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City of Flint
Parks Policy Review
Introduction
This paper explores policy decisions related to the
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation
in Flint, Michigan. Policy, taken as a whole,
encompasses a number of factors through which
decisions are made in order to frame planning
and to determine action that supports best
managements of assets. For the framework of
parks, we will examine a brief history of policies
utilized at the national, state, and local levels. We
will also examine the City of Flint Department of
Parks and Recreation policies within the
framework of the Seven Factors of City Park
Excellence as identified by the Trust for Public
Land. This will aid in determining investment and
management strategies for parks which support
community strength and sustainability.

pol·i·cy
noun, often attributive \ˈpä-lə-sē\
plural pol·i·cies

Definition of POLICY
1
a : prudence or wisdom in the management of affairs
b : management or procedure based primarily on material
interest
2
a : a definite course or method of action selected from
among alternatives and in light of given conditions to guide
and determine present and future decisions
b : a high-level overall plan embracing the general goals and
acceptable procedures especially of a governmental body

Flint Healthy Kids, Healthy Communities Initiative
An Overview:
First established in 2009 and funded through a Robert Wood Johnson Foundation grant, the Flint
Healthy Kids, Healthy Communities (HKHC) Initiative advocates for policy and environmental changes to
improve parks in Flint, Michigan in order to provide safe, inviting, and low cost places for youth and
adults to be physically active. Led by the Crim Fitness Foundation and Michigan Fitness Foundation, the
Flint HKHS Initiative coordinates a core group of stakeholders with a range of expertise and reach
including youth groups in Flint, city and county parks officials, colleges, bicycle advocates, disability
services, neighborhood community organizers, and local and state health organizations.
The goals of the Flint HKHC Initiative are to: 1) create a replicable process that emphasizes community
engagement to develop model partnerships for parks that fit its neighborhood; 2) update Flint’s Five
Year Parks Plan; and 3) set standards of use for the existing dedicated millage (property tax assessment)
for city parks and a strategy to renew it in 2016. Utilizing comprehensive community input
methodology, review of best policies and practices, and assessment of current conditions, the initiative
is focusing its efforts on three focus parks in order to establish partnerships and processes that support
improvements to and increase use of the City of Flint parks system in order to combat childhood
obesity.
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Why do parks matter?
Before we examine parks policies and practices, we must first address the question of why, and to what
degree, parks matter to our communities. Are parks an essential or non-essential service of local
government? What are the impacts and rewards they offer?
It is generally accepted that parks serve an important
role in communities. Parks serve as gathering places
where friends, family and community members meet;
provide a place to rest, relax, refresh, or be active;
exercise and play sports; and serve as places to learn,
interact with nature, and enjoy events.
While
environmental, aesthetic, and recreational benefits are
important, parks can play a more integral role in
strengthening and building communities.
Extensive examination of the benefits of parks has been
undertaken in fields such as planning, health,
community development, conservation, and childhood
advocacy. One valid, succinct resource that examines
the roles, challenges, and opportunities of urban park
systems can be found in the City Parks Forum briefing
papers published by the American Planning Association
(American Planning Association (APA), 2002). The
briefing papers address eleven key areas of community
vitality and examine how parks support these aspects of
the community. The fundamental assertion of the
briefing papers is that healthy, cared-for parks can be
integral to community well-being, and unhealthy parks-ones that suffer from disinvestment from both local
governments and residents--can be detrimental. A
holistic approach is required which recognizes parks as
an important component in community development
initiatives.

American Planning Association
City Parks Forum
In an effort to support communities and their
leaders in examining and addressing the challenges
and opportunities presented by urban parks, the
American Planning Association (APA) has released a
series of briefing papers through their City Parks
Forum. These papers provide information on eleven
fundamental aspects of community prosperity that
explicitly defines the relationships between parks
and community vitality. The eleven fundamental
aspects of community prosperity which can be
supported by healthy parks are:
-

Community Revitalization
Community Engagement
Economic Development
Safer Neighborhoods
Green Infrastructure
Help Children Learn
Improve Public Health
Arts and Cultural Programs
Promote Tourism
Smart Growth
Climate Change Management

APA’s City Parks Forum White Papers are available
online at http://www.planning.org/cityparks/

Current research (referenced in the Benefits of Parks section that follows) lends credibility to the
proposition that parks and recreation provide essential community services, which bring economic
value, health and environmental advantages, and social benefits. Parks are vitally important to
establishing and maintaining a community’s quality of life, ensuring the health of families and youth,
and contributing to the economic and environmental well-being of area residents. Supporting higher
quality of life standards enables communities to attract businesses and visitors, and increase commerce.
Parks also benefit a community by retaining current residents and making neighborhoods more
appealing to home buyers.

4

The Benefits of Parks
Parks Provide Economic Value
-

Proximity to healthy parks can increase property values and improve the local tax base. (Correll,
Lillydahl and Singell, 1978; Crompton, 2005; Phillips, 2000; Land Policy Institute, 2007).
Businesses cite parks and recreation as one of the top reasons to relocate (Love and Crompton,
1999).
Park programs can produce operating revenue from fees and charges; but more importantly,
they can generate significant indirect revenues from special events and sports programs, which
support local economic activity for private sector businesses (American Planning Association
(APA), 2002).

Parks Provide Health and Environmental Benefits
-

-

Parks can improve the quality of life, health, and well-being of residents and the community at
large.
Parks provide access to nature, improve mental well-being, reduce tension, and reduce
instances of aggression (Kaplan, 2001; Van Den Berge, Hartig and Staats, 2007).
According to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), Americans living closer to parks are more
likely to exercise regularly, leading to weight loss, increased energy, and better overall health.
The CDC Task Force on Community Preventive Services (2001) has recommended policies that,
combined with informational outreach activities, support creation of, or enhance access to
places for physical activity (Kahn, et al., 2002).
Parks and protected public lands are components of urban green infrastructure networks.
Green infrastructure has been proven to improve water quality, protect groundwater, prevent
flooding, improve air quality, provide vegetative buffers to development, produce habitat for
wildlife, and provide places for children and families to connect with nature and recreate
outdoors together (Adelaja, et al., 2012).

Parks Provide Social Benefits
-

-

-

Teachers report that parks enhance education by serving as destinations for local field trips and
outdoor classrooms, which illustrate natural and life science lessons (APA, 2003; Trent Brown, et
al., 2011).
Police departments document sharp declines in juvenile arrests after recreational facilities open
in low-income neighborhoods (Jacob and Lefgren, 2003).
Research by the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods indicates that
community involvement in neighborhood parks is associated with lower levels of crime and
vandalism (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Sampson and Raudenbush, 2001).
Parks can engage residents by building relationships between residents and city government,
fostering stewardship, and engaging community in creating and building a shared vision of
community (APA, 2003).

Recognizing the benefits that parks provide is important in determining policy decisions. Cities are
interconnected, dynamic systems in which parks play an important role. Decisions made regarding
parks and parks policy should concentrate on the essential connections between park systems and
economic improvement, community development, environmental management, and health and safety
advancement.
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Place-Making
Recognizing and managing cities as dynamic, interconnecting systems is at the heart of place-making.
Place-making requires a holistic approach to community planning and development of which parks are
one component. But what exactly is place-making? Why has the Michigan Municipal League (MML)
adopted this philosophy as the framework for strengthening communities and guiding and supporting
economic growth?
One of the major proponents of placemaking is the Project for Public Spaces (PPS).
PPS describes place-making as a multifaceted approach to the planning, design
and management of public spaces. Placemaking capitalizes on a local community’s
assets, inspiration, and potential, ultimately
creating good public spaces that promote
health, happiness, and well being. Placemaking is both a process and a philosophy
(Project for Public Spaces, 2012).

Economics of Place:
The Value of Building Communities around People
In the foreword of book titled Economics of Place, published by the
Michigan Municipal League in 2011, Peter Kageyama states:
““Place” shapes us. Place defines us. Place is what forms our
identities, our attitudes, and our relationships. Yet we think of
place as an eternality that is somehow separate from our core
identity. Our places are sending us millions of messages, most
subconsciously processed, but internalized and felt nonetheless.
We don’t often think about why we feel comfortable in certain
spaces. We just are. We don’t think enough about the positive
impact of quality places, nor do we measure the negative impact of
poor design, ugliness, or banality of our places. But that is
changing.

First used in the 1960s and 1970s
Until recently, we had not thought about how our places made us
by architects and planners, place-making
healthier or happier, yet that is now an emerging aspect of
planning. So too is the idea that places drive economic activity.
described the process of creating squares,
This goes far beyond the idea of creation of amenity-rich
plazas, parks, streets and waterfronts that
environments to attract and retain business and talent. Placewill attract people because they are
making cannot be separated from social, cultural and
pleasurable or interesting (Seymour, 1969).
transportation elements. It must now be seen as setting the
fundamental conditions for key drivers such as entrepreneurship,
The place-making movement aligns with the
creativity, curiosity and innovation. Our place-making policy is not
tenants of planning philosophies such as
our economic policy and the repercussions of that are huge. No
New Urbanism and Smart Growth that
longer is it sufficient to build places that are merely functional and
support urban reinvestment through
safe. Our place-making aspiration must be as high and as grand as
increased density, walkable and mixed-use
our economic goals because they are bound together.”
development, and people-friendly design
and infrastructure. Place-making also supports Livable Communities philosophies, promoting quality of
life, economic development, and social equity.
Place-making takes a holistic approach to strengthening communities. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has incorporated place-making into the Office of Sustainable Communities
Program and grant-making. The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) incorporates place-making into its Context Sensitive Solutions approach--a collaborative,
interdisciplinary process that involves all stakeholders in long-range planning, programming,
environmental studies, design, construction, operations, and maintenance of transportation projects.
The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) recognizes the role of place-making in its support of community
policing initiatives.
Parks serve an important role in place-making efforts. Acknowledging that place-making is important in
the development, design and economic vitality of our urban spaces means we must also recognize that
parks are essential services to be supported, cultivated, and maintained.
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Parks and Recreation Policy
A Policy is a principle or rule that guides both subjective and objective decision making to achieve
rational outcomes. Policy development is driven by organizations’ governing bodies. In local
government, policies provide frameworks for achieving broad-reaching goals, such as those identified in
a Comprehensive Master Plan or Economic Development Plan. Policies are also operational in nature
and guide daily actions and decisions. The impacts of policy implementation vary by organization and
context and have both intended and unintended effects.
Parks and recreation management policies address decision making that is both objective (observable,
measurable) and subjective (perceived). At the local, state, and federal levels, park policy assists in
directing actions at multiple scales from long range planning and investment to daily maintenance and
operations.
Assets are managed through decisions and actions guided by policy that has conscientiously established
goals and procedures. At all levels of government, shrinking financial resources require that tough
decisions be made. In light of the challenges, it is crucial to maximize the impact of available resources
by defining a clear direction which anticipates the outcomes of associated actions.
In the United States beginning in the mid-1800’s, the systematic development of local, state, and
national parks and park systems began and has since shaped our communities and nation in a number of
ways. The advent of the parks movements, its philosophies, forefathers, and influence on current park
policy is examined in greater detail in Appendix A: Park Policy History, as are the methods by which
park development was initially funded. Ongoing efforts, challenges, and opportunities pertinent to
continued financing and legislative actions that influence and shape park policy at the state and national
level are outlined in Appendix B: Parks and Recreation Funding.
National and statewide policy and legislation that address community development, sustainability,
transportation, health, education, and natural resources management can have a large impact on local
parks and recreation development and funding. For the purposes of this review, our focus will remain
on the City of Flint and the policies that shape the local environment and park system. Before
examining the current issues and opportunities pertinent to parks and recreation in the City of Flint, we
will first examine how the City of Flint’s park system was established and the legacy of parks and open
space in Flint.

Flint Parks History
John Nolen, a planner, landscape architect, and author of the 1920 City Plan for Flint, Michigan, was a
systems thinker. Olmsted’s comprehensive approach to parks, greenways, and boulevard development,
the City Beautiful Movement ideals of public participation and civic patriotism, and what would become
known as “city practical” ideals linking democracy, empiricism, and tough pragmatism influenced
Nolan’s planning philosophy (Wilson, 1989). The current City of Flint parks system largely mirrors the
plan laid out by Nolen in 1920 City Plan for Flint. Nolen envisioned small parks and play lots within a five
to eight-minute walk (1/4 mile) of each residential area (Image 1), supplemented by large city parks, and
connected by a series of park circuit drives, creating continuous pleasant boulevards around the city.
Many parks identified in the plan border water resources and provide ecological services to the city.
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Established in the flood plains of the Flint River watershed, these parks reduce high river level impacts
on the developed portions of Flint.
Image 1. 1920 City of Flint Plan, School
Playground ¼ Mile Distribution

The planning practices employed in 1920 placed value
on park land and open spaces, provided residents with
access to recreational areas across the community, and
recognized the value of ecological services that open
space provided for flood control. These practices were
ahead of their time, and are now considered best
practices in today’s “Smart Growth” and green
infrastructure movements.
The planners and community leaders who contributed
to the development of the 1920 City Plan of Flint,
Michigan were reacting to the needs of a rapidly
growing urban population. Between 1890 and 1916,
the population of Flint had expanded from 9,803
residents to 79,373 residents. In a six year period
alone, the City of Flint’s population doubled from
38,550 residents in 1910 to the 79,373 in 1916.
Planners predicted that due to the continued expansion
of the auto industry, Flint’s population would balloon to
200,000 residents by 1925.

The land acquisition and initial funding process for the
Flint park system mirrored the funding efforts in the
Michigan State Parks (Korn, 1989). Development was
bolstered by land donations and investment from
wealthy, local land owners and community leaders.
The planning effort of Nolen was supported by J. Dallas Dort, a carriage maker and auto pioneer, who
began building the city’s parks, boulevards and playgrounds in 1906. Dort’s efforts included supporting
formation of the Park Board in 1907, providing financial support, and donating the land that served as
the beginning of the City of Flint park system. Because of Dort’s efforts, the City formally honored him
on February 14, 1927, shortly after his death, by adopting an ordinance, which would refer to Flint parks
system as the “J. Dallas Dort Memorial Park Systems.”
Flint’s population continued to grow, reaching nearly 200,000 residents in the late 1960s. Population
growth and city prosperity supported continued expansion of the Flint parks system and increased the
range of recreational amenities and programming provided by the Department of Parks and Recreation.
In the 1970s, population loss associated with the decline of the manufacturing industry began and
continues steadily through today. Forty years after reaching its peak, the City of Flint population has
shrunk by nearly half to just over 100,000 residents living in the City in 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).
As the population declined, so did municipal revenue and, subsequently, funding for the parks and
recreation.
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Excellence in City Parks Systems:
A Review of Current Policy and Practices in the City of Flint Department of
Parks and Recreation
In 2000, Peter Harnik's book, Inside City Parks, published in partnership with the Trust for Public Land
and the Urban Land Institute, examined twenty-five of the largest U.S. city park systems and gathered
statistical data on land ownership, budgets and recreational facilities. This research provided a
framework for measuring park systems’ success specific to urban areas.
The Trust for Public Land (TPL) expanded upon
Harnik's work in order to produce a framework
that examines how cities create and support
successful city park systems.
In 2001, TPL
convened the Urban Parks Colloquium in Houston,
Texas and drew from the expertise of twenty-five
urban and parks experts. This meeting resulted in
the identification of a number of variables which
were condensed into seven broad factors that
contribute to park system excellence. This work
informed development of a survey which was
distributed to 69 parks and recreation systems in
major cities.

The Trust for Public Land (TPL)
The Trust for Public Land (TPL) was founded in 1972.
The mission of TPL is to conserve land for people to
enjoy as parks, gardens, and other natural places,
ensuring livable communities for generations to come.
TPL operates the Center for City Park Excellence (CCPE),
which supports research that explores what makes city
parks successful and examines the economic, ecological
and social values provided by recreational amenities.
CCPE also maintains an authoritative database on U.S.
park systems and assists state and local leaders in
quantifying the benefits these systems provide—helping
to advocate for parks as a community investment.

The Trust for Public Land Website (www.tpl.org)
As a result of this effort and the outcomes of the
surveys in 2003, Harnik authored, and the TPL
published, The Excellent City Park System: What
Makes It Great And How To Get There (2003), which outlines the seven factors of excellence in city
parks with the goal of benchmarking practices that support city parks as a valuable community
commodity. This review of the practices and policies of the City of Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation utilizes the TPL principles and framework to examine the Flint park system.

City of Flint: Parks Policy Analysis
The following analysis of the City of Flint Parks Policy is guided by the Trust for Public Land Seven
Measures of an Excellent City Park System discussed above.
This review includes a detailed
description of each measure as outlined in Harnik’s 2003 paper, The Excellent City Park System, a
thorough analysis of City of Flint park policies as they relate to each respective measure, and a brief
summary discussion with recommendations for the future. At the end of each measure, a summary
table is presented that details the key questions associated with that measure, a brief summation of
the status of that question as related to the City of Flint, and key recommendations related to each
question.
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The Seven Measures of an Excellent City Park System
1. A Clear Expression of Purpose
A community must determine a purpose for the park system, which also includes a mandate for
the parks department. Doing so will inform the creation of a strong mission statement, core
values, and master plan and will ensure that parks programming and initiatives will be protected
from external political, legislative, and administrative influences.
2. Ongoing Planning and Community Involvement
After a parks system has established a purpose, the next step is to create a comprehensive master
plan that should be reviewed and updated regularly. It is vital that there is active community
involvement embedded in the master plan creation, review, and revision processes in the form of
citizen advisory boards, “friends” groups, and neighborhood groups. Further, master plan
initiatives and planning should align with neighborhood, housing, health, transportation,
economic development, education, and other community interests.
3. Sufficient Assets in Land, Staffing, and Equipment to Meet the System’s Goals
Parks department should maintain an inventory of park land, as well as staff, equipment, and
financial resources dedicated to maintaining the park system.
4. Equitable park access
A park system should be designed to be available, accessible, and inviting to everyone regardless
of residence, physical ability, age, and other factors.
5. User Satisfaction
An excellent park system is used regularly and provides a venue for a variety of community
programs and activities. Parks departments should maintain an inventory of how many people
are using the parks, as well as which locations, activities, times of day, and other factors that
impact how the parks are utilized. Further, parks should strive to understand how and why
people use, or don’t use, the park system.
6. Safety from Physical Hazards and Crime
It is critical that people perceive the parks as places that are safe and inviting. Parks should have
strategies in place to address issues of safety in the form of crime and physical hazards, such as
broken park equipment, unmanaged vegetation, visibility, or many other physical hazards.
7. Benefits for the City Beyond the Boundaries of the Park
Parks are a key component to the place-making efforts in a community. The presence of parks can
have numerous positive impacts on the economy, housing, ecology, health, and a number of other
factors in a community. Excellent parks strive to maintain current data on how the presence of
parks contributes to the overall well-being the community where it exists.
(Harnik, 2003)
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The First Measure of City Park Excellence:
(1) A Clear Expression of Purpose
A community must determine a purpose for the park system, which also includes a mandate for the
parks department. Doing so will inform the creation of a strong mission statement, core values,
and Master Plan and will ensure that parks programming and initiatives will be protected from
external political, legislative, and administrative influences (Harnik, 2003).
A best practice associated with both public and private entities is to have a clear expression of
purpose articulated in the mission and vision of the organization in order to guide effort and allocation
of resources. For governmental entities, the purpose and tasks assigned to a department or division
are defined by either legislative mandate or a directive of the citizenry. The mandate or directive
serves as the lens through which the entity identifies its mission, vision, and core services.
Once the mission and core services are articulated, they must be periodically reviewed by the entity to
assure that operations are supporting the mission and provision of core services is realized. Through
articulation and assessment, the department can focus investment of staff and financial resources.
Clear definition of mission and core services combats departmental drift, which can result from
financial, administrative and/or political pressures. It also helps to ensure that inappropriate tasks are
not adopted by the department and important activities are maintained.
In addition to a clear expression of purpose, it is recommended that an agency publish a publicly
available annual report that provides numerical information on outcomes and clarifies useful budget
numbers. The TPL defines the ideal annual report as being "numerically precise, factually complete,
and attractively readable" in order to highlight both successes and challenges. By highlighting all
aspects of the park system and the efforts of the agency and community partners in the park system,
an annual report cultivates pride, stewardship, and awareness of the park system.
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Review:
A Clear Expression of Purpose
In the City of Flint, the mandate for the Department of Parks and Recreation is defined by the City
Charter adopted on November 4, 1975 and enacted on January 1, 1975. The 1975 Flint City Charter
transitioned the city from a council-manager governmental structure, which was adopted in 1929, to a
strong mayor-council governmental structure, under which the City of Flint had originally operated
from its incorporation in 1855 until 1929. Along with the transition to mayor-council governmental
structure, the 1975 Flint City Charter's created of the Department of Parks and Recreation to
administer the responsibilities for parks and recreation, resulting in the dissolution of the Flint Parks
and Recreation Board, which had managed those responsibilities previously.
On February 23, 1976, City of Flint Ordinance 2546 was passed which formally created the
Department of Parks and Recreation in accordance with Section 4-203 of the Charter of the City of
Flint. Additionally, the ordinance established the position of Director of Parks and Recreation, to be
appointed by the Mayor, with the approval of the City Council. The duties and responsibilities of the
Director of Parks and Recreation are outlined in the City of Flint Code of Ordinances Article XIV.
Department of Parks and Recreation Section 2-92 and are as follows:
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The Director of Parks and Recreation shall have general charge, supervision, regulation,
management and control of all public playgrounds, play fields, indoor recreational centers,
swimming pools operated by the City and other recreation facilities provided by the City, and
the equipment of the same, and shall make and enforce rules for the same; he shall cooperate
with the Board of Education and other public authorities having charge of public recreational
facilities; he shall cooperate with the Planning Commission in matters coming under its
supervision; he shall have general charge, supervision and management of all parks and
parkways in the City and the protection, improvement, adornment, maintenance and use of
the same; he shall perform such duties as may be prescribed by this Code or the Mayor of the
City of Flint.
While additional mandates specific to the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation are
identified within Flint’s Code of Ordinances, the 1975 City of Flint Charter Article IV. Executive Branch,
Section 4-507 identifies one other regulation specific to the Flint parks system which limits the ability
of the City of Flint to sell any park or divert it to another use without a majority vote of the electorate.
Sec. 4-507 PROHIBITION ON SALE OF PARK LAND
Notwithstanding any provision of the Master Plan, no land which is in use as a park shall be
sold or diverted to any use unless approved by a majority of the electors voting thereon at any
general or special election.
(Adopted by the electorate, 11-5-1974)
In addition to the legislative mandates identified by the City of Flint Charter, the City of Flint
Department of Parks and Recreation has also defined its vision and mission. The City of Flint 20072012 Parks & Recreation Master Plan identifies the vision and mission of the City of Flint Department
of Parks and Recreation (Flint Parks Department) as follows:
Vision Statement:
The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation envisions a park and leisure services system
embedded with quality, which promotes low to market cost, close-to-home, wholesome and
productive leisure time experiences for residents, utilizing well maintained and aesthetically
pleasing parks, green spaces, waterways, recreation areas and facilities, all which shall be
hazard free and safe.
Mission Statement:
The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation will provide a quality, diverse and safe system of
parks, facilities and programs by the responsible management of material, human, community
and financial resources. This will result in an enhanced quality of life and productive use of
leisure services for residents of the City of Flint and its visitors.
Core services of the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation are not expressly defined. However,
the mission does imply both maintenance of City's parks and park facilities and provision of recreation
programming to the community. Limited information is made available to the community regarding
services provided by the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation with the notable exceptions of the
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facilities and services related to senior centers and senior programming and the active golf courses
managed by the City. Marketing and promotion of the park system is explored in more detail under
Measure 3: Sufficient Assets in Land, Staffing and Equipment to Meet the System’s Goals.
There has not been a review or update to the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Mission
or Vision in quite some time. The Department of Parks and Recreation Director noted that
examination of the mission and vision has not been a priority for the Department (Gerace, 2012). The
Department has focused resources on maintaining the parks and facilities for which it is responsible.
Over the past twenty years, as City revenue has decreased, the Department of Parks and Recreation
has ceased to offer many of the programming options it once had. Current programming consists of
those administered through the City’s senior programs, funded through the Genesee County Senior
Millage. Additional programming offered at the City’s community centers has been coordinated by
partner organizations.
The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation does not produce an annual review that addresses
department initiatives, outcomes, or budgetary data. There is a lack of transparency regarding the
operations of the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation, and the only budget figures provided are
available in the City of Flint’s annual publication of the city-wide budget, a large and unwieldy
document. The lack of transparency has resulted in a knowledge gap for the general public and
partner organizations that interact with the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation. This may prove
problematic when the existing dedicated millage (property tax assessment) for city parks expires in
2016, and renewal of the millage must once again go before voters.

