation
Participation Levels
2016
#
%
#
%
Hiking (Day)
34,519
100%
42,128
100%
Bicycling (Road)
39,790
100%
38,365
100%
Casual (1-25 times)
18,966
48%
19,244
50%
Core(26+ times)
20,824
52%
19,121
50%
Fishing (Freshwater)
39,002
100%
38,121
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
20,341
52%
20,308
53%
Core(8+ times)
18,660
48%
17,813
47%
Camping (< 1/4 Mile of Vehicle/Home)
31,454
100%
26,467
100%
Camping (Recreational Vehicle)
15,903
100%
15,855
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
8,316
52%
8,719
55%
Core(8+ times)
7,587
48%
7,136
45%
Fishing (Saltwater)
12,000
100%
12,266
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
7,251
60%
7,198
59%
Core(8+ times)
4,749
40%
5,068
41%
Birdwatching (>1/4 mile of Vehicle/Home)
13,535
100%
11,589
100%
Backpacking Overnight
7,933
100%
10,151
100%
Bicycling (Mountain)
7,265
100%
8,615
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
3,270
45%
4,273
50%
Core(13+ times)
3,995
55%
4,342
50%
Archery
7,173
100%
7,903
100%
Casual (1-25 times)
5,967
83%
6,650
84%
Core(26+ times)
1,205
17%
1,253
16%
Fishing (Fly)
5,848
100%
6,456
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
3,598
62%
4,183
65%
Core(8+ times)
2,250
38%
2,273
35%
Skateboarding
6,227
100%
6,442
100%
Casual (1-25 times)
3,527
57%
3,955
61%
Core(26+ times)
2,700
43%
2,487
39%
Roller Skating (In-Line)
6,647
100%
5,381
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
4,548
68%
3,861
72%
Core(13+ times)
2,100
32%
1,520
28%
Bicycling (BMX)
1,861
100%
3,104
100%
Casual (1-12 times)
856
46%
1,760
57%
Core(13+ times)
1,005
54%
1,344
43%
Adventure Racing
1,618
100%
2,999
100%
Casual (1 times)
672
42%
1,081
36%
Core(2+ times)
945
58%
1,918
64%
Climbing (Traditional/Ice/Mountaineering)
2,189
100%
2,790
100%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Participation Growth/Decline
Core vs Casual Distribution

2012

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)
Mostly Core Participants
(greater than 75%)

2017
#
44,900
38,866
20,212
18,654
38,346
19,977
18,369
26,262
16,159
9,332
6,826
13,062
7,625
5,437
12,296
10,975
8,609
4,389
4,220
7,769
6,602
1,167
6,791
4,448
2,344
6,382
3,970
2,411
5,268
3,853
1,415
3,413
2,039
1,374
2,529
899
1,630
2,527

%
100%
100%
52%
48%
100%
52%
48%
100%
100%
58%
42%
100%
58%
42%
100%
100%
100%
51%
49%
100%
85%
15%
100%
65%
35%
100%
62%
38%
100%
73%
27%
100%
60%
40%
100%
36%
64%
100%

% Change
5-Year Trend
1-Year Trend
30.1%
-2.3%
6.6%
-10.4%
-1.7%
-1.8%
-1.6%
-16.5%
1.6%
12.2%
-10.0%
8.9%
5.2%
14.5%
-9.2%
38.3%
18.5%
34.2%
5.6%
8.3%
10.6%
-3.2%
16.1%
23.6%
4.2%
2.5%
12.6%
-10.7%
-20.7%
-15.3%
-32.6%
83.4%
138.2%
36.7%
56.3%
33.8%
72.5%
15.4%

Moderate Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

More Core Participants (5674%)

Evenly Divided (45-55% Core
and Casual)

More Casual Participants
(56-74%)
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6.6%
1.3%
5.0%
-2.4%
0.6%
-1.6%
3.1%
-0.8%
1.9%
7.0%
-4.3%
6.5%
5.9%
7.3%
6.1%
8.1%
-0.1%
2.7%
-2.8%
-1.7%
-0.7%
-6.9%
5.2%
6.3%
3.1%
-0.9%
0.4%
-3.1%
-2.1%
-0.2%
-6.9%
10.0%
15.9%
2.2%
-15.7%
-16.8%
-15.0%
-9.4%

Mostly Casual Participants
(greater than 75%)

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
AQUATICS
National Core vs Casual Participatory Trends - Aquatics
Participation Levels
2016
#
%
#
%
Swimming (Fitness)
23,216
100%
26,601
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
15,139
65%
17,781
67%
Core(50+ times)
8,077
35%
8,820
33%
Aquatic Exercise
9,177
100%
10,575
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
5,785
63%
7,135
67%
Core(50+ times)
3,392
37%
3,440
33%
Swimming (Competition)
2,502
100%
3,369
100%
Casual (1-49 times)
1,065
43%
1,881
56%
Core(50+ times)
1,437
57%
1,488
44%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

2012

Participation Growth/Decline
Core vs Casual Distribution

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)
Mostly Core Participants
(greater than 75%)

2017
#
27,135
18,319
8,815
10,459
7,222
3,237
3,007
1,664
1,343

%
100%
68%
32%
100%
69%
31%
100%
55%
45%

% Change
5-Year Trend
1-Year Trend
16.9%
21.0%
9.1%
14.0%
24.8%
-4.6%
20.2%
56.2%
-6.5%

Moderate Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

More Core Participants (5674%)

