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Project Background

* Responds to PROS Plan priorities of maintaining what we have,
improve existing parks, field capacity, equitable access, and
multi-use adaptability

* Aligns with City strategic goals of Stewardship of City Assets and
Vibrant Community Amenities

Why this study?

* Growing demand for youth and adult sports
* Wet seasons reduce natural-grass availability
* Need for a clear, defensible framework to guide reinvestment

* Develop strategies to optimize current facilities and add new
capacity where needed

* |dentify priority investments with equity, accessibility, and
partnership in mind
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Planning Process Structure L

* Establish a clear understanding of existing facility
conditions and operational constraints

 Document community use patterns, satisfaction, and
unmet needs

* Incorporate input from organized user groups and
regional partners

* Apply consistent evaluation criteria to prioritize
reinvestment opportunities

e Align recommendations with City goals related to equity,
accessibility, and long-term sustainability

* This is a planning and prioritization effort, not a
construction proposal.
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Methodology

Data collection & Technical Analysis
* Site visits and condition assessment
e Review of existing plans and operations
* Utilization and demand context
e Community Online Survey (385 respondents)
» Stakeholder and Agency Engagement
* Understand Operational & Maintenance Considerations
* Field and Court Limitations & Considerations
e Establish Criteria for Priority Ranking Matrix
* Develop Site-Specific Recommendations

 |dentify Phasing and Implementation Strategy
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Public Engagement

e Community online survey (May-June 2024)
e Stakeholder interviews (leagues, agencies, partners)

* Maintenance and Operations input

Community / Stakeholder Input

* Reliability and drainage are major concerns
* Limited lighting compresses schedules
* Accessibility barriers
* Strong interest in:
* Synthetic turf (selectively)
e ADA and safety Improvements

* Equitable access across the system

MacKay o+ Sposito Input informed priorities but did not dictate outcomes



System-wide Challenges

* Reliability

* Weather-related closures

e Turf wear and drainage limitations
e Aging infrastructure

e Accessibility and ADA gaps

e Parking limitations

* Maintenance capacity stretched thin
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Camas
What Improves the System Most

Synthetic Turf = more playable hours

Drainage Improvements

 Permanent LED lighting extends usable hours

ADA & equity improvements enhance inclusion

Increase flexibility through multi-use design

Accessible Dugouts ' Synthetic Turf LED Lighting

MacKay o Sposito These recommendations focus on improving reliability and capacity, not expanding the system.



Why Reliability Matters "
lllustrative Increase in

* Assumptions (youth prime-time, spring season): Youth Prime-Time Field Capacity
* Weekday evening use constrained by school (Per Field, Spring Season)
schedules

* Baseline (natural grass, no lights): ~1 usable
evening slot/night

* Improved (synthetic turf + lights): ~2 usable o “
evening slots/night - +45 " |
. . additiona e p”;’}g;ﬂ"‘e*
* Weather-related cancellations reduced with turf Sots/sesson [ ooearnd
prin}e-ttime (G
. . N o ots b
* lllustrates an order-of-magnitude increase in reliable springsasseri |
youth prime-time field availability =
‘ : | Improved
* Provided for planning-level consideration only, not a Natural G Synthetic Turf

.- No Lights : s + Lights
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commitment or guarantee
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This example focuses on youth prime-time availability during the school year, which is

MacKay of* Sposito why reliability and lighting matter more than total days a field is physically playable.



How Priorities Were Determined

Priority Ranking Matrix
* Evaluate and compare potential athletic field and
court improvements across the park system

* Provide consistent framework for evaluating
investments

* |Incorporate technical, social, operational, and
equity considerations

* Inform phasing and funding strategies over time
* Planning tool rather than a rigid scoring system

* Final implementation decisions may also consider
grant timing, partnerships, and site readiness
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Partnership Demand
Potential i, & Utilization

PRIORITY
RANKING
MATRIX

Alignment
with City
Goals

Geographic
Distribution

Maintenance
Efficiency

Projects are evaluated across multiple balanced
criteria, not a single scoring factor.
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Priority Ranking Matrix Scoring Example C City of ,ﬂ_g...".‘“_&

The following criteria are used to assess and prioritize improvement needs for sports field amas

across the City of Camas. Each criterion is scored on a scale from 1 to 3.

P r i O r i ty IVI a t r i X Criteria Description Scoring Guidance WASHINGTON
1. Field Multi- How accessible is the site to a 1 = Limited access or seasonal use; 2
User wide range of users (e.g., youth = Moderate access with shared use; 3
Accessibility leagues, casual users, = Highly accessible with ADA features
Priority Ranking Matrix [Scores 1-3 per categow] organized clubs)? and broad community access

Sports Field Sports Court
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PARKS
Forest Home Park 53 | Neighborhood Park 2| 2] 2 2 2 2
Crown Park 7.1 Meighborhood Park 2z
Prune Hill Sports Park school Park
Dorothy Fox Park 2.8 | Neighborhood Park
Fallen Leaf Park Neighborhood Park 2 2| 2
Louis Bloch Park 49 | Meighborhood Park 2 2| 2
Goot Park Meighborhood Park 2
Grass Valley Park 249 | MNeighborhood Park | 1.67 2| 2 2
Oak Park 25 MNeighborhood Park | 1.75 7
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Phasing Approach

Short-Term vs. Long-Term

e Short-term: * Long-term:
* High-priority and implementation-ready * Lower-priority sites
* May include higher-cost improvements * Future planning or re-programming
Address Align with Balance shart Stay flexible as
urgent needs funding cycles & long-tarm goals needs change

& Adaptive & Flexible Approach
MacKay o Sposito
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Funding Considerations P

Conservation Office

o Local Public Funding e State & Federal Grants

H ow I m p rovements CO u I d Be F un d Ed Ove r Ti me Smaller, Lower-Cost Projects | Larger, Higher-Cost Projects |

- City Funds - Youth, Ecology, Rec Grants
1 1 1 « REIT | - ACCESS RCO
* Existing local funding tools i IR 3o |]£||]
e State and federal grants i |
* Partnerships and shared investment . :
r Funding ~
* Long-term options noted, not assumed 9 Seliites o
User Fees & Stormwater &
Partnerships ' Transportation
Sustainable Revenue E E g"‘frdi“atzsx Imﬁ’;"?t,
Sl (5 ] . Beneﬁ‘? P’rojed;s
: \Fjsffr:::z:ms OOO - E Stormwater. Fees }o
Support C’.‘j E .‘ . 'cl;rra;r;s;[;or‘tatlon
- Balanced Pha#ed Approach - “-.
Adoption does not commit the City to specific v Low=Cost Eafiy ImpactRecjerts
. v/ Higher-Cost Long-Term Investments
pl’OjGCtS or COStS v Flexible Funding Strategies
Combine funding sources to strategically implement
improvements
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What is Council Being Asked?

Next Steps
e Receive and acknowledge the assessment

e Use it as a guiding framework for:
e Capital planning
e Grant applications
* Policy discussions

* No project approvals or funding decisions tonight
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Questions & Discussion
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