RECOMMENDATIONS for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in support of:
A Clear Expression of Purpose


The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation is due for a review and possible update to the
mission and vision of the Department to align with current goals and community needs. Over
the next two years, the City of Flint will embark on an update to the City’s Comprehensive Master
Plan and, during the same time period, the Parks and Recreation Master Plan will require an
update. Both process require extensive community input and provide the City and Department of
Parks and Recreation with the opportunity to review and refine the vision and mission of the Flint
Department of Parks and Recreation.



Articulation of the core services provided by the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation is
needed.



Introduction of clarity into the operations of the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation would
be beneficial for building support for parks and recreation in the community and would support
the effort to renew the park millage in 2016. One mechanism by which transparency could be
introduced is the publication of an annual report by the Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation which provides information on department outcomes and clarifies useful budget
numbers.
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Excellent City Park System: Seven Factors of Excellence
1. A Clear Expression of Purpose
Key Questions
Does the Park and Recreation Department have a
written legislative mandate, a written mission
statement and written core services?

City of Flint




Does the Park and Recreation Department publish a
publicly available annual report with hard numerical
information and useful budget information?



Recommendations

Yes – the Flint Department of Parks
and Recreation was established by
City of Flint Ordinance 2546 passed
2-23-1976
Departmental Mission and Vision
Statement exist, but has not been
reviewed in some time



No
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Review and if necessary, update the
Department’s Mission and Vision Statements
Define Core Services

Produce regular Annual Reviews that are
made publicly available that identify services,
budgets and impacts of the department

The Second Measure of City Park Excellence:
(2) Ongoing Planning and Community Involvement
After a parks system has established a purpose, the next step is to create a comprehensive master
plan that should be reviewed and updated regularly. It is vital that there is active community
involvement embedded in the master plan creation, review, and revision processes in the form of
citizen advisory boards, “friends” groups, and neighborhood groups. Further, master plan
initiatives and planning should be aligned with neighborhood, housing, health, transportation,
economic development, education, and other community interests (Harnik, 2003).
Planning is essential to the success of any city park system. Well thought out plans include full
inventories of park types and distribution, amenities, needs, and schedules for capital improvements;
development occurs through a robust community involvement process. In Michigan, communities are
required to maintain and update 5-year parks and recreation plans to be eligible to apply for and
receive funding for recreation acquisition and development through the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR, 2009). City parks system’s role in both local and regional plans that address
elements such as housing, economic development, transportation, green infrastructure, watershed
planning and other key factors should also be considered.
The TPL identifies the following elements as the minimum requirements for a parks and recreation 5year master plan:
 an inventory of natural, recreational, historical, and cultural resources
 a needs analysis
 an analysis of connectivity and gaps
 an analysis of the agency's ability to carry out its mandate
 an implementation strategy (with dates), including a description of other parks and recreation
providers' roles
 a budget for both capital and operating expenses
 a mechanism for annual evaluation of the plan
Parks and recreation plans should be fully integrated into the city's comprehensive master plan. Interdepartmental involvement in planning, developing, and implementing parks’ plans assists in reducing
conflict and increasing opportunities for support and collaboration on mutually beneficial projects.
The MDNR requires that the following elements be included in a park and recreation master plan:
 community description
 administrative structure
 recreation inventory
 resource inventory (optional)
 description of the planning and public input processes
 goals and objectives
 an action program
Community involvement is an essential, required element in developing a 5-year parks and recreation
plan. Facilitating a process to give residents a voice in developing the plan and identifying priorities is
invaluable in fostering community support for parks and recreation investments. It is also imperative
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to establish mechanisms for ongoing community involvement within the parks system. This
involvement can be realized by establishing a formalized citizen's advisory board, with regularly
scheduled meetings open to the public, in coordination with the parks department. Development of a
citizen’s advisory group promotes the goal of providing the department with feedback regarding
community needs, constructive criticism, and innovative ideas, while empowering members to serve
as local advocates for city parks.
Other mechanisms for vital citizen involvement include developing "friends" groups and Adopt-a-Park
agreements. Such groups often focus on individual facilities and serve as local stewards, watchdogs,
and advocates for the parks and facilities while providing coordination of community led clean-up and
maintenance efforts. "Friends" groups play an integral role in coordinating fundraising activities for
the park system. Mechanisms for communication between the parks department and these groups
should be developed and maintained. For large park systems with multiple citizen-led groups, an
outside organization or department representative should assist with coordination of the groups to
effectively manage citywide support for the park system, maximize information sharing and learning
opportunities, and reduce duplication of efforts.
Finally, formalized partnerships between parks departments and nonprofit or service-provider
organizations should be developed. Clearly defining roles, expectations, accountability mechanisms,
and time limits with renewal options provided through formal written agreements, establishes
mutually beneficial public-private partnerships that support the long-term mission of the parks
department. Even when no financial resources are exchanged, development of formal agreements
allows the parks department to demonstrate how partner efforts support the mission of the agency,
allowing the department to leverage that support when demonstrating provision of services to the
community and in applications for outside funding.
Establishing effective public, private and voluntary partnerships, and effectively evaluating their
impact, warrants additional discussion at agency and governmental levels. Ultimately, particularly in
economically challenged municipalities, these partnerships may offer an alternative source of services
or programs to the community that the department may not otherwise be able to provide. In his 2000
review of public-private partnerships, E.S. Savis summarizes his findings:
"Privatization and public-private partnerships reflect market principles and together
constitute a strategy for improving public management. Among the particular tools
employed are contracts, public-private competition, franchises, vouchers, divestment,
withdrawal, and voluntary action. Opposition to privatization is based on numerous
examples of poor management of the process as well as fundamental opposition to the
concept on ideological grounds" (Savis, 2000).
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Review:
Ongoing Planning and Community Involvement
Planning
The City of Flint currently has a Parks and Recreation Master Plan for 2007 - 2012 on file with the
MDNR that meets the requirements as outlined in the 2009 MDNR document "Guidelines for
Development of Community Park, Recreation, Open Space and Greenway Plans." The plan will expire
in December 2012, and an update to the plan will be required in order for the City to be eligible to
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apply for grant funding through various MDNR administered state and federal recreation grant
programs. The 2007 - 2012 Parks and Recreation Master Plan served as an update to the 1999 - 2003
Parks and Recreation Plan previously in place.
The City of Flint Parks and Recreation 2007 - 2012 Master Plan outlines goals and objectives for the
parks system as follows:
Goal 1: Pursue grants and develop partnerships and advocates to serve park needs.
Goal 2: Evaluate key facilities.
Goal 3: Maintain trail system.
Goal 4: Re-establish a park board.
Goal 5: Review maintenance practices and policies for the parks.
Partnerships serve a primary role in achieving these goals. Twelve key organizations, plans, and
private foundations and their roles are outlined. The complete goals, objectives, and action plan are
available in Appendix C of this document.
The City of Flint Parks and Recreation 2007 -2012 Master Plan fails to identify the condition of existing
parks, park facilities or amenities, or any system gaps and does not provide a comprehensive capital
improvement plan or schedule. While investment and maintenance of existing facilities is inherent in
the outlined goals, capital improvement initiatives cannot be realized without a plan for prioritizing,
directing, and pursuing funds for improvement.
In 2010, the Crim's HKHC Initiative and University Outreach at the University of Michigan-Flint
conducted two assessments of the parks in the City of Flint. The first was a City of Flint Park Equity
Assessment that assessed how the Flint parks utilize a geographic framework and 2000 U.S. Census
data. Measures included population density and distribution, socio-economic status, number of
youth, and proximity to park facilities. The second assessment was a City of Flint Parks Amenity
Inventory that cataloged the existence and conditions of the City's parks and recreation amenities.
These assessments established a baseline, intended to assist in park planning, inform the future parks
and recreation master plan update, and function as a mechanism for community members and
partner organizations to guide park improvements. Specifically, the assessments were intended to
help make informed decisions about where resources for capital improvements that meet community
needs should be directed (UM-Flint, 2010; UM-Flint, 2011).
In 2012, the City of Flint is embarking on the first update to Flint's Comprehensive Master Plan in over
fifty years. The last update to the City’s Comprehensive Master Plan occurred in 1960. This is
especially relevant to the Parks and Recreation Master Plan update. It is anticipated that
neighborhood-specific needs will be identified and included in the plan, which will potentially inform
priority areas for the Park and Recreation Master Plan. The work of Fredrick Law Olmstead, the
subsequent City Beautiful Movement, and current planning practices that encourage Smart Growth,
urbanism, and place-making demonstrate that parks and recreation plans must be seamlessly
integrated with a municipality's comprehensive master plan so that a holistic approach to community
development is realized. These collaborations enable parks to be an integral component of placemaking in a community. Coordinated planning contributes to housing, transportation, and economic
development initiatives and provides for potential linkages, support, and inter-departmental agency
partnerships to be realized.
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Further, the Department of Justice recently revised the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
requirements related to recreation services, specifically Title II, which applies to state and local
government services and accessibility standards, and Title III, which concerns commercial buildings.
The effective compliance date for new standards was March 15, 2012. The ADA suggests creating an
ADA transition plan as a first step towards compliance; parks and recreation facilities should be
included in that transition plan. An ADA transition plan does not require that immediate
improvements be made to facilities, but as capital improvements occur, a transition plan helps assure
upgrades meeting ADA standards are incorporated into the improvements (ADA, 2010).
Partnerships
Despite identification of the important role of partnerships in the 2007 Parks and Recreation Master
Plan in accomplishing the mission of the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation, there is a
lack of formalization with these partnerships. The few organization initiatives with formal agreements
are listed in Table 1.
Table 1. Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Partner Entities with Formal Agreements
Partner Organization

Role

Status of Formalized
Agreement
Formal agreement in place.

Atwood Stadium Authority

Maintains programs, manages, coordinates
fundraising efforts, and coordinates rental for Atwood
Stadium.

Boys and Girls Club of Greater
Flint

Operates in various locations including operation of
summer and after-school programming and staffing at
Haskell Community Center.

Formal agreement in place.
City of Flint maintains facility
including utilities.

Friends of McFarlan Park

Programming and coordination of volunteer efforts in
McFarlan Park.

Formal agreement in place.

Genesee County - Senior
Millage

Funding provided for staffing and programming of
senior centers located in CoF-owned community
centers on park property

Grant agreement / contract
outlines obligations and
services to be provided

Keep Genesee County Beautiful
/ City of Flint (CoF) Adopt-aPark Program

Six agreements developed between community
groups and the CoF for park care. Facilitated by KGCB
Park Tender Program. Three new agreements
anticipated in 2012.

Some formalization of
partnership; grant deliverables;
worked with city on
development of Adopt-a-Park
agreements

Beautification and mini-grant programs.

A number of additional partnerships exist between the City of Flint and outside entities that lack a
formal partnership agreement. Most notable among these are the arrangements with various service
providers that utilize the City of Flint Parks and Recreation facilities. Table 2 is not an all-inclusive list
of those partnerships, but it outlines some ongoing, non-formal partnerships with outside entities.
The purpose of highlighting these arrangements is not to discourage the City of Flint from working
with these entities and organizations. These partnerships provide important free and low-cost
services and programs to City of Flint residents. These partnerships also provide staffing to and
stewardship of City of Flint-owned properties and increase the use and value of the City of Flint parks
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Table 2. Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Partner Entities without Formal Agreements
Partner Organization

Role

Status of Formalized
Agreement

Parks
Crim Fitness Foundation Active Safe and Active Genesee for Everyone (SAGE) Collaborative No formal agreement in place.
Living Communities program/ - focus on complete streets and non-motorized
Michigan Fitness Foundation
transportation initiatives.
Crim Fitness Foundation Active Healthy Kids, Healthy Communities Collaborative - focus on No formal agreement in place.
Living Communities program/ advancing work in two CoF-owned parks to improve parks
Michigan Fitness Foundation
and foster community stewardship in order to combat
childhood obesity.
Flint Downtown Development
Authority (DDA)

DDA maintains and coordinates programming and rental of Working to formalize Adopt-aRiverbank Park.
Park agreement.

Flint Rogues Rugby Club

Rugby practice and games held in Longway Park.

No formal agreement in place.

Friends of McFarlan Park

Programming and coordination of volunteer efforts in
McFarlan Park.

Formalized agreement in place.

Greater Flint Area
Baseball/Softball Commission

Coordination of baseball/softball programs in Broome and No formal agreement in place.
Whaley Parks, maintenance of facilities associated with
programs, coordination of vendor services.

North Flint Reinvestment
Corporation

Coordination of stewardship and cleanup efforts in Bonner No formal agreement in place.
Park.

Olympian/CanUSA

Coordination of soccer programs in City of Flint parks Broome, etc.

No formal agreement in place.

Pop Warner National Youth
Football Program

Youth football programming provided at Bassett Park.

No formal agreement in place.

Community Centers and Parks
Berston Field House
programming - various entities
** Repeated on Tables 1 & 2

Berston Field House programming - various entities
** Repeated on Tables 1 & 2

Berston Field House
programming - various entities
** Repeated on Tables 1 & 2

Community Resource Center

Community Resource Center

Community Resource Center

Flint Police Athletic League (PAL) Operates out of Haskel Community Center. Promotes
academics and sportsmanship through athletics while
providing children with positive role model. Offers afterschool and summer programming. Provides staffing for
community center.
VISTA Drop-In Center

No formal agreement in place.
City of Flint maintains facility
including utilities.

Established August 1985. Located in McKinley Park
No formal agreement in place.
Community Center. The Center services adults in the Flint City of Flint maintains facility,
area who are mentally ill, developmentally disabled, and/or including utilities
homeless. Various programs and services offered.
(www.thevistacenter.org)
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system. By formalizing these partnerships, the City would demonstrate a remarkable cache of
resources being marshaled into the parks by outside entities that support the City of Flint Department
of Parks and Recreation’s mission. This would enable the City to market these programs to residents,
as well as utilize partner investments as matching funding when seeking grant support.
Existence of a formal agreement alone is not enough to ensure effective partnerships. The City, its
Department of Parks and Recreation, and partner organizations must work together to ensure roles
and responsibilities are being met and adjustments are made as needed. For partnerships to succeed,
mechanisms must be employed to verify that proper communication occurs and that all entities are
being held accountable for their respective roles and responsibilities.

Efforts to establish public-private partnerships have progressed through the City of Flint’s Adopt-aPark program which was implemented in 2011. Keep Genesee County Beautiful (KGCB), a local
program funded by the Ruth Mott Foundation with a mission to “encourage, educate and engage the
community in the ongoing clean-up and beautification of Genesee County,” has developed a pilot Park
Tenders (Adopt-a-Park) program for the City of Flint. This program provides information and
resources to help selected volunteer groups develop the organizational skills, knowledge, and
partnerships necessary to adopt and reclaim parks in the wards where they live. The Park Tenders
program provides technical support to Adopt-a-Park groups in making parks clean and safe through
basic park maintenance and coordinating volunteer groups to develop and implement "mini" park
master plans and build park stewardship. In 2011 and 2012, the Park Tenders program was active in
five City of Flint parks. Expansion of program participation through inclusion of additional parks,
neighborhoods and community organizations is planned for 2013. In the two years of programming,
the KGCB Program has installed approximately $225,000 in park improvements including fencing,
removal of hazardous playground equipment and repair of existing equipment to building pavilions,
installing new picnic tables and grills, permanent soccer goals, and new playground equipment. During
Year One some of the quantitative outcomes from the 5 parks include 10,987 volunteer hours with a
value of $211,945 of in-kind labor, removal of 1, 108 bags of trash from those parks. Outcomes from
Year Two are projected to be about the same with the addition of a Five Year Master plan for each
park. The qualitative outcomes include building capacity, relationships, and neighborhoods.
Additional Adopt-a-Park program groups from local nonprofits and community development
corporations are also working independently from the Park Tenders program to provide volunteer
support for park maintenance, cleanup and planning efforts. Many of these parks are currently being
assisted by KGCB through donations of free garbage and yard waste bags, paint, and other nonfinancial support. The opportunity exists to grow and expand this network of local volunteer efforts in
order to build support, stewardship, and investment in the City of Flint parks system.
School-Park Partnerships
The City of Flint park system includes a number of school-park sites that are shared with the Flint
Community Schools public school district. There are ten active school-park sites which include Martin,
Max Brandon, Clara Hilborn, Hasselbring, Potterlongway, Wilkins, Farnumwood, Gerholtz, Iroquois,
and Atherton East. School-park sites are defined as parcels where City of Flint park lands and Flint
Community School properties are adjacent and share a common boundary line.
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The City of Flint 2007 - 2012 Parks and Recreation Master Plan outlines a partnership between the City
of Flint and the Flint Community Schools wherein a Park-School Committee, first formed in 1964, is
coordinated through the Administrative Division of the City of Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation and is responsible for financing, development, and upgrading of the 17 school-parks sites.
The Parks and Recreation Master Plan outlines a robust partnership with representatives from both
the school district and city government. Each entity contributes $30,000 annually to the public
improvement fund for a combined contribution of $60,000 each year to be invested through joint
agreement and review at the school-park sites where improvements are needed most. Proposed
projects are reviewed by the City Council, local neighborhood groups, and community school advisory
groups.