Evenly Divided (45-55% Core
and Casual)

More Casual Participants
(56-74%)

2.0%
3.0%
-0.1%
-1.1%
1.2%
-5.9%
-10.7%
-11.5%
-9.7%

Mostly Casual Participants
(greater than 75%)

WATER SPORTS/ACTIVITIES
National Core vs Casual Participatory Trends - Water Sports / Activities
Participation Levels
2016
#
%
#
%
Canoeing
9,813
100%
10,046
100%
Kayaking (Recreational)
8,187
100%
10,017
100%
Snorkeling
8,664
100%
8,717
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
6,904
80%
6,945
80%
Core(8+ times)
1,760
20%
1,773
20%
Jet Skiing
6,996
100%
5,783
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
5,125
73%
4,143
72%
Core(8+ times)
1,870
27%
1,640
28%
Sailing
3,841
100%
4,095
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
2,565
67%
2,833
69%
Core(8+ times)
1,276
33%
1,262
31%
Water Skiing
4,434
100%
3,700
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
3,122
70%
2,667
72%
Core(8+ times)
1,312
30%
1,033
28%
Rafting
3,756
100%
3,428
100%
Stand-Up Paddling
1,392
100%
3,220
100%
Kayaking (Sea/Touring)
2,446
100%
3,124
100%
Scuba Diving
2,781
100%
3,111
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
1,932
69%
2,292
74%
Core(8+ times)
849
31%
819
26%
Wakeboarding
3,368
100%
2,912
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
2,237
66%
2,017
69%
Core(8+ times)
1,132
34%
895
31%
Surfing
2,545
100%
2,793
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
1,544
61%
1,768
63%
Core(8+ times)
1,001
39%
1,024
37%
Kayaking (White Water)
1,878
100%
2,552
100%
Boardsailing/Windsurfing
1,372
100%
1,737
100%
Casual (1-7 times)
1,108
81%
1,449
83%
Core(8+ times)
264
19%
288
17%
NOTE: Participation figures are in 000's for the US population ages 6 and over
Activity

Participation Growth/Decline
Core vs Casual Distribution

2012

Large Increase
(greater than 25%)
Mostly Core Participants
(greater than 75%)

2017
#
9,220
10,533
8,384
6,721
1,663
5,418
3,928
1,490
3,974
2,720
1,254
3,572
2,575
997
3,479
3,325
2,955
2,874
2,113
761
3,005
2,101
903
2,680
1,705
975
2,500
1,573
1,289
284

%
100%
100%
100%
80%
20%
100%
72%
28%
100%
68%
32%
100%
72%
28%
100%
100%
100%
100%
74%
26%
100%
70%
30%
100%
64%
36%
100%
100%
82%
18%

% Change
5-Year Trend
1-Year Trend
-6.0%
28.7%
-3.2%
-2.7%
-5.5%
-22.6%
-23.4%
-20.3%
3.5%
6.0%
-1.7%
-19.4%
-17.5%
-24.0%
-7.4%
138.9%
20.8%
3.3%
9.4%
-10.4%
-10.8%
-6.1%
-20.2%
5.3%
10.4%
-2.6%
33.1%
14.7%
16.3%
7.6%

Moderate Increase
(0% to 25%)

Moderate Decrease
(0% to -25%)

Large Decrease
(less than -25%)

More Core Participants (5674%)

Evenly Divided (45-55% Core
and Casual)

More Casual Participants
(56-74%)
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-8.2%
5.2%
-3.8%
-3.2%
-6.2%
-6.3%
-5.2%
-9.1%
-3.0%
-4.0%
-0.6%
-3.5%
-3.4%
-3.5%
1.5%
3.3%
-5.4%
-7.6%
-7.8%
-7.1%
3.2%
4.2%
0.9%
-4.0%
-3.6%
-4.8%
-2.0%
-9.4%
-11.0%
-1.4%

Mostly Casual Participants
(greater than 75%)

APPENDIX B - NATIONAL AND REGIONAL PROGRAMMING TRENDS
PROGRAMS OFFERED BY PARK AND RECREATION AGENCIES (GREAT LAKES REGION)
National Recreation and Park Association’s
(NRPA) Agency Performance Review 2019
summarize key findings from NRPA Park
Metrics, which is a benchmark tool that
compares the management and planning of
operating resources and capital facilities of
park and recreation agencies. The report
contains data from 1,075 park and recreation
agencies across the U.S. as reported between
2016 and 2018.

Pacific Southwest
Region

Based on this year’s report, the typical agency
(i.e., those at the median values) offers 175
programs annually, with roughly 63% of those programs being fee-based activities/events.
According to the information reported to the NRPA, the top five programming activities most frequently
offered by park and recreation agencies, both in the U.S. and regionally, are described in the table
below. A complete comparison of regional and national programs offered by agencies can be found on
the following page.
When comparing the Southwest Pacific Region agencies to the U.S. average, themed special events,
social recreation events, team sports, health & wellness education, and fitness enhancement classes
were all identified as the top five most commonly provided program areas offered regionally and
nationally.