In reality, the agreement between the City of Flint and Flint Community Schools does not appear to
operate in the manner outlined in the Master Plan. Currently, each entity provides property
maintenance within their respective property boundaries, and an informal process has been instituted
to communicate maintenance issues. Joint investment and development opportunities do not appear
to be realized, and it is unclear if investment in the public improvement fund actually occurs (Gerace,
2012). Furthermore, the closing of numerous Flint Community Schools will likely result in school-park
sites with closed and unused facilities falling into disrepair. A more robust partnership between the
Department of Parks and Recreation and the Flint Community Schools appears to be an opportunity
that bears further review.
Intergovernmental Agreements and Public Private Partnerships in Michigan
The Genesee County Parks and Recreation Commission (GCPRC) has an established history of working
with the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation. Partnerships between governmental
agencies are known as intergovernmental cooperation. Intergovernmental cooperation contributes to
“economies of scale,” a microeconomics term describing reduced per-unit cost through increased
production and operational efficiencies. Economies of scale are realized when an increase in
production results in the decrease in the cost of producing each additional unit. For local
municipalities, economies of scale are realized through opportunities to maximize effectiveness and
reduce cost through shared services provisions.
In Michigan, state legislation enables entities to jointly plan and manage public recreation and parks
through intergovernmental cooperation. These acts are outlined in Table 3. Intergovernmental
agreements serve communities by allowing resource sharing with the goal of reducing the cost of
public services offered. Difficult economic times, reduced revenue sharing, decreases in property
taxes, and increased costs of public services all warrant consideration of intergovernmental
cooperative agreements for provision of parks, recreation, and/or recreational programming. In 2012,
the Michigan Recreation and Parks Association (MRPA) and the Land Information Access Association
(LIAA), a non-profit community agency based out of Traverse City, Michigan published Partnering for
Parks: Intergovernmental Options for Providing for Parks and Recreation - A Guidebook for Michigan
Municipalities. This document is the culmination of more than five years of LIAA research and work
with Michigan municipalities related to intergovernmental cooperation. The guidebook highlights
opportunities, challenges, and case studies and is a valuable resource for Michigan communities
seeking additional information regarding intergovernmental cooperation (MRPA, 2012).
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Table 3. Michigan Enabling Legislation for Joint Provision of Recreation for Public Parks and
Recreation
Act

Government Units
Covered

Title

Governing Body Established
by the Act

1905 PA 157

Township Parks and Places of
Recreation

Townships

Township Park Commission or
1
Board of Commissioners

1913 PA 90

Parks, Zoological Gardens and
Airports

Counties

County Park Trustees

1917 PA 156

Recreation and Playgrounds

Cities, Villages,
Townships, Counties &
School Districts

Recreation Board

1929 PA 312

Metropolitan District Act

Cities, Villages,
Townships, & Parts
Thereof

Charter Commission

1965 PA 261

County and Regional Parks

Counties

Parks and Recreation
Commission 2

1989 PA 292

Metropolitan Councils Act

Cities, Counties, Villages
and Townships 3

Metropolitan Area Council

Part 721 of 1994 PA
451

Michigan Trailways

Federal Government,
Counties, Cities, Villages
and Townships

Michigan Trailway
Management Council4

2000 PA 321

Recreational Authorities Act 5

Cities, Counties, Villages,
Townships and Districts

Board of Directors

1

Formed when two or more townships hold land jointly; it is made up of the supervisor or designee from each township
To oversee regional park
3
Allows for joint provision of recreation within a metropolitan area
4
Councils are formed pursuant to the Urban Cooperation Act (1967 PA 7)
5
A district is defined as a portion of a city, county, village, or township having boundaries coterminous with those of a
precinct used for general elections
Adapted from Appendix A of the DNR Guidelines for the Development of Community Park, Recreation, Open Space and
Greenway Plans (MDNR, 2009)
2

Park Advisory Board
The original Charter of the City of Flint established the Flint Recreation and Park Board which was
responsible for administering the operations and responsibilities of City of Flint Parks. The 1975
update to the City of Flint Charter established the framework which allowed for the Flint Recreation
and Park Board, which previously oversaw park operations, to be dissolved in order to be replaced
with the Department of Parks and Recreation. According the 1975 Charter, the head of the
department is appointed by the Mayor and approved by the City Council. The City of Flint Code of
Ordinances, Chapter 2, Article XIV. Sections 2-90 through 2-99, passed through Ordinance 2546 on
February 23, 1976, formally established the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation and outlined the
duties and responsibilities of the Director of Parks and Recreation which appears in the review of
measure one of this document.
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Additionally, Ordinance 2546 transferred all obligations, encumbrances, including debts and monies
owed, as well as the rights and obligation of the Flint Parks and Recreation Board to the City of Flint.
The 1975 City of Flint Charter does allow for formation of other Multiple Member Bodies. The Charter
states:
Sec. 6-101. MULTIPLE MEMBER BODIES.
A. Multiple member bodies, including boards and commissions, may be established by
the City by ordinance or resolution. Such bodies may exercise those powers and duties
granted by the City, provided that they do not conflict with provisions of this Charter or state
law.
B. Multiple member bodies, including boards and commissions established in this Charter
or created after the effective date of this Charter, shall be subject to the following provisions,
unless otherwise stated in this Charter:
1. They shall consist of at least seven (7) members, whose terms shall not exceed five
(5) years;
2.
terms.

Initial appointments of persons shall be made to provide for staggered expiration of

3. Appointments shall be made by the Mayor with the approval of the City Council.
Removal from office shall be for cause upon recommendation of the Mayor and approval of
the City Council.
4. Vacancies which occur prior to the expiration of the term shall be filled for the
remainder of the term in the same manner as an expired term.
5. Members shall serve in the interest of all the citizens of the City and, except for
compelling reasons stated prior to appointment, shall be residents of the City. In all cases, at
least three-fourths (3/4) of the members of all multiple member bodies shall be residents of
the City.
6. Each body shall have the power to organize for the conduct of its business including
the selection of officers. All rules adopted and used shall comply with the provisions of Sec. 1801 of this Charter. The rules shall provide for notice of meetings and shall define the manner
in which non-attendance becomes neglect of duties and grounds for removal from office.
7. Each body shall report at least once a year to the Mayor and City Council concerning
its activities. The reports shall include an accounting of the receipts and disbursements of all
monies which have come into its hands and of any monies which may remain in its hands. A
copy of the report shall be filed with the City Clerk and be available for public inspection.
The City of Flint Parks and Recreation Master Plan 2007-2012 indicates that an administrative goal for
the City of Flint Parks is to re-establish a Park Board which will establish an equitable representation of
residents throughout the city to present parks issues to the City Council; define the roles of the Board
and the roles of the Department of Parks and Recreation and staff and how they align; solicit public
input and raise awareness about parks and recreation opportunities; annually review Parks and
Recreation goals and objectives; maintain communication between schools at school-park sites; and
identify educational programming opportunities in order to expand recreational operations within the
parks.
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Presumably, the Park Board will operate independently from the Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation, but would provide input and recommendations regarding operations of the Department
of Parks and Recreation. While it is unlikely that the City of Flint would allow for formation of another
Flint Parks and Recreation Board to oversee all operations of parks and recreation facilities, the
formation of a Flint Parks and Recreation Advisory Board or Citizen Committee could be allowable
under the Flint Charters provision for formation of Multiple Member Bodies.
To date, the goal of establishing a Flint Park Board as outlined in the 2007 City of Flint Parks and
Recreation Master Plan has not been realized. Further, this is the only mention of establishing any
kind of Board or citizen-led entity that acts as an official mechanism for open communication between
the City of Flint and residents about Flint parks. It is recommended that the City of Flint continue to
explore and, get input and participation from city residents.
Park Advisory Boards (PAB) function separately from any existing Adopt-a-Park or “Friends” programs
and provide more in-depth services to the parks and recreation department. Adopt-a-Park and
“Friends” programs typically take on advocacy for one park, while PABs address the entirety of a parks
and recreation system. PABs are likely to lead the charge in developing and realizing Adopt-a-Park and
“Friends” groups.
While the 1975 Flint City Charter does indicate that it is within the power of the Mayor to create any
department to help carry out the responsibilities of the city, it does not mention the development a
citizen led park advisory board. Any ordinance prohibiting the development of such board does not
exist, however.
Across the nation, park advisory boards (PAB) and citizen advisory boards (CAB) act as independent
entities from the parks and recreation departments they serve and have various responsibilities
depending on the needs of the parks they serve and the presence and role of parks and recreation
departments in their communities. As such, they do not have any authority related to the parks and
recreation department, and they are not entitled to any funds allocated to the department. A
PAB/CAB’s central role is to provide recommendations and suggestions to the parks and recreation
department.
Some best practices that guide Parks Advisory Board across the country include:
 Provide formal method of incorporating community input on decisions affecting the parks and
surrounding communities;
 Conduct open community meetings with time allotted for public input;
 Members are parks advocates and provide outreach and information sharing about the park
system to their community;
 Members are residents of the city in which they reside;
 Works to make facilities safe, clean, and hospitable while offering guidance and assistance on
programming and fundraising;
 Evaluates and recommends capital improvements for current and future projects and
programming;
 Fosters park stewardship and engages in fundraising initiatives; and
 Act as a mechanism for parks and recreation departments to communicate to the public.

24

RECOMMENDATIONS for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in support of:
Ongoing Planning and Community Involvement


The City of Flint 5-Year Parks and Recreation Plan expires in December 2012. The City is due to
update this document.



Over the next two years, the City of Flint will embark on an update to the City’s Comprehensive
Master Plan, and during the same time period, the Parks and Recreation Master Plan will require
an update. The City of Flint 5-Year Parks and Recreation Plan should be developed in
conjunction with the Comprehensive Master Plan to ensure alignment that serves to strengthen
community building and place-making efforts in Flint.



Both planning processes require extensive community input and provide the City and Department
of Parks and Recreation with the opportunity to engage residents in setting community priorities
as related to parks.



Development of a capital improvements plan for the City of Flint park system is needed. Having a
plan that prioritizes improvements, based on need, will ensure that funds, as they become
available, address the park in a systematic matter.
o

In addition to a capital improvements plan, the following should be developed:




ADA transition plan that identifies how improvements could meet ADA
requirements and improve accessibility

Partnerships can assist the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in realizing its
mission. Formalizing and tracking partnerships, their programs, and outcomes will demonstrate
the value of the Flint park system and its amenities. Mutually beneficial partnerships should be
fostered that provide:
o

Formalized agreements with clear expectations and limitations

o

Mechanisms that allow for communication and provide for accountability

o

Marketing of partner efforts to increase park use, provide core services, and foster
stewardships of the parks by residents



Expansion of the “Adopt-a-Park” program will foster community involvement, address
maintenance needs, and build long-term stewards for the parks. Working with a complementary
agency to assist in coordinating city-wide efforts by separate groups will help the City of Flint
Department of Parks and Recreation maximize impact of these programs.



Re-institute a School-Park Committee, or formation of another joint effort, to effectively manage
and promote inter-agency cooperation for the school-park sites.



Exploration of potential intergovernmental agreements and public-private partnerships will help
the City of Flint provide funding for parks and recreation.



Establishment of a Parks Advisory Board would create a permanent mechanism for ongoing
citizen involvement and engagement with the parks and Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation.
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Update goals, ensuring that the group is
aligned with the city and the Friends initiatives
are informed by the principles outlined in
Green Grand Rapids.

The Friends of Grand Rapids Parks:
A Case Study
The Friends of Grand Rapids Parks is a citizenled, non-profit organization operating in the
city of Grand Rapids, Michigan whose mission
is to protect, enhance, and expand the parks
and public spaces throughout the City.
Through a variety of initiatives and projects,
the Friends of Grand Rapids Parks collaborates
with the City of Grand Rapids, city residents,
and local organizations to update and maintain
city parks, as well as create new parks from
existing public spaces, which includes 1,200
acres in 71 city-owned parks and 350 acres of
park-school sites.

The Friends staff consists of an Executive
Director and a Volunteer and Communications
Coordinator and is overseen by a ten-member
Board of Directors and two city liaisons. The
organization does not receive any government
funding and relies on extensive fundraising
efforts; state, local, and federal grants, and a
large volunteer base. Volunteers are a
valuable asset to the group due to increasing
cutbacks in parks staff--down from 125 in 1978
to 5 in 2011. In 2011, Friends recruited 1688
volunteers who donated 6,207 volunteer
hours. The Friends of Grand Rapids Parks
utilizes an asset-based community
development organizing philosophy aimed at
creating strong leadership in and around
neighborhood parks. The group is currently
moving toward an Adopt-a-Park model
through the development of the Parks Alive
initiative. Neighborhood leaders are identified
and Parks Alive Councils (PACs) are developed
to oversee volunteer events and activities in
respective neighborhood parks.

In 2002, the City of Grand Rapids revised its
Master Plan and included language that
addressed the need for a city that positively
impacted the quality of life of residents
through recreational, aesthetic and historical
elements; focusing on developing and
maintaining parks and open spaces; connecting
neighborhoods to the city’s rivers, trails and
parks; and creating partnerships with city
residents and neighborhood and business
organizations. The 2002 Master Plan
emphasized key guiding principles to city
planning and development that included:
partnership, leadership, choice, economic
health, quality access, sustainability, and a
balance between economic growth,
neighborhood preservation, and
environmental stewardship. These principles
informed the creation of the Green Grand
Rapids Master Plan Update in 2008 that
outlined strategies to create a “greener” Grand
Rapids.

The Friends encourage community
engagement in parks and green space planning

The Friends of Grand Rapids Parks was born of
the Mayor’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Parks
and Recreation recommendations, which
convened in 2007, to address the 2002 Master
Plan initiatives for parks and green space in
Grand Rapids. The Friends serve as advocates
for the 2008 Green Grand Rapids Master Plan

and development through various initiatives
that provide educational, resource and
planning opportunities to Grand Rapids
residents. Residents are encouraged to
participate in the planning and development of

26

new parks and the reclamation and
maintenance of existing parks. Successful
initiatives include the Joe Taylor Park
expansion that included adding restrooms,
picnic shelters, a rain garden and memorial
plaza. Park expansion also included the
Pleasant Park project, which transformed an
abandoned parking lot into public park space,
the Madison/Adams park project that
transformed previously unused green space
into public park space, and the Oakdale School
site project, which aims to create a park at the
site of a closed elementary school.

their property or donate to their neighborhood
parks.

Sources:
www.friendsofgrparks.org
City of Grand Rapids. (2011). Green Grand
Rapids Report [Master Plan Addendum].
Retrieved 23 March 2012 from
http://grcity.us/design-and-developmentservices/Planning-Department/Green-GrandRapids/Pages/default.aspx.

These efforts are guided by the coordination of
planning charrettes on the part of the Friends
group and on behalf of community partners.
Recent initiatives have involved the Friends
group organizing charrettes and acting in a
consulting capacity for projects such as the Joe
Taylor Park expansion and the Pleasant Park
project, which was led by the Green Grand
Rapids plan. In projects where Friends leads
the initiative, the group hosts planning
charrettes, designates landscape engineers to
develop new park plans, and secures grant
funding and in kind donations from local
supporters, such as the planning commission.

Meyerson, H. (2010, May 23) Volunteers fill
gaps left by communities slashing budgets
for outdoor recreation. The Grand Rapids
Press. Retrieved from
http://www.mlive.com/outdoors/index.ssf/2
010/05/volunteers_fill_in_gaps_left_b.html
S. Faber,. Personnal Communication, March
23, 2012

Further initiatives include the Urban Forest
Project, which encourages residents and
businesses to plant and care for trees in the
urban setting. The Urban Forest Project
consists of an online resource center that
provides information about how to plant and
care for trees and the financial and
environmental benefits of creating and
maintaining urban forests. The project also
partners with area organizations to provide
community engagement opportunities for
residents that include community tree planting
and tree-mapping events and tree care
workshops. The Friends of Grand Rapids Parks
compounds the Urban Forest Project by
partnering with ReLeaf of Michigan to provide
native trees and shrubs at reduced prices to
encourage residents to plant on and around
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Excellent City Park System: Seven Factors of Excellence
2.Ongoing Planning and Community Involvement
Key Questions
Is the Park and Recreation Master Plan
integrated into the city-wide comprehensive
master plan?

Is the Park and Recreation Master Plan less
than five years old?

City of Flint





The City of Flint is embarking on the
first update to the City’s
Comprehensive Master Plan since
1960

Yes, expires December 2012

Recommendations



Coordinate efforts with the update to
City of Flint Comprehensive Master Plan
to integrate Parks and Rec Master Plan
update into the Comprehensive Plan



Draft a Parks and Recreation Master
Plan update.
Embed Parks and Rec Master Plan into
the City of Flint Comprehensive Master
Plan
Advance development of a group that
allows for citizen input regarding
matters of the Flint Department of Parks
and Recreation
Reinstate School/Park Committee
Establish a Park Advisory Board
Encourage more formal partnerships
and track impacts of partnership
activities
Explore more intergovernmental and
public-private partnership opportunities




Do the parks have a citizen advisory board or
similar community involvement mechanism
that meets regularly?

What kinds of contracts does the Parks and
Recreation Department have with external
public and private organizations?






No
Citizen advisory groups do exist for
the Senior Centers

There are a number of public and
private partnerships between the
City of Flint and external
organizations. (See Tables 1 and 2)
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The Third Measure of City Park Excellence:
(3) Sufficient Assets in Land, Staffing, and Equipment to Meet the System’s
Goals
Parks department should maintain an inventory of park land, as well as staff, equipment, and
financial resources dedicated to maintaining the park system (Harnik, 2003).
An excellent city park system requires an actively managed land base that meets the needs of the
community it serves. The size, type, and distribution of park system properties vary greatly across
communities. There is no set prescription for the distribution of staffing needs, as local conditions,
department mandates, and needs are specific to each community. (The concepts of equitable access
and providing for community needs are discussed in more detail in the Fourth Measure of City Park
Access.) However, an accurate accounting of natural and historical assets owned and operated by a
municipal entity, tracking of the shrinkage or growth of assets over time, and a plan to manage those
assets sustainability over time is required.
It is important to accurately track the various existing classifications of natural and historical assets.
The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) provides a classification system for local and
regional recreation open space, based on the description, location, and size of each asset. The MDNR
classification system categorizes assets as developed parks (five categories based on size and
population served); undeveloped natural resource areas or greenways; special use areas; recreational
facilities or sports complexes; or trails and infrastructure that support non-motorized, pedestrian and
equestrian access (MDNR, 2009). By maintaining an accurate inventory of owned assets and their
corresponding classifications, parks departments can provide appropriate amenities that meet the
needs of the community, as well as track operating and maintenance expenses associated with
specific assets. Developed parks and recreation facilities tend to have a higher operating expense
associated with them than natural landscapes, which require less maintenance.
Maintaining an inventory of the natural and historical assets provides parks and recreation
departments with opportunities to collaborate with other entities and departments. These
collaborations can help address the needs of the system and expand, contract, or develop joint-use
agreements as needed. Additionally, developing an accurate inventory of assets is an important step
in developing budgets that address park systems’ land management and programming needs. A park
system requires an adequate operating budget, capital funds for major construction and repairs, and
appropriate personnel to address natural resource management, maintenance, and labor needs.
The Excellent City Park System, the TPL reports that “a detailed survey of the 55 biggest cities
identified that, in fiscal year 2000, the ‘adjusted park budget’ – the amount spent by each city on park
operations and capital, minus everything spent on big ticket items such as zoos, museums, aquariums
or planetariums” averaged $80 dollars per resident. It is further noted that since all systems were
behind in meeting their fiscal needs, an $80 investment per resident to manage and operate a park
system should be considered, in current dollars, a minimum guideline. In addition, parks and
recreation departments should have complementary private fundraising efforts that serve both
individual projects/parks and the system as a whole, in order to support programming and capital
improvements.
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Finally, parks departments need to effectively utilize the funds at their disposal and commit
themselves to stewardship of the park system. Effective stewardship requires that the department
provides high-visibility marketing for the park system that raises awareness and encourages residents
to become stewards of their parks systems.
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Review:
Sufficient Assets in Land, Staffing, and Equipment to Meet the System’s Goals
Park Assets
The City of Flint 2007-2012 Parks and Recreation Master Plan Appendix A: Parks and Recreation
Facilities Inventory (Facilities Inventory) notes that the City of Flint park system includes a total of 67
recreation facilities totaling 1,836.41 acres. Of these facilities, nine are classified as playlots (miniparks) totaling 9.51 acres; twenty-five are neighborhood parks totaling 183 acres; eleven are
community parks totaling 705 acres; two are major city parks (large urban parks) totaling 137 acres;
sixteen are special use parks totaling 94.78 acres; and four golf courses totaling 628 acres. These park
classifications coincide with the Michigan Department of Natural Resource Classification System for
local and regional recreation, open space, and trails, which classifies parks based on location and size
criteria (MDNR, 2009).
However, the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation has indicated that one special use park, Happy
Hollow Nature Area, has been returned to the State of Michigan (Gerace, 2012), and county parcel
records indicate that property is now owned by a private development firm. It has been suggested
that additional park properties may have been transitioned to other uses or to new ownership in
recent years, but the current facilities inventory does not reflect any such changes. An update to the
City of Flint Parks and Recreation Facilities Inventory is required.
The 2010 City of Flint Parks and Recreation Park Assessment and Amenity Inventory (Amenity
Assessment), conducted by the University of Michigan-Flint on behalf of the Flint Healthy Kids, Healthy
Communities Initiative, documented the presence and usability of the amenities listed in the Facilities
Inventory, which included the presence of playground equipment, sports fields, permanent buildings
and structures, parking lots, water fountains, trails and pathways, and additional park amenities
specific to each park. Findings from this assessment indicated that a number of park amenities were
no longer functional. In addition to an accurate, updated accounting of land holdings, an update is
required to the City of Flint’s park facilities inventory to accurately detail the available amenities
present.
The City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation has been heavily impacted by the financial
challenges at the City; increasing budget cuts over the years have resulted in the loss of a large
number of personnel, programs, and funds for park maintenance and capital improvements in the
parks. The Amenity Assessment noted the following:
“Since 1973 Flint has experienced a severe decline in population. From its peak in the late
1960s boasting nearly 200,000 residents, Flint has experienced an almost 50% loss in the
number of residents with the 2009 population estimate being just 111,475 (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2010). Driving the population decline was a loss of manufacturing jobs and with these
challenges, coupled with the current economic challenges facing the country, the value of the

30

Flint housing market has plummeted with a median home value in 2010 hovering between
$20,000 and $37,000; almost half of what it was only ten years earlier.
These losses have had a severe impact on the breadth and scope of the services that the City
of Flint municipal government is able to offer its residents. The loss of taxable residential
properties and a decline in housing values have reduced property tax revenue resulting in a
decline in the amount of funding generated for parks maintenance through the parks millage.
Very simply, the City of Flint has more parks than it has been able to properly maintain for
quite some time. The resulting neglect from lack of proper maintenance in the parks was a
theme observed throughout the park system” (UM-Flint, 2010).
Capital Improvements
The Amenity Assessment summary identified aging equipment and failing infrastructure as a persistent
problem throughout the park system. It further stated: “Almost all of the parks exhibited the need for
increased levels of maintenance activities and amenity and feature repairs and/or replacements.
With a few exceptions, opportunities to address weed / brush removal, repair of cracked surfacing of
basketball and tennis courts, and removal or replacement of aging equipment were just a few of the
maintenance/park improvements that were noted throughout the park system.” Other observations
included that much of the existing playground equipment within the park system was in poor
condition and lacked proper surfacing material; detailed playground safety inspections were
recommended. In addition, dumping and vandalism were pervasive throughout the system, as were
hazards related to dead and dying trees. Other issues identified problems with ongoing maintenance
and mowing and extensive degradation of school-park sites where the schools had been closed.
Currently, there is not a capital improvements plan or recommendation in place at the City of Flint to
direct the efforts of the Department of Parks and Recreation, volunteer groups, or other organizations
in addressing the needs of the parks system. A capital improvements plan that identifies hazards,
needs, and recommended improvements, and that prioritizes the improvements both across the
system and within individual parks, should be developed. Additionally, there is no natural resource
plan in place to address management of the parks. Development of a natural resource plan for the
Flint parks system would be helpful to the City by assisting the Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation in management of existing natural features and could potentially serve to reduce
maintenance costs by identification of some park areas that could be returned to a natural state.
Staffing
The City of Flint has suffered from a number of fiscal challenges over the years. A steadily declining
budget has had a significant effect on staffing in the Department of Parks and Recreation. The City of
Flint Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for the fiscal year ending on June 30, 2011
indicates that staffing for Parks and Recreation has declined by more than 70% during the past 10
years, from 95 full-time equivalent employees in 2002, to only 30 full-time equivalent employees in
2011 (Table 4).
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Table 4. City of Flint Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 2010-2011 - Employees
Parks and Recreation Full-Time Equivalent Government Employees
2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012*

2013

Administration

7

4

5.5

16

12

14

16

Facilities
Maintenance/Grounds
Forestry Division

11

8

31

24

30

27

13

11

7

6

4

2

13

11

9

2

4

17.6

17.6

9

3

7

12

10

3

3

3

2

0

Golf Division

27.5

41

18

27

24

22

25.7

7

16

12

0

0

Recreation Division

31.9

26.9

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

2

IMA Sports Arena

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total FTE Employees

95

97.5

63.5

70

73

75

64.7

34

37

30

12

8

* As of January 2012, the City of Flint Parks and Recreation Director noted that additional staff cuts
had occurred; at that time, there was a total of twelve full-time staff in the Department of Parks and
Recreation--four in administration, two in facilities, two in the Forestry Division, and four in the Senior
Centers. In addition, the City of Flint contracts for seasonal mowing with outside vendors. In the Fall
of 2012, the City of Flint Parks and Recreation Director noted additional cuts were expected for the
2012-2013 fiscal year and a total of eight employees were expected to be working in the Department
during the 2012-2013 year.
Marketing
Marketing efforts for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation and the Flint park system
are limited at best. As previously noted, the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation does not
produce an annual report detailing efforts or investment by the city or partner groups and volunteers.
Developing an annual report would raise visibility about the needs of the park system, celebrate the
successes, and engage residents in stewardship activities. At this time, marketing efforts for the
Department of Parks and Recreation are confined to information made available on the City of Flint
website.
The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation website contains links to a Senior Center site,
(www.cityofflint.com/seniors), that outlines services and programming offered for senior citizens at
four of the City's community centers: Brennan Park Community Center, Haskell Community Center,
Hasselbring Senior Community Center, and Pierce Park Community Center. Individual community
centers appear to produce some marketing materials for programs and calendars of events for each
site. However, distribution of this material appears to be somewhat limited and confined to the
efforts of each individual center. By accessing secondary web pages listed under the Community
Center link, (http://www.cityofflint.com/parks/community_ctr.asp), on the City of Flint Parks and
Recreation homepage, additional information about some of the programming available at each site is
presented.
The Department webpage, located on the City of Flint website, (www.cityofflint.com/parks), offers
some limited information about facilities available at Berston Field House and notes that a skate park
facility is located on the former tennis courts of the Swartz Creek Golf Course. Core services,
amenities, hours of operation, and fee schedules are available for two of the four golf courses owned
and operated by the City (www.cityofflint.com/golf).
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Information on the City of Flint website for other programming is limited. No information is available
regarding the various parks, park locations, or park amenities on the website. The Flint Department of
Parks and Recreation Director, in a 2012 interview, noted that no additional marketing material
related to parks or programming is produced by the Department of Parks and Recreation (Gerace,
2012).
Community organizations and institutions have coordinated production of marketing materials that
highlight City-owned recreational amenities. In 2010, an updated map of the "Flint River Trail" was
produced by the Crim Fitness Foundation through the Safe and Active Genesee for Everyone (SAGE)
coalition. In 2009, SAGE also produced the "City of Flint Bicycling Map" which highlights the Cityowned, non-motorized transportation corridors and recommends on-road bike routes. In 2008,
University Outreach at the University of Michigan-Flint produced the City of Flint park map, "City of
Flint, City of Parks" that details the locations of Flint parks and identifies the on-site amenities as
outlined in the 2007 City of Flint Parks and Recreation Plan.
City of Flint – Parks and Recreation Budget Review
Community partners have identified a lack of clarity in the City of Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation budget and spending. As the Department of Parks and Recreation does not produce an
annual report, individuals and organizations have only been able to access information on the
Department of Parks and Recreation budget by accessing the City of Flint’s Fiscal Year Adopted
Budgets or the City of Flint Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports, which are produced yearly for
state reporting and released four to six months following the close of a fiscal year (July 1 to June 30).
While these reports are made available on the City of Flint website, locating and interpreting the full
City budget to identify Parks and Recreation spending is both difficult and unwieldy.
In September 2011, the Michigan State University Extension (MSUE) published Long-Term Crisis and
Systemic Failure: Taking the Fiscal Stress of America’s Older Cities Seriously, a case study for the City
of Flint, Michigan. The report provides demographic, financial, debt, and service level background and
analysis and examines personnel costs, long-term solvency, and potential solutions, and provides
commentary on fiscal stability. The study notes that over the past ten years (2001-2010), the City of
Flint has struggled with chronic fiscal stress. From May 2002 to January 2006, the governor appointed
an Emergency Financial Manager (EFM) to assist the City in transforming a $26.6 million General Fund
deficit in 2002 to a $6.1 million surplus by June 2005. Labor settlements, litigation, and declining
revenues caused the City to revert to a $6.8 million General Fund deficit position by June 2008. As of
June 30, 2010, the City of Flint General Fund had an accumulated deficit of $14.6 million. In
September 2011, Governor Rick Snyder appointed an Emergency Financial Manager to the City of Flint
to address the budget crisis.
In an effort to address the deficit, the City has reduced funding to a number of departments, and the
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation budget has certainly been affected by the cuts.
Dedicated Parks and Recreation funding is provided through a property tax assessment of 0.50 mills.
Property tax revenues have been steadily falling in Flint since 2007 due to the decline in the real
estate market. The most recent values for fiscal year 2012 reflect an overall decrease in taxable value
of 12% for that year. For the Parks and Recreation Fund (comprised solely of the parks and recreation
millage funds), the decline equated to a 31% decrease in annual revenue between the fiscal years
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ending in 2007, when the Parks and Recreation Millage generated $ 817,309.00, and 2011 when the
Parks and Recreation Millage generated $564,636.00.
An overview of funding available to the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation is outlined in
Tables 5-7. This information was provided by the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation and
was derived from the Departments Revenue and Expenditure Reports which can be found in full for
fiscal years 2008 -2012 in Appendix D of this document.
Table 5. City of Flint Parks and Recreation Actual Millage Revenue
2008-2009
2009-2010
2010-2011
2011-2012
$780,214.00
$604,766.00
$564,636.00
$465,369.68
*Amounts provided in this table are actual reported property tax revenue that was received after
subtracting delinquent taxes or payments that were not received.
It appears that there have been four funding sources that provide the revenue for the City of Flint
Department of Parks and Recreation:
1) The Parks and Recreation Fund is comprised of the annual ½ mill property tax assessment for
the purpose of providing dedicated funds for the improvement and maintenance of City parks,
forestry, and recreation services. The original parks millage was adopted in 1997 and ran
through 2006 when it was renewed for an additional 10 years (2007-2017).
2) Until 2011, the Golf Course Enterprise Fund was used for the operation of the four city-owned
golf courses. Most revenues are derived from greens and rental fees. Operations were
managed by City employees until 2011.
3) The City Park Fund was established to account for transactions related to the appraisal and
sale of certain City-owned property. Proceeds of park land sales are restricted to being used
for improvements of City parks.
4) Starting in fiscal year 2010 (2009-2010), Parks and Recreation funding has been supplemented
by the City of Flint General Fund.

Additional funds specific to parks or park facilities have also been in place and include the
following:
The Longway Park Fund is used to hold monies received from a charitable trust. Use of the
monies has been restricted to projects at certain city parks.
The Atwood Stadium Fund receives revenue from admission charges and other activities at
Atwood Stadium. All expenditures of this fund are for capital improvements at the stadium.
In 2006, the City reported and tracked accounting on three different special revenue funds that
included the Parks and Recreation Fund (millage), City Park Fund, and Longway Fund. Additionally, in
2006, the City maintained the Golf Course Fund as a separate enterprise fund. However, the City of
Flint Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2010 indicated that
the City Park Fund, Longway Park Fund and Atwood Stadium Fund did not adopt budgets for that year
and were not reported on. Additionally, the City of Flint filed a deficit elimination plan in April 2009 to
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address 2008 deficits in the General Fund, Building Inspections Fund, and the Golf Fund. This required
that all capital assets and net accumulation of depreciation be transferred to governmental activities,
and golf course operations were moved to the General Fund from the Golf Course Enterprise Fund
during the 2010-2011 fiscal year.
Tracking and interpretation of Department of Parks and Recreation annual budgets and year-end
expenditures is difficult due to the changes in City level accounting and differences between assumed
expenditures (annual budgets) and actual expenditures (annual reports). In addition, varying report
formats make comparisons troublesome as annual budgets are presented by department and line
items, while annual reports are presented as final accounting by fund and category.
Table 6. City of Flint Parks and Recreation Actual Revenue vs. Actual Expenditures
City of Flint Parks and Recreation Revenue and Expenditures
2008-2009
2009-2010
2010-2011
Revenue
$877,393.00
$652,483.00
$ 822,894.00
Expenditures
$863,160.00
$839,612.00
$618,148.00
Net Revenue
$14,233.00
$ (187,129.00)
$204,746.00
*Detailed budgets can be found in Appendix D

2011-2012
$925,683.03
$891,089.67
$ 34,593.36

Table 6 is derived from data gathered from City of Flint reports showing actual revenue and
expenditures by fiscal year (starting July 1). These reports only include revenue related to the parks
and recreation millage, interest income, Atwood Stadium, Community Development Block Grants, the
showmobile, and General Fund. This does not account for any other funds, such as the senior center
millage or golf funds. It is clear that in fiscal year 2010 (2009-2010), the expenditures for Parks and
Recreation far exceeded the revenue generated from the Parks and Recreation millage. Beginning in
fiscal year 2011 (2010-2011), funds were transferred from the General Fund to the Parks and
Recreation budget to supplement the millage; this occurred while the City was trying to eliminate a
large deficit in the City budget. All funds that came from the General fund that were not used for Parks
and Recreation expenditures were transferred back to the General Fund.
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Table 7. City of Flint Parks and Recreation Expenditures
Expense Categories
General Government
General Parks & Recreation Activities
Parks & Recreation Administration
Parks & Rec Supplies
Parks & Rec Professional Service
Parks-Forestry Wages & Salaries
Parks-Forestry Overtime
Parks-Forestry Direct Fringes
Parks-Forestry Other Fringes
Parks-Forestry Supplies
Parks-Forestry Gas, Oil Fuel-Intracity
Parks-Forestry Uniforms
$
Parks-Forestry Professional Service
Parks-Forestry Vehicle & Equipment Intracity
Parks-Forestry Utilities
Parks-Forestry Intracity Utlities- Wtr/Sewer
Parks-Forestry Repairs and Maintenance
Kearsley Park Project
Non_Dep_Exp-Parks Portion
Other Post Employment Benefits
TOTAL

2008-2009
$
$
2,000.00
$ 226,420.00
$
947.00
$
947.00
$ 109,702.00
$
27,964.00
$
53,812.00
$
23,650.00
$
5,570.00
$
19,874.00
$
1,440.00
$ 106,852.00
$
54,974.00
$
34,123.00
$
9,784.00
$
89,900.00
$
5,146.00
$
90,055.00
$ 863,160.00

2009-2010
$
$
$ 226,420.00
$
1,116.00
$
$ 91,276.00
$ 19,260.00
$ 41,789.00
$ 19,715.00
$
5,758.00
$ 15,999.00
$
829.00
$ 97,084.00
$ 167,745.00
$ 81,659.00
$ 32,629.00
$
6,402.00
$
$
2,880.00
$ 29,051.00
$ 839,612.00

2010-2011
$
$
$ 127,653.00
$
749.00
$
3,740.00
$ 75,399.00
$ 12,302.00
$ 33,261.00
$
$
2,702.00
$ 17,970.00
$
236.00
$
$ 97,843.00
$ 137,192.00
$ 73,293.00
$ 32,356.00
$
3,452.00
$
$
$
$ 618,148.00

2011-2012
$
$
$ 125,451.96
$
888.86
$
6,090.86
$ 44,287.45
$ 26,051.26
$ 24,741.24
$ 21,186.00
$
1,745.35
$ 14,889.51
$ 172,949.25
$ 291,566.47
$ 58,763.14
$ 40,800.36
$
$
$ 11,436.00
$ 50,241.96
$ 891,089.67

As shown above it is clear that reductions in the annual parks millage and very few reductions in
expenses makes it hard to provide the level of care that the City of Flint parks system once had. Table
7 provides an insight into the breakdown of how parks millage and general funds were used for park
expenses over the past 4 years. While parks expenses have been reduced over the last five years, it is
apparent that most reductions have come in the cost of staff, which limits the amount of services that
the City is able to provide. Due to the decreases in staff, the City of Flint has been forced to contract
their mowing, which accounts for the large increase in the professional services expenses over the
past 4 years.
The City of Flint Parks and Recreation reports also reveal that spending for capital improvements for
parks and recreation have been suspended, and no funds for general improvements or improvements
to the community centers were allocated in the 2011-2012 budget. Overall allocations for general
parks and recreation activities (e.g., programming) have also been suspended in recent years, and the
Recreation Department has suffered additional severe budget cuts. It is assumed that these losses
have affected the scope of any sort of programming that would have been offered through the Flint
Department of Parks and Recreation.
Golf course operations have also proved to be a challenge. The Golf Course Enterprise Fund was
dissolved and merged with the General Fund during fiscal year 2010-2011 due to continuous budget
shortfalls in that fund. The City of Flint golf courses have experienced operating losses for a number
of years, and for the fiscal year ending in June 2010, the Golf Course Enterprise Fund reported an
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operating loss of $950,000.00. Shortfalls in the Golf Fund required that General Fund dollars be
reallocated to maintain golf course operations.
Recognition of the budget constraints associated with the golf courses have resulted in early closure of
the golf courses in some seasons. During the summers of 2010 and 2011, both Pierce Park and Mott
Park golf courses were not in operation. The City of Flint is currently exploring alternative models for
continuing operations at the golf courses, which may include privatization of the facilities. When
assessing the long-term viability of the golf courses, exploration of alternative funding models and
evaluating the impact of golf courses for the city and its residents is warranted.
City of Flint – Parks and Recreation Comparative Analysis
It is useful to examine how the City of Flint parks and recreation investments compare to cities of
similar size. The 2011 MSUE Case Study for Flint, Michigan identified five Michigan benchmark cities,
similar in population to Flint, based on 2000 and 2010 census data. While the cities identified were
not exhibiting the same level of fiscal stress as Flint, they provide a useful measure by which Flint can
examine how city service spending differs. The parks and recreation comparative analysis presented
here includes data from the benchmark cities during FY 2010 on population, total government
spending, total primary government spending (total government spending less expenditures on
business type activities), and statement of activities related to recreation and culture. Additionally,
information was gathered from each of the benchmark cities relative to the size of the park system,
number of parks and facilities, and staffing as provided through the respective city websites, parks and
recreation plans, and gathered through phone interviews.
The MSUE Case Study revealed that the City of Flint’s per capita expenses in fiscal year 2010 stood out
as being the highest in general government and in business-type activities, but Flint is near the low
end for recreation and culture, compared to the other benchmark cities. In fact, total recreation and
culture spending equated to $53.00 per resident in 2010. Overall, Flint’s recreation and culture
spending accounted for only 4% of the total primary government spending for the City.
The parks and recreation comparative analysis revealed that the cities of Ann Arbor and Lansing both
had park systems of similar size and scale to the City of Flint, while each had more individual parks
(157 and 107 respectively, compared to Flint’s 67 parks). Lansing also had a similar budget ratio with
recreation and culture representing 4% of the total primary government spending. However, Lansing
manages only two golf courses versus Flint’s four and appears to have redistributed its budget
allocations that allows for robust recreation programming.
Of all the cities compared, Flint appears to be the most limited in terms of recreation programming. In
order to coordinate programming and activities, the benchmark cities utilize a substantial amount of
seasonal and part-time help. Information was not available for the number of seasonal and part-time
employees in the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation. It appears that seasonal help is limited to
contractors employed for park mowing during the summer months, and programs such as the parks
and recreation youth summer employment programs, which have been coordinated through the
Kearsley Park project in the past.
This comparison takes a purely quantitative approach to comparing parks and recreation facilities,
budget and personnel. It does not capture the level of user satisfaction related to each of the park
systems. The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation does not collect user satisfaction information;
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information on the other benchmark cities was not readily available. A potential future area of study
could examine how the respective cities and their park systems are viewed by park users and how
budget allocations are utilized to maximize community impact and improve user satisfaction.
As the City of Flint works toward a solution to address fiscal distress and long-term sustainability,
smart management and reallocation of financial resources is required. Parks and recreation funding
and services are minimal compared to other municipalities. It is valid to examine priorities and
potential reallocation of existing funds within the Flint parks and recreation budget to maximize
impact for residents and visitors. As Flint looks forward, maintaining a competitive advantage to
attract commercial and residential development is important. Additional reductions in recreation and
culture funding will negatively impact quality of life factors that assist in attracting and retaining
growth, putting Flint at a significant disadvantage compared to other similar cities of similar size.
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Table 8. Parks and Recreation Comparative Analysis – Fiscal Year 2009-2010
Comparative Analysis - Similar Sized Cities Parks and Recreation: Park System, Budget, Facilities