Top 5 Most Offered Core Program Areas
(Offered by Parks and Recreation Agencies)

Southwest Pacific (% of agencies offering)

U.S. (% of agencies offering)

•

Team Sports (88%)

•

Themed Special Events (87%)

•

Themed Special Events (87%)

•

Team Sports (87%)

•

Social Recreation Events (82%)

•

Social Recreation Events (86%)

•

Fitness Enhancement Classes (82%)

•

Health & Wellness Education (79%)

•

Health & Wellness Education (80%)

•

Fitness Enhancement Classes (77%)
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FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
Overall, Southwest Pacific Region agencies are very similar to the U.S. average regarding program
offerings. However, utilizing a discrepancy threshold of +/-5% (or more), Pacific Southwest agencies are
currently offering Martial Arts and Performing Arts at a higher rate than the national average, while
Individual Sports and Natural & Cultural History Activities are offered at a lower rate regionally.
Core Program Areas Offered by Parks and Recreation Agencies
(Percent of Agencies)
Pacific Southwest

U.S.
87%
87%

Themed Special Events
82%

Social Recreation Events

82%
79%

Fitness Enhancement Classes
62%
62%

Trips & Tours

65%

Individual Sports

72%

64%
66%

Racquet Sports

80%
80%

Health & Wellness Education
73%
71%

Safety Training
Aquatics

71%

Performing Arts

61%
53%

Visual Arts
47%

Natural & Cultural History Activities

74%

66%

57%

55%
62%
60%

Cultural Crafts
46%
48%

Golf
Martial Arts
Running/Cycling Races

86%
88%
87%

Team Sports

60%
16%

20%
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73%

TARGETED PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN, SENIORS, AND PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
For a better understanding of targeted programs (programs that cater to a specific age segment,
demographic, etc.), NRPA also tracks program offerings that are dedicated specifically to children,
seniors, and people with disabilities. This allows for further analysis of these commonly targeted
populations on a national and regional basis.
Based on information reported to the NRPA, the top three targeted programs offered by park and
recreation agencies, nationally and regionally, are described in the table below, followed by the
complete comparison of regional and national targeted offerings.

Top 3 Most Offered Core Program Areas
(Targeting Children, Seniors, and/or People with Disabilities)

Southwest Pacific (% of agencies offering)

U.S. (% of agencies offering)

•

Summer Camp (88%)

•

Summer Camp (82%)

•

Senior Programs (82%)

•

Senior Programs (78%)

•

Teen Programs (80%)

•

After School Programs (77%)

Figure 16: Top 3 Core Target Program Areas

Agencies in the Southwest Pacific Region tend to offer targeted programs at a much higher rate than the
national average. Southwest Pacific agencies are currently offering Preschool, Teen Programs, and
Summer Camp at a significantly higher rate than the national average.

Core Program Areas Targeted for Children, Seniors, and/or People with Disabilities
(Percent of Agencies)
Pacific Southwest

U.S.
88%

Summer Camp

82%
82%

Specific Senior Programs

78%
80%

Specific Teen Programs

66%
63%
62%

Programs for People with Disabilities

75%
77%

After School Programs
51%

Preschool

37%
25%

Before School Programs
Full Daycare

21%
11%
9%
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APPENDIX C – ONLINE COMMUNITY SURVEY
GIVEN THE RECENT COVID-19 / CORONAVIRUS CRISIS, HOW HAS YOUR AND YOUR
HOUSEHOLD'S PERCEPTION OF THE VALUE OF RECREATION, PARKS, TRAILS AND OPEN SPACES
CHANGED?

COVID-19 Impact on Value
3% 3%
Increased
21%

Somewhat Increased

51%

No Change
Somewhat Decreased
Decreased

23%

BASED ON YOUR PERCEPTION OF VALUE, HOW WOULD YOU WANT THE CITY TO FUND FUTURE
PARKS, RECREATION, TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE NEEDS?

Fund Future Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Spaces
2%

8%
Increase funding
Maintain existing funding
levels

30%

Reduce funding
60%
Not sure
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HAVE YOU OR ANY MEMBER OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD VISITED ANY PARKS AND FACILITIES
OFFERED BY THE CITY OF GILROY DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS?

Visited Parks and Facilities
6%

Yes
No

94%

HOW OFTEN HAVE YOU VISITED CITY OF GILROY PARKS AND/OR FACILITIES DURING THE PAST
12 MONTHS?

Visit Frequency
45%

38%

40%
35%
30%
25%
20%

19%

17%

16%

15%

10%

10%
5%
0%

0%
More than 5 times a
week

2-4 times a week

Once a week
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1-3 times a month

Less than once a
month

Never

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
OVERALL, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE PHYSICAL CONDITION OF ALL THE CITY OF GILROY
PARKS AND FACILITIES THAT YOU HAVE VISITED?

Physical Condition of All City Parks and Facilities
4%

15%

Excellent
Good

28%

Fair
Poor

53%

IF YOUR HOUSEHOLD HAS NOT VISITED ANY CITY OF GILROY FACILITIES DURING THE PAST
12 MONTHS, PLEASE CHECK ALL OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS YOU HAVE NOT VISITED.

Barriers
Do not feel safe using parks / trails

41%

Lack of restrooms

38%

Lack of features we want to use

33%

Use parks / trails in other cities

27%

Parks / trails are not well maintained

19%

Other (please specify)

19%

Not aware of parks' or trails' locations

12%

Lack of parking to access parks / trails

10%

Lack of trust in government

8%

Too far from your home

8%

Lack of handicap accessibility

3%

Lack of transportation

2%

Language / cultural barriers

1%
0%
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10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

FROM THE FOLLOWING LIST, PLEASE CHECK ALL OF THE ORGANIZATIONS THAT YOU OR
MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD HAVE USED FOR RECREATION AND SPORTS ACTIVITIES
DURING THE LAST 12 MONTHS.