Population
Total Primary Budget
Total Government
Activities Budget
2010 Recreation and
Culture Budget
Recreation and
Culture/Total Government
Activities Budget (%)
Number of parks; acreage
Staff: full-time; parttime/seasonal

Facilities

Flint

Livonia

Ann Arbor

Lansing

Sterling Heights

Warren

102,434

96,942

113,934

114,297

129,699

134,056

$

223,314,826.00

$

120,245,548.00

$

4,154,600,793.00

$

202,422,120.00

$

127,923,532.00

$

170,091,123.00

$

151,251,107.00

$

90,225,484.00

$

103,342,652.00

$

163,402,257.00

$

97,021,908.00

$

134,492,524.00

$

5,431,010.00

$

14,333,768.00

$

7,945,806.00

$

7,312,480.00

$

5,695,827.00

$

13,255,263.00

4%
67 parks; 1,836.41
acres
37 full-time;
seasonal/support unknown

3 Community
Centers, 2 Senior
Centers, 4 Golf
Courses, Skate Park

16%

8%

4%

6%

10%

60 parks; 1,389 acres

157 parks; 2,089.66
acres

107 parks; 1,912.57
acres

24 parks, 826.4 acres

25 parks, 325 acres

12 full-time; 300+
seasonal/support
staff

18 full-time; 300 parttime/seasonal

23 full-time; 23
seasonal/part-time

12 full-time; 200
seasonal/support staff

12 full-time; 250 parttime/seasonal

Community Center, 3
Golf Courses;

Senior Center, 2
Liveries, 2 Community
Centers, 4 Pools,
Farmers Market, 2
Golf Courses,
Science/Nature
Center, Kempf House,
Cobblestone Farm, 2
Ice Rinks

4 Community Centers;
2 Golf Courses; Senior
Center

Recreation Center,
Senior Center, Nature
Center, 2 Ice Rinks, 2
Pools, 2 Golf Courses
(9 hole/18 hole)

Senior Center, 2
Community Centers,
Ice Rink, Farmers
Market

Aquatics, Computer
Athletics, Aerobics,
Summer Playground
Classes, Creative Arts,
Swimming, Arts and
Aquatics, Day Camps,
Program, Tennis, Golf,
Dance, General
Crafts, Music, Theater,
Aquatics, Athletics,
Golf, Ice Skating and
Softball, Soccer,
Interest, Sports and
Dancing, Bowling, Day
Programming
Senior
Golf, Special Events
Hockey, River and
Fitness, Karate, Swim
Fitness, Senior,
Camps, Senior Citizen
(seasonal),
Nature, Senior, Special
Lessons, Senior,
Summer Camps,
One Day Trips, and
Events
Nature, Special
Therapeutic
Extended Travel,
Recreation
Recreation
Special Events
Sources: Full listing of sources is provided in Notes [11] Primary data drawn from City of Flint 2007-2012 Parks and Recreation Master Plan; Scorsone, E. & Bateson, N. (2011) Longterm crisis and systemic failure: Taking the fiscal stress of America’s older cities. Michigan State University Extension; & comparison cities websites and P&R plans for 2010-2012.
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RECOMMENDATIONS for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in support of:
Sufficient Assets in Land, Staffing, and Equipment to Meet the System’s Goals


The City of Flint parks and recreation facilities and amenities should be detailed in an updated and
accurate inventory of land and assets.



The parks and recreations inventory will inform development of a needed capital improvement
plan that identifies hazards, needs, and priorities for improvements to existing facilities.



Additionally, a natural resource management plan would assist in management of park resources
and identification of opportunities to reduce costs by maintaining areas in a natural state.



Marketing the Flint park system, its amenities and available programming will increase awareness
and use of the system. This, in turn, will build community care, ownership and stewardship of the
park system. Marketing efforts should be supported by:
o

Website update

o

Production and distribution of park and trail maps

o

Inclusion of partner programming opportunities on city produced materials



Parks and recreation budget allocations should be examined and adjusted to align with the
department’s mission and core services by examining priorities and potential reallocation of
existing funds within the Flint parks and recreation budget to maximize impact for residents and
visitors.



Severe staffing cuts have undermined the ability of the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation
to adequately perform its functions. Examining innovative models, partner resources and
alternate mechanisms for meeting the needs of the park system and department is warranted.
The City of Flint should also consider the role of the Department of Parks and Recreation when
examining economic development initiatives.
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Excellent City Park System: Seven Measures of Excellence
3.Sufficient Assets in Land, Staffing, and Equipment to meet the System’s Goals
Key Questions
What was the parks’ revenue in the most recent
fiscal year, including operating funds and capital
funds?
What is the total acreage the city owns within city
limits, broken into three categories:
 Natural areas (including water acreage)
 Designed areas (including water acreage)
 Undeveloped areas (land not yet open to
the public)
 What land does the city own outside of
the city?

City of Flint











How many acres are operated in joint use with
schools?

Is there a natural resources management plan?
How much did your agency spend in the past
fiscal year, including maintenance, programming,
capital construction, and land acquisition?

Does Parks and Recreation have a marketing
plan?



$1,664,719.00 to 2011-2012 Parks and
Recreation Revenue
( See Table 5)
1,836 total acres; 67 recreation facilities:
9 playlots-9.5 acres
25 neighborhood parks-183 acres
11 community parks-705 acres
2 major city parks-137 acres
16 special use parks-95 acres
4 golf courses-628 acres
*park classifications based on MDNR
Classification System for local and
regional recreation
10 active-school park sites: Martin, Max
Brandon, Clara Hilborn, Hasselbring,
Potterlongway, Wilkins, Farnumwood,
Gerholtz, Iroquois, and Atherton East
(See Measure 2)
There is no natural resource
management plan.



$3, 689,171 Total 2011-2012 Parks and
Recreation Budget Allocations



Department of Parks and Recreation web
page
Senior Center websites
External Community Organization event
marketing
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Recommendations


Align budget allocations with Core
Services and Mission



Due to changes in park use and sale or
transfer of park properties, the City of
Flint inventory of parks, recreation and
open space needs to be updated



Reestablish School/Park Committee



Develop natural resource management
plan



Update Parks Facilities Inventory,
develop capital improvements plan to
systematically address needs as funds
become available




Increase marketing efforts
Explore various low cost marketing
efforts such as social media sites

The Fourth Measure of City Park Excellence:
(4) Equitable Access
A park system should be designed to be available, accessible, and inviting to everyone regardless of
residence, physical ability, age and other factors (Harnik, 2003).

In The Excellent City Park System, the TPL notes: “The excellent city park system is accessible to
everyone regardless of residence, physical abilities, or financial resources. Parks should be easily
reachable from every neighborhood, usable by the handicapped and challenged, and available to lowincome residents.”
Past research indicates that individuals are most likely to walk to facilities that are within a quarter-mile
distance from their place of residence (Wolch, et al, 2002). This supports the TPL’s assertion that
residents in more densely populated areas are most likely to utilize parks and recreation facilities that
are within a 5-10 minute walking distance to their homes. Examining placement and distribution of park
facilities in relation to residential population distribution and demographic characteristics provides a
useful tool for identifying facilities that are most likely to be utilized by residents and identifies whether
those facilities serve low-income or minority residents and youth in the community.
Determining equitable access to parks requires examining the community through a broad lens. Parks
departments must consider not only the physical distance from individuals and communities to parks
and recreation facilities, but also the built environment. Barriers in the built environment can include
unsafe or absent pedestrian and bicycling facilities (sidewalks, bike lanes, non-motorized trails); road
networks (difficult, dangerous, or impossible crossings at highways, bridges, and roads with heavy traffic
and poor visibility); wetland and riparian features (rivers, streams); and utility and railroad corridors.
These barriers can render relatively close facilities inaccessible to residents.
Beyond physical barriers that can make travel to and from recreational facilities unsafe, other factors in
the built environment can contribute to how and if residents access parks and recreation facilities. An
individual’s sense of safety and willingness to use nearby facilities can be negatively impacted by a lack
of a sense of safety in the parks, abandoned and vacant housing, older and often abandoned industrial
land use areas, dense brush, and blighted areas with poor visibility.
People of all ages and abilities should also be considered when developing and maintaining park
systems. Best practices suggest that recreation service providers adopt a model of inclusive recreation
service delivery, which is based on the philosophy that programs and services should be available to all
participants equally regardless of background, ability, or disability. Providing for inclusive service
delivery requires that it be integrated into an agency at all levels. This includes administrative support,
hiring and staff support, budgeting for accommodations and capital improvements, marketing, and
evaluation of services (Stroud, et al, 2011).
The MDNR further advocates for the inclusion of Universal Design Principles in parks and recreation
development (MDNR, 2011). Universal Design promotes the design of products and environments that
are usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible, without the need for adaptation or specialized
design. For parks and recreation practitioners, this means that parks and recreation facilities and
programs should aim not only to meet, but to exceed the minimum requirements as set forth in the ADA
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Accessibility Guidelines. A chart detailing thirteen of the best practices of accessibility in parks and
recreation as identified by a the Indiana University School of Health, Physical Education and Recreation
study is included in Appendix E (Voight, et al, 2008).
As previously noted, in order to meet the revised Title II and III requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), communities must create an ADA transition plan as a first step toward
compliance, and parks and recreation facilities should be included in that transition plan to ensure that
as capital improvements occur, upgrades that meet ADA standard are incorporated into the
improvements (ADA, 2010). One way that parks and recreation providers can assist in identifying
appropriate improvements that align with the needs of all users is through creation of a Disability
Advisory Committee that meets regularly to provide recommendations and inform decisions related to
parks and recreation maintenance and development.
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Review:
Equitable Access
Access, Park Distribution, and Population
In 2010, the Flint Healthy Kids, Healthy Communities Initiative contracted with University Outreach at
the University of Michigan-Flint to complete the City of Flint – City Park System Park Mapping and Equity
Assessment (Equity Assessment). The purpose of the equity analysis was to explore the distribution of
the City of Flint parks system and assess the system as it relates to the demographic characteristics that
exist within the City of Flint. Utilizing the Park Equity Analysis model developed by the Trust for Public
Land, the Equity Assessment examined public access to existing parks and open space using a Euclidean
distance model through analysis of demographic distributions within a quarter-mile radius of city-owned
parks and recreation facilities.
The Equity Assessment analysis, when used in conjunction with other research regarding community
health characteristics and existing infrastructure analysis (barriers), can identify links between built
environment, public investment, physical activity, and public health. This information helps decision
makers identify underserved areas near existing public parks and green spaces in the City of Flint. Data
from the 2000 U.S. Census and Michigan Framework Data for Geographic Information Systems (GIS) was
utilized to produce the report (UM-Flint, 2011).
The Equity Assessment process revealed that the City of Flint parks system is well distributed across the
city. In total, the City of Flint parks serve 67% of the total population of the City of Flint. Additional
recreational facilities, including some school sites, golf courses, and non-City of Flint-owned recreational
facilities, also exist within the city boundaries but were not included in this assessment process. The
analysis included parks identified as playlots, neighborhood parks, community parks, major city parks
and special use parks. Fifteen of the parks identified above are also listed as school-park sites though
only ten of those were schools in active use as of Spring 2012. Golf courses, parkland not owned by the
City of Flint such as Ballenger and Memorial Parks, privately owned recreational facilities, and publicly
accessible recreational facilities adjacent to schools that were not identified as school-park sites were
not included in this assessment. Non-motorized transportation corridors were not included in the
geographic distribution calculation with the exception of some areas of the Flint River Trail where
facilities and/or green space adjacent to the trail were present. The City of Flint Department of Parks
and Recreation identifies the trail open space areas as a special use park (known as the Flint River
Trailway), and these areas were included in the calculation.
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Due to the focus on specific categories of City of Flint parks, a complete determination of city residents’
access to recreational facilities cannot be determined without an expansion of the assessment
parameters. However, it is anticipated that the number of residents served would increase significantly
if additional recreational amenities were included in the assessment process.
Image 2 highlights the areas served based on population distribution; Image 3 depicts the distribution of
parks based on a broader needs analysis, which examined residential distribution related to population
density, presence of youth, poverty and minority population distributions.
Image 2. Park Needs: Population Density

Image 3. Park Needs Analysis

The challenges faced by the City of Flint expand beyond the concept of access to parks. Another difficult
decision is how to allocate limited resources to the parks that currently exist in order to best serve
residents. Population distribution and community needs can serve as a tool to assist decision makers in
determining how to earmark resources relative to the impact that those parks may have in the
surrounding community.
While the information presented in the City of Flint – City Park System Park Mapping and Equity
Assessment may still serve as a useful tool for the Department of Parks and Recreation, changes in the
property use and land holdings of the City of Flint park system, and availability of the 2010 U.S. Census
data may warrant an update to the Park Mapping and Equity Analysis; utilizing the most up-to-date
information can assist in decision making. To date, the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation
has not utilized this information to assist in decision making related to parks. However, community
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groups such as the Healthy Kids, Healthy Community initiative and the Keep Genesee County Beautiful
Park Tenders program have found this information to be useful in guiding program decisions.
Access and Inclusive Recreation Practices
The City of Flint Risk Management & Benefits Administration Division is charged with the responsibility
of identifying and analyzing risk exposure in the City and to take actions to prevent, reduce, retain or
transfer levels of risk. The City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation indicated that it is the Risk
Management Division that assesses and performs required government functions regarding compliance
with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.
The absence of a Department of Parks and Recreation comprehensive capital improvement plan, along
with the Parks Department’s lack of involvement with the Risk Management Division activities related to
ADA compliance within the parks, suggests that an opportunity exists for inter-department cooperation
to address inclusive recreation practices and ADA compliant infrastructure and facilities
recommendations for the City of Flint parks and recreation system. Furthermore, the Department of
Parks and Recreation does not currently have any type of formalized Citizen Advisory Committee or
Disability Advisory Committee to assist in decision-making related to the City of Flint park system,
although individual Senior Centers appear to have made efforts toward formation of advisory groups.
Access, Infrastructure, and Barriers
There are issues beyond park distribution that are inherent to accessibility. They include community
infrastructure, and in particular, transportation networks. When examining connectivity to parks it is
important to recognize the importance of safe, active transportation options.
Lack of walkable neighborhoods has a compounded effect in low-income and predominately black
neighborhoods due to lower rates of automobile access in these households. Disparities in carownership rates between black and white households reflect average differences in income, as well as
differential costs of owning a car. There is a compounded effect of racial segregation and access to
automobiles. Low rates of automobile ownership among black residents are coupled with racial housing
segregation, resulting in a concentration of poor minorities in neighborhoods where many residents lack
automobile access. The 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing 5% Public Use Microdata Sample
(PUMS) revealed that 16,680 residents in the City of Flint (13% of the total population) lived in
households with no access to an automobile. Low income individuals in Flint are particularly impacted
by this trend with 29% of the non-elderly poor residing in a household with no car and 31% of elderly
poor residing in a household with no car (Berube, et al, 2006).
The City of Flint has experienced significant challenges related to pedestrian infrastructure. Between
1999 and March of 2008, the City of Flint paid over $1.3 million in sidewalk lawsuit claims. Full details of
the claims were not available, but it appears that many of the claims resulted from cracks and breaks in
deteriorated sidewalks that led to trip and fall accidents (Lawlor, 2008). Due to budget constraints, the
City is unable to address improvements to the entire sidewalk network, yet there is an attempt to
initiate programs that are more responsive to neighborhood needs. In 2011, the City of Flint City
Council discussed enacting a program wherein City Council members would prioritize sidewalk and
streets within their respective wards to direct funds to areas most in need (Longley, 2011).
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Strides are being made in improving pedestrian and non-motorized infrastructure through other means
as well. In 2007, the Genesee County Metropolitan Planning Commission (GCMPC) released the
Genesee County Regional Trail Plan. The plan proposed and prioritized the development of an
interconnected, non-motorized transportation network that would connect communities across the
county with linkages to regional and state-wide non-motorized transportation networks. Since the
release of that plan, two recommendations specific to the City of Flint reached fruition. The Flint River
Trail’s 3.5 mile Kettering Extension was completed in the fall of 2010. The trail is part of the City of Flint
Parks System. The project extended the existing Flint River Trail, a 6.5-mile non-motorized corridor. The
addition of the Kettering Extension resulted in a continuous 10-mile non-motorized transportation route
from Genesee Township to the City of Flint’s western boundary. In 2008, the City of Flint was also
awarded $550,000 from the Michigan Department of Natural Resource’s Natural Resource Trust Fund to
acquire an abandoned railroad line that extended from downtown Flint to the southern boundary of the
City. While acquisition of the rail corridor, known as the Grand Traverse Greenway, is not yet complete,
development of that rail-trail will continue efforts to improve non-motorized transportation options
within the City.
Accessible transportation development in Flint has been fostered by a policy-driven initiative, known as
Complete Streets, in Genesee County’s 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan. Complete Streets
promotes streets that are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users. Complete Streets
recommendations have also impacted the work of advocacy groups such as the Safe and Active Genesee
for Everyone (SAGE) coalition, advancing accessible transportation in Flint. Improvements to
transportation infrastructure have included converting portions of the City of Flint’s outdated one-way
streets to two-way road systems, reducing traffic speed, and improving safety through lighting changes
and new pavement markings for bicycle lanes. In addition, SAGE has served as an advocate and
resource for development of Safe Routes to School (SR2S) programs at Flint Community School
buildings. The Safe Routes to School programs have resulted in more than $1 million in federal funding
being awarded for pedestrian infrastructure improvements at Williams Elementary School in 2008 and
Washington Elementary in 2011, and Durant-Tuuri-Mott in 2012. (Safe Routes to School, 2008; MDOT,
2011).
While advancements have been made, the City of Flint transportation network is extensive and presents
a number of ongoing challenges. Through consistent, ongoing integration, and implementation of
Complete Street improvements, the City of Flint will continue to realize the goal of providing accessible
pedestrian and non-motorized transportation options that connect residents to parks and recreation
facilities across the city.

RECOMMENDATIONS for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in support of:
Equitable Access


Utilize tools such as the City of Flint – City Park System Park Mapping and Equity Assessment to
assist in allocation of limited resources to the parks that currently exist in order to best serve
residents based on population distribution and community needs to maximize community impact.
Coordinate an updated equity assessment utilizing the most current (2010) U.S. Census data.



Support inter-department cooperation between the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation and
the Risk Management Division to address inclusive recreation practices and ADA compliant
infrastructure and facilities recommendations for the City of Flint parks and recreation system.
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Form a subcommittee focused on ADA compliance and disability awareness to a potential Parks
Advisory Committee. Continue to support the citizen advisory groups at the Senior Centers.



The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation should work both independently and in partnership
with the City of Flint Transportation Department and Genesee County Metropolitan Planning
Commission in support of consistent, ongoing integration and implementation of Complete Street
improvements with the goal of providing accessible pedestrian and non-motorized transportation
options that connect residents to parks and recreation facilities across the city.
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Excellent City Park System: Seven Measures of Excellence
4. Equitable Access
Key Questions

City of Flint

Recommendations


What is the distance from every residence to its
nearest park? What percentage of residents lives
within ¼ mile from a park?

Is there a formal disability advisory group to assist
in meeting the physical and programming mission
of the park system?





Flint parks serve 67% of total
population

City of Flint Risk Management and
Benefits Administration Division is
responsible for meeting ADA
compliance
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Conduct an updated equity assessment
that includes all parks and recreational
facilities and program available to
residents and the 2010 US Census data
Create a mechanism to measure park
use and address user concerns



Create Parks and Recreation Capital
Improvements Plan



Explore opportunities for
interdepartmental cooperation in
addressing physical and programming
needs

The Fifth Measure of City Park Excellence:
(5) User Satisfaction
An excellent park system is used regularly and provides a venue of a variety of community
programs and activities. Parks departments should maintain an inventory of how many people are
using the parks, as well as which locations, activities, times of day, and other factors that impact
how the parks are utilized. Further, parks should strive to understand how and why people use, or
don’t use, the park system (Harnik, 2003).
A key indicator of a successful park is the frequency of visitors and variety of activities at park sites.
The Project for Public Spaces (PPS) advises that great and successful public spaces have four key
qualities: accessibility, a variety of uses and activities, comfort and positive image, and sociability. If a
park is accessible, it has connections and linkages to its surroundings, both visual and physical. If a
park has amenities and/or programs that engage users, park users will have reasons to make frequent
visits. If a park provides comfort measures--such as places to sit and enjoy the space--and has a good
image, park users will perceive the park as being safe and clean. If a park provides sociability, visitors
will see other users in the park and have opportunities to interact with friends and neighbors, making
them feel safer and fostering a sense of place (PPS, 2012). When a park exhibits these qualities, user
satisfaction will increase.
In order for a parks and recreation department to accurately determine the level of user satisfaction
within its park system, degrees of park use must be measured. These measures should examine use
by location, time of day, activity, and demographics. Measurements should be completed in a
scientific manner which is replicable over time, in order to establish levels of user satisfaction, park
needs, and trends. Furthermore, community residents who do not visit the parks must be asked
about their perceptions of the park system and the reasons they choose not to utilize the parks in
order to evaluate park system needs.
It is not reasonable to assume that a department can accurately count all passive users of a park
system. Through observation, selective counts, interviews, and surveys, a parks department can
extrapolate a baseline level of user satisfaction. Replication of these qualitative and quantitative
measures can be utilized over time to establish trends, identify needs, and assess department
responsiveness to those needs. The information gathered can be used to defend the need for parks,
encourage investment in parks, and assist in directing resources to those areas where they’re needed
most.
Simply gathering data through passive means, such as logging residents’ calls or letters, is not
sufficient to accurately assess user satisfaction, though it is a start. A well developed, intentional, and
comprehensive means of collecting data is necessary to develop an overall assessment of user
satisfaction.
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Review:
User Satisfaction
The City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation does not have methods or protocols for
assessing user satisfaction. At present, feedback is provided only through resident inquiries and
complaints directed to the Department of Parks and Recreation; no systematic method of tracking
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those interactions is in place. The Department of Parks and Recreation acknowledges that it responds
to resident inquiries and complaints based on need and availability of resources, and not all requests
are able to be addressed. Development of a systematic way to track and prioritize these interactions
would enable the Department of Parks and Recreation to assess user satisfaction and park needs,
although this is by no means a comprehensive strategy. Understaffing in the Department of Parks and
Recreation presents a challenge to implementing such a system and is prohibitive to development of a
more comprehensive system for assessing user satisfaction.
In anticipation of the City of Flint’s update to the Comprehensive Master Plan, in 2009-2010 the City
coordinated a series of Neighborhood Action Planning Sessions. The sessions were held in each of the
City’s nine wards and Downtown. Youth and college students gathered feedback from community
members to identify visions, assets and opportunities, strategic priorities, and action items. This
information led to the development of the Assets and Action Summaries. The strategic priorities for
Downtown were taken from the 4 wards that comprise the Downtown area, and were identified as
follows.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Public Safety
Human Services (Varied by ward, focus on youth and seniors)
New/Improved Housing Options
Infrastructure
Economic development
New/improved housing options
Building/property code enforcement
Parks, trails, recreation

Public Safety remained a top concern, as identified in the Assets and Action Summaries, by seven of
the nine wards. Many of the priority areas were similar to those listed for the Downtown area. While
various needs were identified, most wards indicated specific parks and recreation facilities,
community centers, and school recreation facilities as assets that present opportunities for their
neighborhoods. Recommendations to improve and clean-up the recreation amenities were voiced.
Expansion of programming opportunities, particularly through the various community centers, was
identified as a need.
The Neighborhood Action Planning process clearly identifies that the City of Flint parks system and
facilities play an important role in the community, both in offering important amenities to residents
and by providing human services through programs aimed at youth and seniors.
In an effort to identify park usage trends, the HKHC project will conduct a System for Observing Play
and Recreation in Communities (SOPARC) assessment of park and recreation activities. The SOPARC
tool measures users’ physical activity levels, gender, activity modes/types, and estimated age and
ethnicity of users through direct observation. While this study does not measure user satisfaction, it
provides for a standardized measure of patterns of use among park patrons.
Further assessments that addressed user satisfaction regarding specific recreation amenities in the
City of Flint parks system were conducted by outside entities. They included the HKHC community
survey, youth focus groups, and facilitated action planning with “friends” groups. . In 2006, the
Greater Flint Health Coalition administered the Flint River Trail Study, which consisted of the Flint
River Trail Survey, an additional user intercept survey to identify frequency of trail use, and focus
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groups. Information gleaned from this study identified community perceptions and informed
recommendations for improvements to the Flint River Trail. In 2008, the IMA Recreation Association
contracted an assessment for Whaley Park as part of a two year park improvement and programming
initiative. In both cases, the assessment results guided efforts to improve the recreational amenities
addressed. The outcomes of both assessments were similar; they identified that public safety was a
barrier to use, as were poor conditions and lack of knowledge about the amenities.
Opportunities exist to expand efforts such as the Whaley Park project and Flint River Trail project to
engage residents in identifying needs and creating action plans to improve recreation facilities and
encourage increased use. The Whaley Park project conducted a follow-up survey at the completion of
the project that indicated that use and positive perception of the park had increased. Only anecdotal
reports confirm increased use and satisfaction along the Flint River Trail.
A series of community meetings and neighborhood conversations, conducted by separate entities
between February 2010 and the spring of 2011, independently identified safety concerns as a
common barrier to using the parks:






The City of Flint held the Neighborhood Action Planning Series in February and March 2010, which
consisted of three community meetings, were held in each of the city’s nine wards. As part of the
meeting agenda, attendants answered a question about which parks they don’t use and why.
While neither the total number of attendees to the meetings, nor the total number of completed
surveys was available, fifty-three people listed safety as the reason for not using the parks.
Twenty-five people said maintenance was a reason to not use the parks, which was the second
highest reported response.
In March 2010, the HKHC project launched a survey exploring adults’ attitudes and behaviors
about Flint parks which yielded similar results regarding safety and park use. 512 Flint residents
responded to the survey and 32% said the reason they don’t use the parks is safety, which was the
most common response, followed by 17% who said the reason they don’t use the parks is that
there is nothing to do.
Students aged 12-16 participated in three focus groups held at the Boys and Girls Club of Greater
Flint held on June 28, July 2 and July 22 in the summer of 2010. Responses to prompts about why
students do not use the park included: dangerous, unsafe people and dogs, scared, safety, and
maintenance.

While these surveys and focus groups were held independently with separate objectives, the recurring
theme of safety as a deterrent to use of City of Flint parks is unavoidable. It is important to keep in
mind that “safety” was not defined in any of the neighborhood conversations, surveys or focus groups,
so it is prudent to explore respondents’ definition and perceptions of safety in order to develop
strategies to create safer parks that will attract people. A detailed discussion of the results of these
and other community surveys conducted throughout Flint is available in Measure 5: User Satisfaction.
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RECOMMENDATIONS for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in support of:
User Satisfaction




Mechanisms to track, prioritize, and address feedback from residents should be developed,
either internally to the department or in partnership with another organization.
Ongoing mechanisms by which park user satisfaction can be measured should be developed
and implemented.
A point person should be identified to collect and address user park feedback, and
mechanisms employed to share information back to the broader public.
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Excellent City Park System: Seven Measures of Excellence
5. User Satisfaction
Key Questions

City of Flint


Do you know the yearly use of the park system?



What is the attendance by time of day; by park;
by activity; by demographic?


Is there at least one full-time employee in the
Park and Recreation Department that is
responsible for surveying park users and nonusers and analyzing the data?

Currently, there is no mechanism in
place to measure use/attendance
and user satisfaction in place.
Multiple outside studies conducted
to asses park use include SOPARC
(2012), 2009-2010 Neighborhood
Action Sessions, 2008 IMA Whaley
Park assessment, 2006 Flint River
Trail Study
City of Flint Parks and Recreation
currently has 12 full-time employees
(See Table 4) It is unclear if any are
responsible for conducting park user
surveys or data analysis, but the lack
of available data would that it is not
a priority of the department.
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Recommendations






Develop mechanisms to track,
prioritize, and address feedback from
residents
Develop mechanisms to measure user
satisfaction

Assign responsibility for collecting and
tracking data regarding park use

The Sixth Measure of City Park Excellence:
(6) Safety from Physical Hazards and Crime
It is critical that people perceive the parks as places that are safe and inviting. Parks should
have strategies in place to address issues of safety in the form of crime and physical hazards,
such as broken park equipment, unmanaged vegetation, visibility, or many other physical
hazards (Harnik, 2003).
In The Excellent City Park System, the TPL notes: “To be successful, a city park system should be safe,
free both of crime and unreasonable physical hazards – from sidewalk potholes to rotten branches
overhead. Park departments should have a mechanism to avoid and eliminate physical hazards as
well as a way for citizens to easily report problems” (Harnik, 2003).
Safety related to crime extends beyond the scope of parks departments. It is largely dependent on
conditions within the community related to demographics, poverty, drug and alcohol use, policing,
and lack of stabilizing neighborhood institutions. However, factors that can improve safety within the
parks can be addressed through park policy and design, maintenance, development of programming,
and presence of uniformed personnel.
The U.S. Department of Justice Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) produces a
series of Problem Oriented Guides for Police Response. Number 9 of that series, Dealing with Crime
and Disorder in Urban Parks, notes that the single most important factor in a park’s continued viability
is “natural guardians”-- ordinary citizens going about their daily activities in the park. The presence of
ordinary park users discourages crime in the park by implying that illegal activities will not go unseen
or unreported. Furthermore, the presence of other people going about normal activities in the park
increases park users overall sense of safety; increased park use translates to increased safety in the
park (Hilborn, 2009).
Addressing maintenance and providing safe park amenities are keys to increasing the use of park
facilities. Litter and vandalism take away from enjoyment of a park setting, and broken and unsafe
equipment discourages use. By addressing these factors, use of the park increases, which fosters
stewardship or guardianship of the park by park users. It is a slow process through which guardians
and park users must initially be actively recruited, and efforts must be coordinated between parks
personnel, volunteers and park users to effectively address the issue of park safety. Ongoing
coordination is necessary to address concerns, maintain momentum, and discourage the cycle of
crime (Hilborn, 2009).
Further, programming has a positive effect on actual and perceived park safety. By offering events,
training, active sports and recreation programs, and other programming options in the parks, multiple
goals are realized. Visible park use is increased as program participants, volunteers, park personnel,
and/or program or event coordinators are actively engaged on site. Direct opportunities to recreate
within the park are promoted, and individuals are engaged in the park, thereby building connections
and citizen ownership of the space.
Park programming need not be limited to parks and recreation department coordinated sports
programming and events. Partnerships with other organizations and community groups provide
programming opportunities. Capitalizing on community movements that promote social contact
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increases social capital (perceived trust/helpfulness of neighbors) and residents’ perceptions of
neighborhood safety, thereby contributing to the success of the parks (Kruger, et al, 2007).
Evaluating community and demographic data is important when determining types of programming to
offer and promote. Older individuals are more likely to participate in walking activities while black and
Hispanic youth are more likely to participate in group sports. Programs geared specifically toward
women and children are especially important in overcoming fear of crime, as women and children are
less likely to be active in parks where safety is a concern; active and passive programming options help
to offset their fear (Humphreys, 2007).

City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Review:
Safety from Physical Hazards and Crime
The City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation exhibits a number of challenges regarding safety
related to physical hazards and crime. Declining population, increasing poverty, economic challenges,
and significant disinvestment in the City has resulted in increased crime. As a result, the City of Flint
has been among the top five cities on the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) Most Dangerous
Cities in America list for a number of years. Further exasperating the issue are the financial challenges
faced by the City, which has resulted in funding cuts to police and fire services.
As previously noted, the Flint Parks Assessment and Amenity Inventory summary identified a number
of safety hazards throughout the park system due to aging equipment and failing infrastructure. The
need for increased maintenance and repair or replacement of many park amenities was identified
throughout the system. Broken and outdated playground equipment and lack of playground surfacing
materials present various safety issues in many of the City of Flint parks. Detailed playground safety
inspections were recommended for all of the Flint park playgrounds to determine risk level and
specific safety issues. Dead and dying trees within the parks also pose a hazard to park users.
Identifying, prioritizing and creating a plan for addressing the various safety hazards posed by the
aging equipment and failing infrastructure within the park system is desperately needed in order to
provide a safe park environment that attracts park users.
While failing equipment, maintenance, and crime are pervasive issues for the City of Flint parks
system, a few shining examples stand out as models of how parks can be reclaimed by the City. Mott
Park, which lies in the Mott Park Neighborhood, is one such example. While not immune to
vandalism, maintenance problems, or issues associated with older equipment and amenities, the Mott
Park Neighborhood Association has taken an active part in providing stewardship and maintenance of
the site. Park use is high, vandalism is limited, and the surrounding neighborhood values the park and
actively participates in the programs coordinated there by the neighborhood association. Another
City of Flint model park is Kearsley Park. Renovation, restoration, programming and maintenance of
this historic park are funded in part by the Ruth Mott Foundation. That investment has leveraged
other state, local and federal funds to reclaim the park, providing updated amenities, youth summer
work programs, and event programming, which draws visitors from across the region.
Image 4.
Mott Park
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It can be challenging to foster investment and neighborhood park stewardship while addressing the
challenges of crime and safety. However, working in partnership with local grassroots efforts,
neighborhood groups, local non-profit and community development organizations, human service
agencies, and other institutions provides an opportunity for the City of Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation to mobilize outside resources that support the mission of the Department of Parks and
Recreation and allow the parks to provide residents with much needed amenities. Participating as an
active partner with other organizations can assist in the development of volunteer services,
community policing initiatives, programming, and park improvements, which will serve to strengthen
the park system.
It is prudent that the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation explores options supporting
community policing initiatives in the parks. The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation should also
work in partnership with the Flint Police Department to systematically collect data related to crime in
the parks and youth crime rates in the surrounding neighborhoods. Policing the parks by uniformed
volunteers, coordinated in partnership with other community policing initiatives, provides enormous
added benefits by increasing safety and reducing fear of crime in the parks. Systematic collection of
data related to crime statistics in the parks and surrounding neighborhoods is a mechanism to
measure the impact of programs and assists efforts to distribute resources to those areas most in
need. Finally, exploring options related to crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED), a
multi-disciplinary approach to deterring criminal behavior through the structural and environmental
design of parks spaces, may assist in reducing criminal activity.
RECOMMENDATIONS for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in support of:
Safety from Physical Hazards and Crime


Formation of citizen safety patrols of the parks, sanctioned by the Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation, and made visible by providing volunteers with identifiable uniforms or clothing as well
as training should be explored.



The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation should participate as an active partner with other
organizations to coordinate the development of volunteer services, community policing initiatives,
programming, and park improvements that support increased perceptions of safety in the park.
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Excellent City Park System: Seven Measures of Excellence
6. Safety from Physical Hazards and Crime
Key Questions

City of Flint


How many uniformed park personnel does
the Parks and Recreation Department have
or contract with including police, rangers,
workers present at parks sites, or visible
and recognizable volunteers?



As of Jan. 2012, the Flint
Department of Parks and
Recreation had two uniformed
maintenance staff that
frequented the parks.
The Flint Department of Parks
and Recreation does not
contract on a regular basis with
the police or others to be
present at the park. There are
no uniformed volunteers.

Does the Parks and Recreation department
collect data on crimes that occur in the
parks?



No

Recommendations
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Explore development of a
volunteer policing force in
partnership with neighborhood
groups and local organizations in
select parks. Provide the
volunteers with vests or other
uniforms that raise visibility.

Work with the City of Flint police
and mini-stations to track crime
data for the parks.

The Seventh Measure of City Park Excellence:
(7) Benefits for the City Beyond the Boundaries of the Parks
Parks are a key component to the place-making efforts in a community. The presence of parks can
have numerous positive impacts on the economy, housing, ecology, health, and a number of other
factors in a community. Excellent parks strive to maintain current data on how the presence of
parks contributes to the overall well-being the community where it exists (Harnik, 2003).
Park systems provide benefits that extend beyond the boundaries of the parks. They play a key role in
the place-making efforts of a community and contribute to the health and well-being of individuals,
neighborhoods, and communities at large. The green infrastructure movement promotes this concept
by examining the economic advantages associated with ecosystems. Natural areas protect water
resources, provide flood control, and guard against soil erosion, while providing cultural benefits like
recreation, ecotourism, and educational and spiritual value.
In the 2012 report, Drivers of Economic Performance in Michigan: Natural Features, Green
Infrastructure, and Social/Cultural Amenities, the Michigan State University Land Policy Institute, in
partnership with the Michigan Natural Features Inventory, examined the economic benefits of natural
infrastructure. This was achieved by evaluating the impact of specific quality-of-life and amenity
attributes on population, income, and employment levels. Observation and policy recommendations
presented in this study assert that people are attracted to both employment centers and natural
assets. Further, urban communities have an excellent opportunity to increase their locational
competitiveness by maintaining, restoring, and enhancing their unique natural assets. Furthermore,
planners, and community and economic developers should consider the role of green infrastructure in
all land use planning and economic growth activities, master land use plans, and parks and recreation
plans (Adelaja et al, 2012).
Parks’ contributions to economic health and vitality abound, as do the benefits related to community
health. In The Excellent City Park System, the TPL identifies the following benefits that an excellent
city park system can provide to the city as a whole:








cleaner air, as trees and vegetation filter out pollutants by day and produce oxygen by night;
cleaner water, as roots trap silt and contaminants before they flow into streams, rivers, and lakes;
reduced health costs from sedentary syndromes such as obesity and diabetes due to walking and
running trails, sports fields, recreation centers, bikeways, golf courses, and other opportunities for
physical fitness;
improved learning opportunities from “outdoor classrooms” in forests, meadows, wetlands and
even recovering brownfields and greyfields (previously used tracts);
increased urban tourism based on attractive, successful parks, with resulting increased commerce
and sales tax revenue;
increased business vitality based on employer and employee attraction to quality parks;
and natural beauty and respite from traffic and noise.

Well-maintained parks can also be an economic driver for property values of adjacent parcels.
Comparative analysis of property values of homes near parks compared to properties farther from
park sites can prove to be a powerful tool to encourage investment in park system resources.
Unfortunately, troubled parks can also serve to drive down property values in the surrounding areas.
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Measuring and tracking the impact parks have on property values is one tool that communities can
utilize to identify and report on how a park system is supporting the local economy.

City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Review:
Benefits for the City Beyond the Boundaries of the Parks
As noted, some of the City of Flint parks clearly provide an economic benefit to the City. Annual
events, such as Shakespeare in the Park, held in Kearsley Park, and the Flint Jazz Festival held in
Riverbank Park, draw visitors from across the region to Flint. However, the Flint Park system also
faces a number of challenges, as a number of parks exhibit varying degrees of decline. Many of these
parks are surrounded by vacant properties where dumping, vandalism, and generally poor conditions
are evident.
The Genesee County Land Bank 2011 Annual Review noted that 20,000 blighted properties existed in
Flint with deteriorated and abandoned structures; the Genesee County Land Bank owned about one
third of these properties. In Flint and Beecher, the Land Bank’s current inventory included 8,200
properties; 4,600 were vacant residential lots. The Land Bank maintains the vacant parcels by mowing
and trash removal through partnerships with community organizations and programs like the Clean
and Green Program. In 2011, the Land Bank coordinated the demolition of 527 blighted structures
across Genesee County in partnership with the City of Flint and the Genesee County Metropolitan
Planning Commission (Land Bank, 2012).
The partnership between the City of Flint and the Genesee County Land Bank presents the
opportunity to utilize the extensive parcel database maintained by the Land Bank to assess property
values and foreclosure rates in proximity to City of Flint parks. Furthermore, in areas where vacant
properties adversely impact parks in densely populated areas, it is recommended that City of Flint
Economic Development and Building Demolition Department coordinate efforts to strengthen
neighborhoods, emphasizing that the parks are an important neighborhood amenity.
The fiscal challenges evident in the City of Flint budget, and the subsequent decline in funding for
parks and recreation facilities, staffing, and services, require that innovative solutions be sought to
manage the Flint park system. Opportunities to leverage funds directed at complementary efforts in
areas such as community development, economic development, safety, and infrastructure
improvements, including transportation, can assist in meeting the needs of the park system.
Formalized and well-managed partnerships with other City departments, public and private entities,
and local, grassroots movements can further bolster investments that strengthen the park system.
By identifying the City of Flint park system as an integral component of place-making efforts in the City
of Flint, the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation will serve as an advocate and leader in the
restoration and renewal of the City of Flint parks. Dedicating time and resources to the development
of an excellent city park system will serve to strengthen the Flint community and provide the City,
residents, and businesses the opportunity to realize the many benefits that healthy parks and
recreation facilities provide to the community at large.
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RECOMMENDATIONS for the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in support of:
Benefits for the City Beyond the Boundaries of the Parks


Utilizing the City of Flint park system, advance partner efforts to coordinate programming or
events in the parks that attract residents and visitors and prove to be beneficial to both quality of
life and the local economy.



Coordinated efforts with the Genesee County Land Bank to assess property values and
foreclosures that are within proximity to the City of Flint parks. Advance efforts to address vacant
properties and blight in those areas.



Coordinated efforts with the Departments of Transportation, Building Demolition and Community
and Economic Development will reduce barriers to parks and strengthen neighborhoods. Park
managers should consider the impacts of:



o

Housing: new development, blight, and residential vacancies

o

Transportation infrastructure including sidewalks, roads, and non-motorized
transportation facilities

Coordinated efforts with local partner organizations including the Flint Downtown Development
Authority, Genesee Regional Chamber of Commerce and other entities responsible for economic
development initiatives to promote the role of the park system in place-making and strengthening
the community in order to build stewardship and to realize the many benefits that healthy parks
and recreation facilities provide to the community at large.
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Excellent City Park System: Seven Measures of Excellence
7. Benefits for the City beyond the Boundaries of the Parks
Key Questions

Does the city systematically collect data
comparing property values near parks with
those farther from parks?