Households Use for Recreation and Sports Activities
City of Gilroy Recreation Department

54%

Public schools

46%

Neighboring cities

32%

Morgan Hill Recreation Center

31%

Private and non-profit youth sports

27%

Private workout facilities

26%

Places of worship

22%

Private clubs

17%

Private summer camps

16%

YMCA programs

14%

None of these

10%

Private Schools

10%

Other (please specify)

8%
0%

10%
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20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
FROM THE FOLLOWING LIST, PLEASE CHECK ALL OF THE WAYS YOU LEARN ABOUT CITY OF
GILROY RECREATION DEPARTMENT PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES.

Ways You Learn about Programs & Activities
City recreation guide

70%

City website

58%

Friends and neighbors

53%

Emails

35%

Facebook

29%

Materials at parks or recreation facilities

19%

Temporary signs at parks or around the City

17%

Conversations with recreation staff

16%

Newspaper

15%

E-newsletter

14%

Promotions at special events

14%

Flyers

14%

Instagram

12%

Other (please specify)

5%

Phone app

3%

City Council meetings

2%
0%

10%

20%
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30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

FROM THE DROPDOWN LISTS BELOW, WHICH THREE METHODS OF COMMUNICATION WOULD
YOU MOST PREFER THE CITY USE TO COMMUNICATE WITH YOU ABOUT RECREATION
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES?

Preferred Ways to Learn
City recreation guide

55%

Emails

53%

City website

44%

Facebook

34%

E-newsletter

21%

Temporary signs at parks or in the City

16%

Instagram

16%

Phone app

10%

Flyers

10%

Friends and neighbors

9%

Materials at parks or recreation facilities

8%

Newspaper

8%

Promotions at special events

7%

Conversations with recreation staff

3%

None

2%

City Council meetings

2%

Other

2%
0%

10%

20%
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30%

40%

50%

60%

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
HAS YOUR HOUSEHOLD PARTICIPATED IN ANY RECREATION PROGRAMS OFFERED BY THE CITY
OF GILROY RECREATION DEPARTMENT DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS?

Recreation Program Participation

Yes

42%

No
58%

HOW MANY PROGRAMS OFFERED BY THE CITY OF GILROY RECREATION DEPARTMENT HAVE
YOU OR MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD PARTICIPATED IN DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS?

Annual Participation Frequency
50%

47%

45%
40%
35%

32%

30%
25%
20%

17%

15%
10%

4%

5%
0%

One

2-3

4-6
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7 or more

HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE OVERALL QUALITY OF THE CITY OF GILROY RECREATION
PROGRAMS IN WHICH YOUR HOUSEHOLD HAS PARTICIPATED?PARTICIPATED IN DURING THE
PAST 12 MONTHS (BEFORE THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC)?
Program Quality
1%
8%
Excellent
41%

Good
Fair
Poor

50%

IF YOUR HOUSEHOLD HAS NOT PARTICIPATED IN ANY CITY OF GILROY RECREATION
PROGRAMS DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS, PLEASE CHECK ALL OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS
WHY YOU MAY HAVE NOT PARTICIPATED.

Program Barriers
27%

I don't know what is offered

24%

Too busy / not interested

21%

Program times are not convenient

19%

Old and outdated facilities

18%

Fees are too high

17%

Other (please specify)

15%

Use programs of other agencies

15%

Program not offered

13%

Lack of quality programs

12%

Classes are full

9%

Lack of quality instructors

4%

Poor customer service by staff

4%

Registration is difficult
Lack of trust in government

2%

Lack of transportation

2%
2%

Language / cultural barriers
Lack of right program equipment

1%

Too far away from my home

1%
0%

5%

10%
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15%

20%

25%

30%

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR LEVEL OF AGREEMENT WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS
CONCERNING SOME POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF THE CITY OF GILROY'S RECREATION
SYSTEM. RATE YOUR AGREEMENT FOR EACH STATEMENT BY COMPLETING THE PHRASE, "THE
RECREATION SYSTEM IN GILROY...".
Strongly agree and agree represents the percentage on chart and green colors.

Recreation System Benefits
Makes Gilroy a more desirable place to live

81%

Provides volunteer opportunities for the community

80%

Provides positive social interactions for me (my household/family)

80%
77%

Preserves open space and protects the environment

75%

Improves my (my household's) mental health and reduces stress

72%

Is age-friendly and accessible to all age groups

71%

Improves my (my household's) physical health and fitness

67%

Provides jobs / professional development for youth

66%

Helps reduce crime in my neighborhood and keep kids out of trouble

58%

Positively impacts economic / business development

54%

Helps to attract new residents and businesses

50%

Increases my (my household's) property value

46%

Promotes tourism to the city and the region
0%
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

20%
Disagree
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40%
Strongly Disagree

60%
Don't Know

80%

100%

120%

DO YOU HAVE A NEED FOR THIS AMENITY?