City of Flint



Recommendations


The Genesee County land Bank
publishes an annual review that
outlines condition of properties
throughout Flint
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Harness the partnership between City
of Flint and Genesee County Land
Bank to create and maintain a
database of property values and
foreclosures throughout Flint.

Summary Recommendations:
The City of Flint park system has many challenges, but those many challenges are also opportunities.
While across the country urban areas are struggling to provide enough parks for residents, Flint is
struggling to maintain a robust and diverse park system. The City of Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation must serve as an advocate and leader in the restoration and renewal of the City of Flint
parks. The update to the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Parks and Recreation Plan offer an
opportunity to engage residents, identify and prioritize needs, and create a systematic plan for
improving the park system. Mobilizing community members, partners, and city leaders to care for and
steward the parks will strengthen the system and build social capital. Recognition of the City of Flint
park system as an integral component of place-making will strengthen community and economic
development initiatives, support health, and improve quality of life for Flint’s residents and visitors.

Planning


Over the next two years, the City of Flint will embark on an update to the City’s Comprehensive
Master Plan, and during the same time period, the Parks and Recreation Master Plan will require
an update. The Parks and Recreation Plan should be developed in conjunction with the
Comprehensive Master Plan to ensure alignment that serves to strengthen community building
and place-making efforts in Flint.



Both planning processes require extensive community input and provide the City and Department
of Parks and Recreation with the opportunity to engage residents in setting community priorities
as related to parks.



The City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation should review and, if necessary, update the
mission and vision of the Department, to align with current goals and community needs.



Articulation of the core services provided by the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation
will establish clear direction, guide efforts, and identify priorities.



Introduction of clarity into the operations of the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation would
be beneficial for building support for parks and recreation in the community, and would support
the effort to renew the park millage in 2016.
o



Production of an annual report that highlights the role of the Flint Department of Parks
and Recreation provides clear information on the parks budget, operations, successes,
challenges, and opportunities for residents to become involved. The report will provide
transparency to Department of Parks and Recreation funds and help market the parks as a
valuable community amenity.

Development of a capital improvements plan for the City of Flint park system is needed. Having a
plan that prioritizes improvements, based on need, will ensure that funds, as they become
available, address the park in a systematic matter.
o

In addition to a capital improvements plan, the following should also be developed:


ADA transition plan that identifies how improvements could meet ADA
requirements and improve accessibility



Playground safety inspections to identify and prioritize safety hazards
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Partnerships


Partnerships can assist the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation in realizing its
mission. Formalizing and tracking partnerships, their programs and outcomes will demonstrate
the value of the Flint park system and its amenities. Mutually beneficial partnerships should be
fostered that provide:
o

Formalized agreements with clear expectations and limitations

o

Mechanisms that allow for communication and provide for accountability

o

Marketing of partner efforts to increase park use, provide core services, and foster
stewardships of the parks by residents



Establishment of a Parks Advisory Board would create a permanent mechanism for ongoing
citizen involvement and engagement with the parks and Flint Department of Parks and Recreation



Expansion of the “Adopt-a-Park” program will foster community involvement, address
maintenance needs, and build long-term stewards for the parks. Working with a complimentary
agency to assist in coordinating city-wide efforts by separate groups will help the City of Flint
Department of Parks and Recreation maximize impact of these programs.



Re-institute a School/Park Committee, or formation of another joint effort, to effectively manage
and promote inter-agency cooperation for the school-park sites.



Exploration of potential intergovernmental agreements and public-private partnerships will help
the City of Flint provide funding for parks and recreation.

Park Assets


The City of Flint parks and recreation facilities and amenities should be detailed in an updated and
accurate inventory of land and assets.



The parks and recreations inventory will inform development of a needed capital improvement
plan that identifies hazards, needs, and priorities for improvements to existing facilities.



Additionally, a natural resource management plan would assist in management of park resources
and identification of opportunities to reduce costs by maintaining areas in a natural state.



Marketing the Flint park system, its amenities and available programming will increase awareness
and use of the system. This, in turn, will build community care, ownership and stewardship of the
park system. Marketing efforts should be supported by:



o

Website update

o

Production and distribution of park and trail maps

o

Inclusion of partner programming opportunities on city produced materials

Parks and recreation budget allocations should be examined and adjusted to align with the
department’s mission and core services by examining priorities and potential reallocation of
existing funds within the Flint parks and recreation budget to maximize impact for residents and
visitors.
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Severe staffing cuts have undermined the ability of the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation
to adequately perform its functions. Examination of innovative models, partner resources, and
alternate mechanisms for meeting the needs of the park system and department is warranted.



The City of Flint should also consider the role of the Department of Parks and Recreation when
examining economic development initiatives.



A park equity assessment will direct decision making efforts to geographic areas within the city
with high population density and demonstrated need to maximize community impact.



Coordinated efforts with the Genesee County Land Bank to assess property values and
foreclosures that are within proximity to the City of Flint parks. Advance efforts to address vacant
properties and blight in those areas.



Coordinated efforts with the Departments of Transportation and Community and Economic
Development will reduce barriers to parks and strengthen neighborhoods. Park managers should
consider the impacts of:
o

Housing; new development, blight and residential vacancies

o

Transportation infrastructure
transportation facilities

including sidewalks, roads, and non-motorized



Failing equipment and poor maintenance reinforce poor perceptions of safety, negatively affecting
the park system. These issues should be addressed through development of a capital
improvements plan.



Formation of citizen safety patrols of the parks, sanctioned by the Flint Department of Parks and
Recreation, and made visible by providing volunteers with identifiable uniforms or clothing as well
as training should be explored.



Support inter-department cooperation between the Flint Department of Parks and Recreation
and the Risk Management Division to address inclusive recreation practices and ADA compliant
infrastructure and facilities recommendations for the City of Flint parks and recreation system.
o



Form a subcommittee focused on ADA compliance and disability awareness to a
potential Parks Advisory Committee. Continue to support the citizen advisory groups
at the Senior Centers.

The Flint Department of Parks and Recreation should work both independently and in partnership
with the City of Flint Transportation Department and Genesee County Metropolitan Planning
Commission in support of consistent, ongoing integration and implementation of Complete
Street improvements with the goal of providing accessible pedestrian and non-motorized
transportation options that connect residents to parks and recreation facilities across the city.

Community


Flint residents have identified parks as assets or potential assets in their neighborhoods.



Providing opportunities for community members to become involved in the use, care and
stewardship of the parks will strengthen the system and build public participation.
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Parks that have strong neighborhood advocates or that are supported by programming are
stronger assets to the community. They are also more insulated from perceptions of crime.



Utilizing the City of Flint park system, advance partner efforts to coordinate programming or
events in the parks that attract residents and visitors and prove to be beneficial to both quality of
life and the local economy.



Measuring park use and user satisfaction will identify Department of Parks and Recreation
deficiencies and address community needs.
o

o
o

Mechanisms to track, prioritize, and address feedback from residents should be
developed, either internally to the department or in partnership with another
organization.
Ongoing mechanisms by which park user satisfaction can be measured should be
developed and implemented.
A point person should be identified to collect and address user park feedback, and
mechanisms employed to share information back to the broader public.
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Appendix A:
Park Policy History
In the United States policy, framework and justification for park development is often associated often
with the National Parks movement.
Yosemite Valley became the first natural area in the United States protected for its unique natural
features in 1864, when the U.S. government donated the land to the State of California for
preservation as a State Park. The first National Park established was Yellowstone National Park
(1872), dedicated "for the benefit and enjoyment of the people." As the National Parks gained
momentum throughout the early 1900s, so did the need for park policy, or a framework in which
decisions could be made that both allowed for use and enjoyment of park land by the people, while
effectively managing the need to protect natural resources for future generations. The National Park
Commission was formed in 1916 to address those needs and provide for development and
management of the National Park System by conservation and recreation professionals (Foresta,
1984).
The natural parks movement of the 1800s is considered a milestone in the history of parks and
recreation development, which preceded the City Beautiful Movement of the late 1800s and early
1900s. The City of Flint is more directly impacted by the history and policies associated with the urban
parks movement, which is driven by policies and practices at the local level.
The parks movements were informed and inspired by policies enacted in England where, by 1880,
most towns had provided for one or more parks or recreation areas near the outskirts of towns.
These open spaces were provided to address concerns about public health, both physical and moral,
and to combat conditions associated with overcrowded cities and residential areas. In 1808, William
Windham proclaimed in a House of Commons debate that London’s Hyde Park served as the "lungs of
London." The underlying theory held that parks made people healthier, and therefore, better citizens.
Policy supporting the development of parks was realized in the London’s Metropolitan Open Spaces
Act of 1877, the Disused Burial Grounds Act of 1884, and subsequent amendments which empowered
local bodies to carry out open space improvements (Jordan, 1994).
Frederick Law Olmsted (1822 – 1903), recognized as the founder of American landscape architecture,
drew inspiration from the urban parks movement in England. Olmstead is considered a pioneer in
naturalistic park design. In the mid-19th century, America was experiencing unprecedented growth
and was transitioning from a rural nation to a complex urban society. Olmsted recognized the strain
of city life on urban residents and adopted an urban park design aesthetic that embraced natural
surroundings and rural simplicity. He designed landscapes that preserved and emulated green and
open space that yielded social and health benefits for the public.
Olmsted’s landscape design career began in 1857 when he collaborated with Calvret Vaux to develop
the Greensward plan, which was chosen as the design for New York’s Central Park. Olmsted became
the superintendent of Central Park and served as administrator and architect-in-chief during the
park’s construction. In 1868, he went on to design and develop the country’s first integrated and
coordinated system of public parks and parkways in Buffalo, New York. Throughout his career,
Olmsted and his firm designed and influenced parks, park systems and numerous university campuses.
His influence and designs can still be seen in places such as Prospect Park in New York City, the
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Baltimore Park System in Maryland, the Chicago Park System in Illinois, the Seattle Park system in
Washington, Acadia National Park in Maine, and many, many more (Roper, 1983).
Olmsted’s work inspired the City Beautiful Movement, which gained traction during the last decade of
the 19th century, reaching its heyday between 1900 and 1910. Both a reform philosophy and political
movement, the City Beautiful Movement addressed architecture and urban planning that supported
urban beautification. This beautification was actualized in urban development initiatives that
promoted neo-classical design, public and semi-public buildings, civic centers, parks and boulevard
systems, street improvements, trees, attractive furniture, and lighting. The City Beautiful Movement
required a reorientation of thought toward the concept of urban beauty. The Movement also
necessitated a political restructuring at the state and national levels that created legislation and
formation of new public entities, such as park boards to expand public participation. In response to
this movement, between 1905 and 1929, the Michigan legislature passed four different Public Acts
that allowed for the formation of joint entities for parks and recreation management (See Table 1 in
text).
The City Beautiful Movement essentially laid out a framework for comprehensive urban planning by
drawing on the Olmsted landscape philosophy to consider the city as a whole, integrating both natural
and developed features, to address the challenges presented by unprecedented urban population
growth. The underlying goal of such physical development was to persuade city dwellers to become
more involved with civic patriotism and community needs; beautiful surroundings would additionally
enhance worker productivity and urban economics. However, the City Beautiful Movement ultimately
took heat over its primary focus on beautification, the expense associated with civic center
construction, and its focus on neoclassical architecture (Wilson, 1989).
It was during the early part of the 20th century that state parks also gained traction in Michigan. In
1875, Mackinaw Island was declared a national park, and twenty years later it became Michigan’s first
state park. The Michigan State Park Commission was created by the legislature in 1919, supported a
1915 decision by the Michigan legislature that granted the Public Domain Commission the authority to
accept “gifts, grants and devices of real property” to be preserved for public park purposes. In 1917,
the first purchase of Michigan State Park land consisted of 200 acres of virgin pine forest that would
become Interlochen State Park. By the early 1920’s the Michigan Department of Conservation had
been established to oversee growing state park system.
Like the rest of the country, Michigan was responding to rapid urbanization and recognized the need
to conserve unique natural resources. By 1915, much of the Lower Peninsula’s first-growth timber
had been leveled and much of the Upper Peninsula’s copper had been sold. Gifts from wealthy land
owners drove the initial growth of the Michigan State Park’s land holdings. Targeted efforts from
conservation advocates like Genevieve Gillette, who worked tirelessly to identify and secure state
parks sites, further advanced the cause. But it was the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), established
by President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal legislation that advanced park development. Between
1933 and 1942, nearly 100,000 able-bodied individuals were put to work developing state and local
parks, building the roads, trails and campgrounds that would bring the people to the land.
Funding and maintaining the growing Michigan State Parks system was a challenge. In 1957, the
Michigan legislature passed a bill that removed the word “free” from the state parks 1919 founding
legislation, and an entrance fee system and concessions were introduced into the state park system to
generate operating revenue, but maintenance and acquisition expenses remained an issue. It was
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citizen action and advocacy that leveled the playing field. In the late 1950’s, the Michigan Park
Association (MPA) was formed. The MPA lead the advocacy effort, revealed issues to be addressed,
facilitated collaboration between the National Park Service, Michigan Park Commission and
Department of Conservation, and lobbied for the continued care and expansion of the Michigan State
Park system. MPA’s efforts paid off, and parks investment, visitor counts, and revenue generation
increased in subsequent years.
In 1964, the Federal government formed the Land and Water Conservation Fund to provide states and
local communities with matching grants for recreational planning and projects. The Michigan
legislature realized the impact of parks on the state economy when Michigan formed the Interim
Committee on State Parks and Public Lands in 1964 which revealed that 13 million visitors to the state
parks had spent $52 million on their vacations in 1961. The demand for parks and recreation and the
need for coordinated efforts led to a reorganization of State’s departments. The regionally operated
Parks and Recreation Division formed in 1945 merged with the Department of Conservation to form
the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) in 1968.
Environmental degradation and pressure to develop natural resources increased voter support for
conservation and recreation. A 1968 Clean Water Bond passed by Michigan voters provided over
$100 million in state and local recreation projects and $335 million to improve and protect water
resources. In 1976, the Michigan Natural Resource Trust Fund was established to capture royalties
from gas and oil harvested from state lands, and a 1984 amendment to the Trust Fund legislation was
passed to assure that Natural Resource Trust Fund dollars would be dedicated solely to recreation
development and natural resource management (Korn, 1989).
Currently, the Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund and the Michigan Natural Resource Trust
Fund provide the single largest sources of funding for state and local recreation projects. In 2012, the
MDNR enacted the Michigan Recreation Passport program, a voluntary state park pass tied to State
vehicle license plate renewal ($10/car/year), that provides additional funding for parks and recreation
development.
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Appendix B:
Parks and Recreation Funding
Across the country, communities are struggling with the effects of the recent real estate and financial
crisis. Additionally, many Michigan communities continue to struggle with the decline in the state’s
manufacturing base and reductions in state revenue sharing. Between 2005 and 2009, Michigan cities
reduced spending in various categories of governmental expenditures due to fiscal strain. Within the
reductions, the areas identified as being most vulnerable to budget cuts were Parks and Recreation,
Other Spending and Capital. This translated to a 6.8% overall reduction in real spending for parks and
recreation. While Michigan cities have taken the short-term strategy of cutting spending on
recreation activities and delaying capital outlays for maintenance for roads, building, and other
infrastructure, this strategy may result in higher costs in the long-run (Skidmore, et al, 2011).
Struggles with parks and recreation funding are not limited to the local level. The National Parks
Conservation Association (NPCA), an advocacy organization for America’s National Parks, released a
2011 report detailing how overall federal appropriations for the National Parks system had been
reduced by 13% (- $400 million) in the last ten years. In FY 2011 alone, funding for the National Park
Service was reduced by $140 million (NRCA, 2011). Nationwide, state park systems have been
struggling financially, and many are seeking alternative funding models to continue operations.
(Yardley, 2011) Furthermore, federal programs that provide assistance for parks and recreation such
as the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) have experienced reductions in appropriations. The
LWCR annual funding has been reduced in some years by up to 90% of the amount spent on state-side
grants at the program’s peak in 1972 when nearly $1.3 billion (in 2007$) was distributed.
Current advocacy efforts related to legislative policy and budget appropriations measures that support
parks indicate that local leaders and citizens both serve an important role as advocates for continued
parks and recreation funding at both the state and federal level. Organizations such as the National
Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) and the Michigan Recreation and Parks Association (MRPA)
operate as membership institutions to advance the parks and recreation profession, and as
coordinating entities to advance advocacy efforts that support the importance of parks and
recreation. Both NRPA and MRPA indicate that one of the most important factors in effectively
advocating for beneficial parks and recreation policies, programs, and funding is for local leaders and
citizens to share the importance of parks and recreation with their federal and state legislators. In
addition to individual claims, sharing available data on benchmarks, usage, and statistics to
demonstrate the economic impacts of parks is of value.
Current Legislation
In addition to supporting funding for parks and recreation, local leaders should be aware of and
support policy measures that build community building. While most of these measures do not directly
aimed at park and recreation development, parks and outdoor recreation can play a role in the
success of these programs. Following is background information on some of the relevant legislation
currently under consideration as identified by the National Recreation and Parks Association:
The No Child Left Inside Act (NCLI) (H.R. 2054 and S. 866) was introduced as a stand-alone bill
in the 110thand the 111thCongress and will likely be introduced again in the 112th. The bill
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seeks to amend the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) to include environmental
education. Currently, funding provided through the ESEA is tied primarily to reading and math
test scores leading to a loss of instruction time in environmental education. NCLI would
provide grant funding for the development and implementation of a state environmental
education literacy plan, teacher development, hands-on field experiences for students, and
the implementation of environmental education curriculum. Only states with an
environmental literacy plan would be eligible for professional development and
environmental education grants.
The Moving Outdoors in Nature Act was introduced in the 111thCongress and will likely be reintroduced in the 112th. The Act calls on the President to develop a national strategy for
getting children and families more active on the outdoors. Such a strategy should include a
coordination of efforts among Federal Agencies and the identification of barriers to children,
youth, and families spending healthy time outdoors and should specific policy solutions to
address those barriers. The program would provide grants to eligible entities, such as park and
recreation agencies, for the development and implementation of state and local strategies to
increase physical activity by getting more Americans outdoors.
Continued funding for Community Development Block Grants, allocated to more than 1,100
local and state governments on a formula basis. Cities and urban counties are required to
prepare and submit a “Consolidated Plan” that establishes goals for the use of CDBG funds.
Grantees are also required to hold public meetings and solicit input from the community,
ensuring that proposed projects are aligned with the community’s most pressing
needs. Proposed CDBG projects must be consistent with broad national priorities for the
program: activities that benefit low- and moderate-income people, the prevention or
elimination of slums or blight, or other community development activities to address an
urgent threat to health or safety. Community development projects for which CDBG funds
may be used include street paving, construction of sidewalks, construction and maintenance
of neighborhood centers, and enhanced safety modifications to playgrounds.
Multi-year reauthorization of the Surface Transportation Act. Such legislation should maintain
funding for key programs that promote health, protect the environment, and produce
economic benefits. Priorities include making parks and recreation agencies eligible for funding
authorized to build livable sustainable communities; key elements of the Transportation
Enhancements Program, the Recreational Trails Program, Safe Routes to School, and the Sport
Fish Restoration and Boating Safety Trust Fund among others. SAFETEA-LU, the current
authorization, expired in 2009, and has been extended through a series of short term
extensions.
One bill currently in committee that has the ability could greatly impact urban parks is the Livable
Communities act. Organizations such as the American Planning Association, the National Recreation
and Parks Association and numerous housing and community development agencies have endorsed
the Livable Communities Act and approve of the support it would provide to communities.
The Livable Communities Act of 2011’s goal is to create livable communities through
coordinated public investment and streamlined requirements, and for other purposes. The
legislation could provide resources to help revitalize urban communities by growing local
economies, improving public health, and combating crime through the rehabilitation of
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existing, and development of new, parks, green spaces, and recreational facilities.
Additionally, grant funds could be used for programs structured to reduce juvenile
delinquency. Also included in the bill is a loan program for infrastructure improvements,
intended to help communities create more transit-oriented development. Authorization for
the Office of Sustainable Communities is vital to the program's survival; HUD has already
received funding for two rounds of regional planning grants and seeks support for a third
round in FY12. The bill is currently in Committee.
When appropriate and where they are able, parks and recreation departments should share with their
local leaders’ and citizens’ information about relevant legislation and how that legislation could impact
communities and parks and recreation services. By empowering leaders and community members to
take action and voice their support for parks and recreation, local park systems will be strengthened.
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Appendix C:
City of Flint 2007 - 2012 Parks and Recreation Master Plan
Goals, Objective and Action Plan
Originally found on Pgs. 35-43
http://www.cityofflint.com/parks/pdf/RecPlanUpdate%20.pdf
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
An overall guide for the recreation goals for the City of Flint will be to educate the public on the
resources and value of its park system and leverage development and maintenance effort by pursuing
partnerships, grant funding and volunteer efforts when appropriate. Of the goals and objectives
listed, the top priority as measured by multiple public input opportunities includes:
- Establishment of a Park Board
- Establishing an Adopt a Park program
- Emphasize maintaining existing facilities
- Pursue equity throughout the city park system
- Coordinate park renovation with economic revitalization
The following are goals and objectives based on broad community input (not listed in any order of
priority). They represent a flexible tool that will guide where resources are focused on regarding park
and recreation maintenance and development versus a rigid capital improvement schedule. This
format will allow decision to be made based on changing conditions and take advantage of
opportunities as they are presented to the community.
Goal 1: Pursue grants and develop partnerships and advocates to serve park needs.
» Continue to seek partnerships with other recreational providers and agencies within the community
to share ideas and provide non-competing programs and facilities. Examples include but are not
limited to civic groups, community groups, private foundations, schools, etc).
» Be proactive; establish an Adopt a Park program for civic groups and others to maintain facilities in
coordination with the city.
» Maximize use of non-city funds to provide local match or in-kind services, design, etc for grant
projects to develop park facilities
» Support existing master plans generated by groups outside the city when appropriate
» Participate in stakeholder groups with consistent attendance by designated city representatives
» Encourage private development to include park facilities (non-motorized paths, miniparks, etc)
Goal 2: Evaluate key facilities
» Generate a strategic plan for community centers
» Support efforts to renovate Riverbank Park
» Support efforts to renovate Attwood Stadium
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Goal 3: Maintain Trail System.
» Utilize and expand on existing sidewalks and bike lanes to provide linkages to parks, schools,
neighborhoods and retail destinations.
» Coordinate non-motorized improvements with local road and infrastructure projects
» Support projects identified within the Genesee Regional Trail Council
Goal 4: Re-establish a Park Board.
» Establish an equitable representation throughout the city to represent parks and recreation issues to
the council
» Define roles of the board vs the daily administrative duties of the parks and recreation department
and staff
» Conduct yearly open houses to solicit public input and create awareness of recreation opportunities
and achievements.
» Review park and recreation goals and objectives on an annual basis.
» Maintain communications with School District regarding shared use of facilities.
» Identify educational opportunities, seminars, etc that can be attended by the commission in order to
generate new ideas for improvement or maintenance of facilities
» Review procedures on an annual basis and provide recommendations to city staff and/or council
Issues may include, but not be limited to: safety surfacing, smoking in parks, snow removal,
signage, accessibility, trash pick-up, selective and environmentally appropriate brush clearing for
visibility within parks, compost location and practices, urban forest management (ash borer, etc),
sub-contracts