Facility/Amenity Needs
93%
89%

Multi-use paved trails
Large community parks

80%
79%
76%
75%
75%
72%
71%
71%
66%
64%
61%

Multi-use unpaved trails
Small neighborhood parks
Shaded play areas
Community Center
Outdoor swimming pools / water parks / splash pads
Picnic areas and shelters
Playgrounds
Open space conservation areas
Outdoor exercise / fitness area
Indoor swimming pool
Outdoor multi-use courts

54%
50%
49%
49%
49%
48%
45%
44%
42%
41%

Mountain bike trail
Community gardens
Indoor ice skating rink
Performing arts theater
Indoor basketball / volleyball courts
Lighted rectangular sports fields
Lighted diamond sports fields
Off-leash dog park
Environmental education center
Other

32%
31%
30%
30%
26%

Skateboarding parks
Golf course
BMX Park / Pump track
Bocce ball courts
ADA/Senior accessible parks / accessible walking trails
0%

10%

20%
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30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
WHICH FOUR AMENITIES FROM THE PREVIOUS LIST ARE MOST IMPORTANT TO YOUR
HOUSEHOLD

Most Important Facilities & Amenities
36%

Multi-use paved trails

31%

Indoor swimming pool

29%

Multi-use unpaved trails

26%

Community Center (multi-use space for events, exercise, and activities)

24%

Outdoor swimming pools / water parks / splash pads

19%

Indoor ice skating rink

16%

Large community parks

15%

Shaded play areas
Small neighborhood parks

14%

Playgrounds

14%
12%

Indoor basketball / volleyball courts
Community gardens

11%

Performing arts theater

11%

Mountain bike trail

11%

Lighted rectangular sports fields

11%
11%

ADA/Senior accessible parks / accessible walking trails
Open space conservation areas

10%

Off-leash dog park

10%
10%

Outdoor exercise / fitness area

9%

BMX Park / Pump track

7%

Picnic areas and shelters

7%

Outdoor multi-use courts (basketball, pickleball, tennis)

6%

Lighted diamond sports fields

6%

Golf course

6%

Bocce ball courts

5%

Environmental education center

4%

Other

3%

Skateboarding parks
0%
1st Choice

5%

2nd Choice
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10%
3rd Choice

15%

20%
4th Choice

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

DO YOU HAVE A NEED FOR THIS ACTIVITY/PROGRAM?

Program Needs
Community special events
Adult fitness and wellness programs
Exercise classes
Youth sports programs and camps
Swim lessons
Youth summer programs and camps
Outdoor environmental / nature camps and…
After school programs for youth of all ages
Water fitness programs / lap swimming
Cultural enrichment
STEM / tech classes
Youth performing arts programs
Mountain bike trails
Youth fitness and wellness classes
Teen / Tween programs
Youth visual arts / crafts programs
Birthday parties
Preschool programs / early childhood education
Recreation / competitive swim team
Gymnastics / tumbling programs
Other
Leadership / professional development
Adult sports leagues
Robotics
Senior programs
Programs for at risk youth / crime prevention
Tennis lessons and leagues

Figure 13: Welcoming Parks

Family unification / life skills

Programs for people with special needs
0%

10%
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20%

66%
61%
59%
58%
58%
56%
53%
52%
51%
50%
49%
46%
45%
44%
44%
40%
39%
37%
35%
35%
35%
35%
35%
31%
30%
29%
28%
26%
24%
30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
WHICH FOUR ACTIVITIES/PROGRAMS LISTED PREVIOUSLY ARE MOST IMPORTANT TO YOUR
HOUSEHOLD?

Most Important Programs
26%

Adult fitness and wellness programs

22%
21%
21%
20%
19%
18%
18%
17%
16%
15%
15%
15%
13%
12%
11%
10%
9%
9%
8%
8%
7%
7%
6%
6%
5%
5%
5%

Swim lessons
Youth sports programs and camps
STEM (science, technology, engineering, math) / tech classes
Youth summer programs and camps
Exercise classes
Mountain bike trails
After school programs for youth of all ages
Water fitness programs / lap swimming
Youth performing arts programs (dance / music)
Community special events
Cultural enrichment
Outdoor environmental / nature camps and programs
Preschool programs / early childhood education
Teen / Tween programs
Youth fitness and wellness classes
Gymnastics / tumbling programs
Programs for at risk youth / crime prevention
Leadership / professional development
Adult sports leagues
Birthday parties
Tennis lessons and leagues
Recreation / competitive swim team
Senior programs
Programs for people with special needs
Youth visual arts / crafts programs
Other
Robotics

2%

Family unification / life skills
0%
1st Choice

5%

2nd Choice
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3rd Choice

10%

15%
4th Choice

20%

25%

30%

THE CITY OF GILROY IS EXPLORING THE IMPORTANCE OF A MULTIGENERATIONAL /
MULTICULTURAL COMMUNITY CENTER. BELOW ARE SOME FEATURES THAT COULD BE
INCLUDED IN THAT FACILITY. PLEASE INDICATE HOW OFTEN YOUR HOUSEHOLD WOULD USE
EACH OF THESE FEATURES.
Once a month or greater represents the percentage and green colors in the figure.

Feature Usage (Once a Month and Greater)
Indoor lap lanes for swim lessons, exercise, competitive, or therapeutic purposes

64%

Aerobics / fitness / gymnastics space

61%

Indoor walking / running track

58%

Weight room / cardiovascular equipment area

56%

Multi-purpose courts for basketball, volleyball, etc.

46%

Arts and crafts rooms

45%

Indoor ice rink (ice skate, hockey, etc.)

44%

Technology / innovation center (creative / maker space)

42%

Indoor turf fields (e.g. soccer, football, etc.)

40%

Multi-purpose space for classes / meetings / parties

34%

Indoor stage / theater performances / cultural arts

33%

Youth employment

32%

Childcare

29%

Pre-school space

27%

Community Agency Services / family services

18%

Banquet / special events space

14%

Other

36%
0%

Several times/week

A few times/month

10%

At Least once/month
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20%

30%

40%

Less than once/month

50%

60%

Seldom/Never

70%

80%

Don't Know

90%

100%

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
WHICH FOUR OF THE FEATURES LISTED PREVIOUSLY WOULD YOUR HOUSEHOLD BE MOST
LIKELY TO USE IF THEY WERE INCLUDED IN THE MULTIGENERATIONAL / MULTICULTURAL
CENTER?

Features Most Likely Used
54%

Indoor lap lanes for swim lessons, exercise, competitive, or therapeutic purposes

43%

Aerobics / fitness / gymnastics space

36%

Indoor walking / running track

33%

Weight room / cardiovascular equipment area

31%

Indoor ice rink

22%

Indoor turf fields

21%

Multi-purpose courts for basketball, volleyball, etc.
Arts and crafts rooms

20%

Indoor stage / theater performances / cultural arts

19%
17%

Technology / innovation center

16%

Multi-purpose space for classes / meetings / parties
Pre-school space

12%

Childcare

12%
11%

Youth employment

10%

Banquet / special events space

5%

Other

4%

Community Agency Services / family services
0%
1st Choice

10%

2nd Choice
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3rd Choice

20%
4th Choice

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BEST REPRESENTS HOW YOU FEEL THE COST
FOR OPERATING A NEW MULTIGENERATIONAL / MULTICULTURAL CENTER SHOULD BE PAID?

Funding Sources for Operations
30%

28%

25%

23%

20%

17%

15%

13%
11%

10%

8%

5%

0%

100% through taxes

75% taxes / 25% user fees 50% taxes / 50% user fees 25% taxes / 75% user fees

100% user fees

Don't know

PLEASE RATE YOUR LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH THE OVERALL VALUE THAT YOUR
HOUSEHOLD RECEIVES FROM THE CITY OF GILROY RECREATION DEPARTMENT.

Overall Satisfaction
4% 3%
9%

18%

Very satisfied
Satisfied
Neutral
Dissatisfied
30%

36%
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Very Dissatisfied
Don't know

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF ACTIONS THE CITY OF GILROY COULD TAKE TO IMPROVE THE
PARKS AND RECREATION SYSTEM. PLEASE INDICATE YOUR SUPPORT FOR EACH POTENTIAL
ACTION.

Supported Actions
Improve existing trail system
Develop new walking trails
Improve existing park restrooms
Establish a partnership for operating an indoor recreation facility
Add new restrooms in parks
Improve existing neighborhood parks
Develop a new outdoor exercise/fitness area
Improve existing playgrounds
Improve existing pool/aquatic center
Improve existing indoor recreation space
Improve existing picnic facilities
Improve existing athletic fields
Develop a new multigenerational/multicultural community center
Improve existing outdoor basketball/tennis courts
Develop a new mountain bike trail
Develop new areas for leisure games/activities
Develop additional sports field capacity by adding lights to…
Develop new smaller neighborhood parks
Develop a new sports complex with artificial turf
Develop space for performance arts/theater
Develop new indoor ice rink

43%

Develop new BMX park/pump track

11%

Other
0%
Very Supportive

10%

20%

30%

40%

Somewhat Supportive
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50%

86%
86%
81%
80%
80%
79%
75%
74%
70%
70%
69%
68%
67%
66%
66%
61%
61%
58%
58%
56%
55%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

WHICH FOUR ACTIONS FROM THE PREVIOUS LIST WOULD YOU BE MOST WILLING TO FUND?

Actions Most Willing to Fund
39%

Establish a partnership for operating an indoor recreation facility
Develop new walking trails

25%

Improve existing trail system

25%
22%

Develop a new multigenerational/multicultural community center

22%

Add new restrooms in parks

21%

Develop new indoor ice rink

18%

Develop a new outdoor exercise/fitness area
Develop a new sports complex with artificial turf

17%

Develop a new mountain bike trail

17%
16%

Improve existing indoor recreation space

15%

Improve existing pool/aquatic center
Develop space for performance arts/theater

15%

Develop new areas for leisure games/activities

15%
14%

Improve existing neighborhood parks

13%

Improve existing playgrounds

11%

Improve existing park restrooms
Develop new BMX park/pump track

9%

Develop additional sports field capacity by adding lights to existing fields

9%

Improve existing athletic fields

8%

Develop new smaller neighborhood parks

8%
7%

Improve existing outdoor basketball/tennis courts

4%

Other

3%

Improve existing picnic facilities
0%
1st Choice

5%

2nd Choice
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10%

15%

3rd Choice

20%
4th Choice

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT
DEMOGRAPHICS

Household Makeup
25%

21%
20%

15%

15%

10%

10%

11%

10%

8%
6%

8%
6%
4%

5%

1%
0%

0%

Under age Ages: 5-9 Ages: 10- Ages: 15- Ages: 20- Ages: 25- Ages: 35- Ages: 45- Ages: 55- Ages: 65- Ages: 75- Ages: 85+
5
14
19
24
34
44
54
64
74
84

Age of Survey Repondents
8%

5%

16%
11%

22%

38%

Under 24

25-34

35-44
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45-54

55-64

65-74

Years Lived in Gilroy
25%
20%

18%

20%
16%

14%

15%

10%

10%

6%

5%

5%
0%

4%

4%

40 to 44
years

45 plus
years

2%
Less than 4 5 to 9 years 10 to 14
years
years

15 to 19
years

20 to 24
years

25 to 29
years

30 to 34
years

35 to 39
years

Respondents by Race
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

68%

14%

9%

6%

3%

1%

Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Ancestry

Yes
47%
No

53%
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FACILITY & PROGRAM NEEDS ASSESSMENT