ACTION PLAN
The Vision and Mission statement for the City of Flint Parks and Recreation Department as noted at
the beginning of this document will be followed as the goals and objectives are followed.
The goals of the City of Flint for parks and recreation were listed separately, based on public and
administrative input. The Action Program of this, the City of Flint=s 5BYear Recreation Plan, is the
road map for Flint to follow in attempting to meet its park and recreation goals and perform its
mission.
Partnerships will continue to be encouraged within the community. The action plan, beyond the
policy statements, goals and objectives include support of various planning efforts by the stakeholders
as listed below. Specific details are provided in the appendix or are available at websites as noted.
Genesee Regional Trail Council
This is an informal group of trail advocates, local units of government, county agencies and community
organizations working to coordinate the creation of a regional trail system in Genesee County with
staff support provided by the Genesee County Metropolitan Planning Commission. This group has
proposed an interconnected trail system with collaborative support. The Flint River Trail is a top
priority within the region. Excerpts of the trail plan are included in the appendix. Additional
information can be found at www.gcmpc.org
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Flint River Watershed Coalition
The Flint River Corridor Alliance recently adopted a Mission Development & Priority Setting Process
report that established its goal to “Use the combined influence and resources of the Flint River
Corridor Alliance to restore and develop the Flint River Corridor, transforming the Corridor from a
distressed waterway to a natural resource that is an asset to the community and a national
example of urban river restoration.” Maps A and B show the Flint River District Wide Park and
Narrow Park Concepts.
The report lists the Alliance’s primary goals as:
• Implementation of the Flint River District Strategy;
• Completion of the Flint River Trail as a regional system;
• Improvements to the functionality of Riverbank Park; and
• The reconstruction of the Hamilton Dam.
Additional information can be found at www.flintriver.org

Friends of the Flint River Trail
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This volunteer group aims to promote greater use of the trail through improved safety, maintenance
and publicity. They host rides along the trail, participate in clean up events, trail repairs and other
activities. Additional information can be found at www.edtech.mcc.edu/ffrtair.
Greater Flint Health Coalition
Representing health organizations and other related stakeholders promoting an active communities
through activities, research, promotion and grant writing including a U of M project that has
collected over 400 surveys and coordinated a speakers bureau regarding the use of the Flint River
Trail. Additional information can be found at www.gfhc.org
Flint Cultural Center Corporation Master Plan
The FCC is developing its campus through streetscape, building expansions, pedestrian connections
and other site improvements. These improvements add to the quality of life opportunities
available to city residents. Additional information can be found at www.flintculturalcenter.org
Applewood Estate Master Plan
Current plans for the daylighting of Gilkey Creek will help minimize impacts due to flooding, while
enhancing greenspace, environmental education / stewardship and promoting health through a
potential extension of the Flint River Trail system as part of the project.
Downtown Development Authority / Uptown Reinvestment Group
These groups are working with the Project for Public Spaces on to “Placemaking” projects. This is a
public input charette process for the renovation of key recreation facilities at Riverfront Park and
the Farmers Market. The DDA has also hired a part-time horticulturist to work on beautification
issues downtown Additional information can be found at www.whatsupdowntown.com
Genesee County Land Bank
The Land Bank currently owns 3650 properties. They have demolished 500 buildings to date. One of
their current greatest expenses is the maintenance of the property they own. They are currently
working with MSU and U of M on use of different types of ground cover to limit the need for
maintenance of sites. The Land Bank currently has a “side lot” sales program where they will sell a
vacant parcel to an adjacent home owner for as little as a dollar. The Land Bank also has a “Clean
and Green” program in which churches, non-profit organizations and block groups take on the
responsibility of maintenance of one or more parcel. Some groups maintain up to 90 lots. The
program requires one out of each 25 lots must be a “signature lot” with some significant element
to its maintenance, such as a demonstration garden. They are discussing the establishment of a
“beautification bank” where plants and other landscaping materials needed could be made
available to those maintaining a lot for the Land Bank. Additional information can be found at
www.thelandbank.org
Automobile National Heritage Area
Flint is one of 12 southeast Michigan communities designated by the National Park Service to promote
tourism through a signage system that depicts auto heritage. Various interpretive signs are
planned through a grant and will be located primarily along the Flint River Trail and other key
locations. As a designated part of the National Park System, this provides additional opportunities
for technical assistance and grant recognition.
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Keeping Genesee County Beautiful
This organization has annual mini grants and an award program for beautification activities.
This year an anti-graffiti workshop will be held. As an effort to address some of the many traffic
islands that fall under the parks department, twelve sites have been tentatively selected for the
Gateway Sites Project. Each site will get up to $10,000 in funding for landscaping. Sites were
selected that complement current and/or proposed beautification/revitalization efforts, which are
highly visible and have multiple potential sponsoring organizations nearby. KGCB is working
businesses and organizations to sponsor the sites and commit to planting and maintaining the
plants. Ten schools are yet to be selected that would participate in a school gateway project. The
emphasis in these projects would be to disseminate educational materials which are intended to
promote beautification projects within the neighborhoods surrounding the schools. A How-toGuide is being prepared for dissemination throughout the county to encourage businesses and
community groups to develop projects in a consistent aesthetic manner. This book includes
suggested plant lists in effort to maintain the urban forest within the city. The “How to Guide”,
plant lists and other information can be found at www.cultivatingourcommunity.org.
Grand Traverse District Neighborhood Association
The neighborhood was the subject of a neighborhood planning project by students from U of M. The
plan calls for improvements to the neighborhood park such as a playground, basketball court, and
perimeter walking loop, development of a reuse plan for the old school in the neighborhood
currently owned by the Land Bank, and return the existing composting site in Aldrich Park back to
park condition.
Private Foundations
Various private foundations provide key partnerships that help provide community benefits such as
the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, Ruth Mott Foundation, the Community Foundation of
Greater Flint, etc.

RATIONALE FOR ACTION PLAN
The finite resources available or to become available to the City of Flint for parks and recreation shall
be used to meet the needs of its citizens using the following methods, guided by the goals and
objectives within this plan and as directed by city administration.
< Maintain adequate level of maintenance and recreational programs.
< The City shall work in cooperation with others to avoid duplication of effort, to provide an adequate
level of maintenance to take care of the parks and recreational facilities, and to provide for the
most important recreation programs to help meet its citizens’ needs.
< Eliminate potential liabilities and hazards.
< The City shall remain ever vigil and eliminate know potential liabilities and hazards, both physical
and environmental, at existing park and recreational facilities.
< Dispose of and/or terminate leases of existing park property which are no longer needed to
accomplish goals.
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< The City shall provide for the renovation and rehabilitation of buildings (i.e. roof replacement,
tuckpointing, etc.) which are scheduled to remain in service for the foreseeable future as required
to protect the physical integrity.
< Secure maximum amount of grant funding to achieve goals on a priority basis.
< The City shall appropriate local funds as a match to secure the maximum available grants to meet
the most important local needs.
< Repair and/or renovate existing park and recreational facilities as needed to maintain existing
successful programs (and to restore former programs) which are needed and where no other
alternative is available.
< The City shall provide for the repair and/or renovation of those existing park and recreational
facilities as required so existing successful programs can be maintained (or restored).
< Increase accessibility to park and recreation facilities/programs for special populations such as the
disabled and minorities.
< The City shall pursue all available means, including removing barriers and providing or arranging for
transportation where cost-effective, to increase accessibility to park and recreational
facilities/programs for special populations.
< The City shall, on a continual basis, review all park and recreational facilities which are not part of a
program and shall repair or renovate them as determined necessary for proper safe use.
< The City shall explore various options to reduce maintenance and energy costs and shall implement
those changes in programs and renovation projects which are cost effective.
< Provide new park and recreational facilities and programs to correct proven deficiencies, esp.
programs such as concerts (in conjunction with community based institution) in the neighborhood
parks to help encourage residents to A return to the park, make positive use of the parks, and
create a sense of ownership by the area citizens.
< The City shall remove deteriorated park and recreational facilities which are beyond rehabilitation
and those which are unused.
< The City shall review and study all opportunities relating to obtaining new recreational facilities and
land; and, if determined that they are needed to meet recreational and other broader City goals,
the City will pursue efforts leading to the acquisition and development of those facilities.
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Appendix D:
City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation Revenue and Expenditure
Reports
Fiscal Years:
2011-2012
2010-2011
2009-2010
2008-2009
Information provided by the City of Flint Department of Parks and Recreation
– Fall 2012
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City of Flint Parks and Recreation 2011-2012 Revenue and Expenditure Report
Revenue
Account

Budget

Parks and Recreation Property Tax Millage (208)
Bad Debt
Millage Revenue

$
$
$

Intrest Income

$
92.00

Budgetary Fund Balance

$
(5,132.23)

Atwood Stadium

$

Kearsley Park Project- CDBG

$

Showmobile

Actual
570,357.70
104,988.02
465,369.68

$
$
$

570,357.70
104,988.02
465,369.68

$
73.35

$

35,240.00

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

General Fund (101)

$

365,000.00

$

425,000.00

TOTAL REVENUES

$

860,569.45

$

925,683.03

Expenditures
General Government

$

-

$

-

General Parks & Recreation Activities

$

-

$

-

Parks & Recreation Administration

$

125,452.00

$

125,451.96

$
$
$

1,000.00
8,000.00
9,000.00

$
$
$

888.86
6,090.86
6,979.72

$
$
$

44,287.45
26,051.26
24,741.24

$
$
$

44,287.45
26,051.26
24,741.24

Parks & Rec Division
Supplies
Professional Service

Parks-Forestry Division
Wages & Salaries
Overtime
Direct Fringes
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35,240.00

Other Fringes
Supplies
Gas, Oil Fuel-Intracity
Uniforms
Professional Service
Vehicle & Equipment Intracity
Utilities
Intracity Utilities-Wtr/Sewer
Repairs and Maintenance

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Kearsley Park Project

$

Non_Dep_Exp-Parks Portion

$

Other Post Employment Benefits

21,186.00
4,000.00
16,345.84
241,781.00
182,638.49
65,000.00
38,408.17
664,439.45

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

21,186.00
1,745.35
14,889.51
172,949.25
291,566.47
58,763.14
40,800.36
696,980.03

$

-

11,436.00

$

11,436.00

$

50,242.00

$

50,241.96

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$

860,569.45

NET OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

$

925,683.03

$
$
$
$

891,089.67
(30,520.22)
891,089.67
34,593.36
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-

$
$

City of Flint Parks and Recreation 2010-2011 Revenue and Expenditure Report
Revenue
Account

Budget

Actual

Parks and Recreation Property Tax Millage (208)
Bad Debt
Millage Revenue

$

664,715.00

$

564,636.00

$

664,715.00

$

564,636.00

Intrest Income

$

-

$

258.00

$

23,000.00

Budgetary Fund Balance
Atwood Stadium

$

Kearsley Park Project- CDBG

$

-

$

-

Showmobile

$

-

$

-

General Fund (101)

$

-

$

235,000.00

TOTAL REVENUES

$

674,715.00

$

822,894.00

Expenditures
General Government

$

3,000.00

$

-

General Parks & Recreation Activities

$

-

$

-

Parks & Recreation Administration

$

127,653.00

$

127,653.00

Parks & Rec Division
Supplies

$

1,000.00

Professional Service

$

Parks-Forestry Division
Wages & Salaries
Overtime
Direct Fringes
Other Fringes
Supplies
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10,000.00

$

$
$
25,000.00 3,740.00
$
26,000.00 4,489.00

$
$
$
$
$

73,078.00
16,000.00
39,568.00
4,500.00

$
$
$
$
$

749.00

75,399.00
12,302.00
33,261.00
-

2,702.00
19,000.00 $
17,970.00

Gas, Oil Fuel-Intracity

$
$
900.00
$
144,516.00
$
120,500.00
$
60,000.00
$
35,000.00

Uniforms
Professional Service
Vehicle & Equipment Intracity
Utilities
Intracity Utilities-Wtr/Sewer
Repairs and Maintenance

$
$
$
$
$
$
3,452.00
$

236.00
97,843.00
137,192.00
73,293.00
32,356.00

$
$

5,000.00
518,062.00

Kearsley Park Project

$

-

$

-

Non_Dep_Exp-Parks Portion

$

-

$

-

Other Post Employment Benefits

$

-

$

-

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$

674,715.00

NET OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

$

822,894.00

$
$
$
$

618,148.00
56,567.00
618,148.00
204,746.00
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486,006.00

City of Flint Parks and Recreation 2009-2010 Revenue and Expenditure Report
Revenue
Account

Budget

Actual

Parks and Recreation Property Tax Millage (208)
Bad Debt
Millage Revenue

$

784,068.00

$

604,766.00

$

784,068.00

$

604,766.00

Intrest Income

$

-

$
1,717.00

Budgetary Fund Balance
Atwood Stadium

$

Kearsley Park Project- CDBG

$

Showmobile

23,000.00

$

46,000.00

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

General Fund (101)

$

-

$

-

TOTAL REVENUES

$

807,068.00

$

652,483.00

Expenditures
General Government

$

-

$

-

General Parks & Recreation Activities

$

-

$

-

Parks & Recreation Administration

$

226,420.00

$

226,420.00

$
$

1,205.00
1,795.00

$

3,000.00

$
$
$
$

93,151.00
26,000.00
37,347.00
17,722.00

Parks & Rec Division
Supplies
Professional Service

Parks-Forestry Division
Wages & Salaries
Overtime
Direct Fringes
Other Fringes
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$
1,116.00
$
$
1,116.00

$
$
$
$

-

91,276.00
19,260.00
41,789.00
19,715.00

$
$
7,628.00 5,758.00
$
29,650.00 $
15,999.00
$
829.00
$
829.00
$
103,482.00 $
97,084.00
$
110,000.00 $
167,745.00
$
69,000.00 $
81,659.00
$
40,000.00 $
32,629.00
$
$
13,425.00 6,402.00
$
548,234.00 $
580,145.00

Supplies
Gas, Oil Fuel-Intracity
Uniforms
Professional Service
Vehicle & Equipment Intracity
Utilities
Intracity Utilities-Wtr/Sewer
Repairs and Maintenance

Kearsley Park Project

$

-

Non_Dep_Exp-Parks Portion

$

4,002.00

Other Post Employment Benefits

$

25,412.00

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$

807,068.00

NET OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

$

652,483.00
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$

-

$
2,880.00
$

29,051.00

$
839,612.00
$
(32,544.00)
$
839,612.00
$
(187,129.00)

City of Flint Parks and Recreation 2008-2009 Revenue and Expenditure Report
Revenue
Account

Budget

Parks and Recreation Property Tax Millage (208)
Bad Debt
Millage Revenue

Actual

$

816,087.00

$

780,214.00

$

816,087.00

$

780,214.00

$
29,800.00

$
7,279.00

Atwood Stadium

$
26,000.00

$

-

Kearsley Park Project- CDBG

$

$

89,900.00

Showmobile

$
13,000.00

$

-

General Fund (101)

$

-

$

-

TOTAL REVENUES

$

984,887.00

$

877,393.00

Expenditures
General Government

$

-

$

-

General Parks & Recreation Activities

$
2,000.00

$
2,000.00

Parks & Recreation Administration

$

$

226,420.00

Intrest Income
Budgetary Fund Balance

100,000.00

226,420.00

Parks & Rec Division
Supplies
Professional Service

Parks-Forestry Division
Wages & Salaries
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$
1,000.00
$
1,000.00
$
2,000.00

$

947.00

$
$
1,894.00

947.00

$

$

121,202.00

109,702.00

Overtime

$
$
50,250.00
$
21,134.00
$
6,530.00
$
45,000.00
$
$
1,500.00
$
50,000.00
$
50,000.00
$
31,400.00
$
15,070.00
$
392,086.00

Direct Fringes
Other Fringes
Supplies
Gas, Oil Fuel-Intracity
Uniforms
Professional Service
Vehicle & Equipment Intracity
Utilities
Intracity Utilities-Wtr/Sewer
Repairs and Maintenance

27,964.00

$

53,812.00

$
23,650.00
$
5,570.00
$
19,874.00
$
$
1,440.00
$

106,852.00

$

54,974.00

$
34,123.00
$
9,784.00
$
447,745.00

Kearsley Park Project

$

Non_Dep_Exp-Parks Portion

$
5,006.00

$
5,146.00

Other Post Employment Benefits

$
93,710.00

$

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

$

821,222.00

NET OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

$

877,393.00
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100,000.00

$

$

89,900.00

90,055.00

$
863,160.00
$
(41,938.00)
$
863,160.00
$
14,233.00

Appendix E:
Best Practices of Accessibility in Parks and Recreation
Best Practices of Accessibility in Parks and Recreation: A Delphi Survey of National Experts in
Accessibility
The expert panel reached 80% consensus and believed the following 13 items to be among the best
practices in the field of accessibility in parks and recreation.
1. A best practice in accessibility includes the provision of accessible information to patrons, in
alternative formats, recognizing persons with visual, hearing, or cognitive impairments.
2. A best practice in accessibility includes practices that exceed the minimum
standards/guidelines for accessibility established by the Americans with Disabilities Act
Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG).
3. A best practice in accessibility includes an established set of policies which facilitate and
promote inclusive and accessible programs, and facilities, in the delivery of recreation and
leisure services.
4. A best practice in accessibility includes the establishment of an ongoing, periodic training
program for agency personnel and volunteers regarding accessible and inclusive concepts
and practices for people with disabilities.
5. A best practice in accessibility includes the establishment of an Accessibility Advisory Board
(or similar group) which includes persons with disabilities.
6. A best practice in accessibility includes demonstrated support by administrators regarding
accessible recreation programs.
7. A best practice in accessibility promotes the delivery of integrated recreation programs and
activities for persons with and without disabilities if applicable, feasible, or desirable.
8. A best practice in accessibility includes marketing materials and program brochures that are
accessibility-oriented for the promotion of inclusion of persons with disabilities.
9. A best practice in accessibility includes recruiting staff and volunteers with disabilities to
develop and deliver public programs.
10. A best practice in accessibility fosters an organizational culture and attitude where recreation
staff recognizes and promotes the rights of all persons to access fulfilling and enjoyable
recreation activities, regardless of ability or disability.
11. A best practice in accessibility includes expenditures related to the purchase of adapted
equipment, services, and/or accessibility improvement projects in the financial planning and
budgeting process.
12. A best practice in accessibility includes public programming that reflects the diversity of
communities to include people with disabilities.
13. A best practice in accessibility includes a policy to exceed minimum scope of requirements.
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