APPENDIX D - PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION
PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION DETAIL
Essential
Recreation and Lap Swim
CDBG funded Swim Lessons
Youth Center after school program
Youth Scholarship Program
Safe Sitter
Nueva Vida mtgs
Party in the Park series
Monthly SCYTF meetings
Pro-Com basketball league
Restorative Circle
Congregate Meal Program (lunch)
Sen. Adult Legal Assistance (SALA)
SourceWise
SourceWise Transportation
Brown Bag (2x month)
Flu Shots
Senior Advisory Board
Junior Lifeguard Volunteers
Kids Discover Arts
Uvas Creek Clean Up
Party In The Park
Spirits Night
Breakfast With Santa
Adaptive Spaghetti Feed
City Hall volunteers
Police Dept Wipeout Watch
Gilroy Museum
Disaster Emergency Preparedness

Important
Adaptive Reel Time (Mondays)
Adaptive Bowling (Tuesdays)
AdaptiveMid-Week Mix (Wednesdays)
Adaptive Fitness (Thursdays)
Adaptive Fun Friday (Fridays)
Adaptive Dinner and movie
Bitty Lifeguard Camp
Junior Lifeguard Training Class
Lifeguard Certification
Swim Lessons - Parent & Me Level 1
Swim Lessons - Parent & Me Level 2
Swim Lessons - Tiny Tot Beginners
Swim Lessons -Tiny Tot Intermediate
Swim Lessons - Level 1 Beginners
Swim Lessons - Level 2 Adv. Beginners
Swim Lessons - Level 3 Intermediate
Swim Lessons - Level 4 Advanced
Water Safety Instructor Certification
Solorsano Afterschool Program
Art & Science Explorers
PreKinder Explorers
Camper Cubs
Bilingual Tots
Summer Tots
Countdown to Kinder
Power Up Kinder
Nature and Nurture
Time for Two - Parent & Child Class
Wee Threes & Fours - Parent & Child
Junior Recreation Leader
Exploratory Moves
Sensory Moves
Fantasy Moves
Children's Theater Production (Fall)
Children's Theater Production (Spring)
Children's Theater Production (Summer)
Pickleball Open Gym
Tutoring class
Late Night Gym (Wheeler)
Cesar Chavez Center programs
Guitar Lessons
Danza Azteca
Learning Together Cooking
Indoor Family Volleyball
Indoor Family Soccer

Value-Added

Tai Chi
Bridge
Chair Yoga
AARP Tax Service
Drive Safe (x2/yr)
Blood Pressure Screenings (x4/yr.)
Youth Basketball League Coaches
Youth Soccer League Coaches
Adaptive Luau Dance
National Night Out
Gilroy Kid Triathlon
Summer Day Camp
Early Childhood Recreation
Youth Center
Youth Sports Programs
Senior Center Technology Tutors
Adaptive Halloween Dance
Adaptive Christmas Party
Adaptive Valentine Dance
Children's Theater Production (Fall)
Children's Theater Production (Spring)
Children's Theater Production (Summer)
Lil Sportsters
Pee Wee Sports
Youth Soccer League - Under 5 Co-Rec
Youth Soccer League - Under 7 Boys
Youth Soccer League - Under 7 Girls
Youth Soccer League - Under 9 Boys
Youth Soccer League - Under 9 Girls
Youth Soccer League - Under 11 Boys
Youth Soccer League - Under 13 Girls
Youth Soccer League - Under 13 Boys
Baseline Youth Basketball Program
Middle School Basketball Program
Thanksgiving Skills & Drills Basketball Camp
All Sports Camp
Pee Wee Sports Camp
Tae Kwon Do
Kidz Love Soccer
Youth Basketball League: K-1st Co-Rec
Youth Basketball League: 2nd-3rd Co-Rec
Youth Basketball League: 4th-5th Co-Rec

Legend:
Core Program Area
Adaptive Programs
Adult Sports
Aquatics
Children / Youth Services
Cultural Arts
Fitness & Wellness
East Gilroy
Seniors
Volunteers / Events
Youth Sports
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Adaptive Valentines Dance
Adaptive St. Patrick's Day Bowling Tourn.
Adaptive Spaghetti Feed and Raffle
Adaptive Fishability
Adaptive Summer Luau Dinner Dance
Adaptive Dinner and Sleepover
Adaptive Thousand Trails Campout
Adaptive Halloween Dance
Adaptive Christmas Dance/Mixer
Adaptive Field Trips (5x per year)
Adaptive Rodeo
Adaptive Omelet Dinner
Adaptive Christmas Gilroy Gardens
Adult Co-Rec Dodgeball
Adult Co-Rec Volleyball
Adult Men's Basketball (18+)
Adult Men's Basketball (35+)
Fall Adult Softball
Men's Garlic Festival Softball Tournament
Spring Adult Softball
Outdoor Pool Parties
Water Aerobics (Judy - contractor)
Summer Day Camp at Gilroy Gardens
Challenge Island -I Survived Island
Challenge Island - Steam Warts
Challenge Island - Slime Squad
Chess Wizards
Code For Fun - Intro to Python
Code For Fun - Coding with Robotics
Mad Science - NASA
Mad Science - Spy Academy
Mad Science - Little Green Thumbs
Play-Well - Stem FUNdamentals
Play-Well - Mine Craft Build
Play-Well - Aerospace FUNdamentals
Play-Well - Girl Power Engineering
Play-Well - Jedi Engineering
Play-Well - Harry Potter Engineering
Play-Well - Ninjaneering
Play-Well - Minecraft Engineering
Seafloor Science Roving Operational Vehicle
Mad Science - Winter Wonderlab
Play-Well Super Hero Engineering
Computer Coding IS Fun Camp
Creative Brain Robotics Camp
Movie Works Stop Motion Animation Camp
Video Game Design Camp
Mad Science - Fizz-ical Phenomena and Che-Mystery
Children's Magazine Writing
Youth Center summer camp
Breakfast with Santa
Dancing Fun For Boys and Girls
Pre Ballet Acro Dance
Acro Jazz 1
Acro Jazz 2
Ballet and Creative Dance
Tap and Creative Dance
Polynesian Dance
Mindful Moves
Keyboard Musicianship
Rhythm Monkeys - Parent and Me Music Class
Basic Drawing and Acrylic Painting
Hip Hop and Break Dance
Parent and Me Zumbini
Guitar
Hip Hop Dance Parent and Me
Hip Hop Dance Adult
Fairy Princess Dance Party
Fun & Fit Camp
Indoor Sports Birthday Parties
Cross Fit Kids
Cross Fit Pre Teens
Cross 3 Intensity
55 + Pace Fitness Punch Pass
Fitness To The Core
Interval Circuit Training
Lunchtime Fitness
Pump It Up
Stepping It Up Fitness
Parent / Toddler Fitness Boot Camp
Jazz Workout

Movie Matinee Monday
Fitness and Exercise
Craft Class
Zumba
Bible Study
Line Dancing
Guitar (offered FY 18/19)
Spring Boutique
Wintercrafters Fair
Resource Fair
Dinner Dance (Latin-Amer. Club) x2
BBQ (Fil-Am Club)
Holiday Lunch (Fil-Am Club)
Rotary BBQ
Grandparents Day Ice Cream Social
Senior Safari
Casino Trips (2 - FY 18/19)
Winery Social (1 - FY 18/19)
Presentations (12/yr.)
Tablings (VTA, On-Lok, Hearing, etc.)
Winter Fest Craft Fair
Holiday Celebration
Great Garlic 5K
Wrestling Camp
All Girls Fast Break Basketball Camp
And One Basketball Camp
Hotshots Youth Basketball Camp
Triple Threat Youth Basketball
Dodgeball Camp
Gilroy Kids Triathlon Camp
Wrestling Program
Archery
Flag Football Camp
Baseball/ Softball Camp
Cheerleading Camp
Field Hockey Camp
Futsal Camp
Futsal Class
Jr. Golf Camp
Multi Sports Camp
Mini Hawks Camp
RSVP Camp
Tennis Camp
Track & Field Camp
Volleyball Camp
Total Tennis
Gymnastics-Rolling Into Reading
Gymnastics-Diaper Dashers
Gymnastics-Toddler Time
Gymnastics-Tini Tots
Gymnastics-Kangaroo Song
Gymnastics-Mighty Mites
Gymnastics-Dynamo Boys
Gymnastics-Red Boys
Gymnastics-Star
Gymnastics-Tumbling
Gymnastics-Cheer Tumbling
Flag Football Developmental League
Volleyball Developmental League
Hoop It Up Basketball Camp
Basketball Game Day
Rugby Camp
Lacrosse Camp
Gilroy Kids Triathlon

APPENDIX E: SIMILAR PROVIDER BENCHMARK
Service Providers

Name of Agency

Location in the City

Operation
(Public /
Private / Notfor-Profit)

Nonprofit
Operates health fitness club at
(collaborates w ith MH CRC / former lease for adult
City of Morgan Hill exercise/aerobic studio in Gilroy

YMCA - Mt. Madonna

Morgan Hill (171 W. Edmundson Ave, 95037)
and Gilroy (1st Street)

Pow erSchool/YMCA/Cal-SOAP/GUSD

325 Santa Clara Ave, Gilroy

Nonprofit

Youth Alliance

7598 Monterey Road # 150 Gilroy

Nonprofit

Dabble Art Center

7680 Monterey Road Gilroy

Private

Gilroy Family Fitness

8795 San Ysidro Ave Gilroy

Private

Anytime Fitness

755 1st St
Gilroy, CA 95020

Private

City of Morgan Hill

Morgan Hill
171 W. Edmundson Ave, Morgan Hill, 95037

General Description

Public Agency
(collaborates w ith
YMCA)
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Run free after school programs
at GUSD elementary schools
Provides case management to atrisk youth and recreation
activities
Offers fee-based art classes
for youth and adults
Traditional health club that is
geared tow ard all ages, family
friendly; monthly or annual
plans available
Traditional health club focused
more on the individual; monthly
or annual plans available

Price Comparison
with your Services
(Same / Lower /
Higher)

Distance in minutes
from your Prime
Facility

n/a - no recreation center
operated by GRD

5 and 15 minutes

Free

Varies (multiple facilities)

Free

5 minutes

Higher ($30/class)

5 minutes

Higher ($39/mo.)

10 minutes

Higher ($29/mo)

10 minutes

Dedicated aquatics center and a
community center (CRC)
Higher/see below for list of
featuring a senior center, teen
similar program offerings
center, indoor sw imming pool,
and fees
fitness gym

15 minutes

