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I.

Introduction

In the spring of 2015 Great Parks of Hamilton County("GPHC") formed a Citizen's
Task Force("Task Force") composed of community and business leaders (See Attachment I).
The Task Force's charge was to make findings and recommendations for consideration by the
GPHC Board of Park Commissioners("GPHC Board")in its decision-making role as steward of
GPHC.
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Before moving into the detail of this Report, the Task Force wishes to convey a central
point at the outset: the more we have learned about GPHC, the more we have grown to
appreciate the importance of Great Parks for the future of the overall quality of life in Hamilton
County. This appreciation encompasses a Great Parks whose future "greatness" depends on its
many assets and services, responsible fiscal management, affordable recreation opportunities for
all and beautiful natural areas that contribute to the health and well-being of our citizenry. That
said, because Great Parks is a public asset and endeavor, we are mindful that our Task Force's
of a much larger context of public and private support upon
appreciation of GPHC is only a
which the future of GPHC depends.
Scope of Task Force's Charge
The Task Force charge included a review of four main topic areas. In this Report, we
address each of these four topics with a set of findings and recommendations, along with some
discussion.
• Topic A:

GPHC's mission;

• Topic B:

The Auditor of State's Performance Audit of GPHC;

• Topic C:

GPHC's current services/activities; and existing/future
infrastructure needs/costs;

• Topic D:

Future directions.

Our charge did not include making any delegated decisions about the property tax levy to
be considered by the GPHC Board. That decisional authority remains with the GPHC Board.
That said, GPHC Executive Director and staff did explain to the Task Force various tax levy
scenarios they were reviewing in advance of any final decision-making by the GPHC Board.
None of the GPHC Commissioners attended the Task Force's meetings (except for three
members who accompanied the Task Force for all or part of our tour of Great Parks). The
instructions were established at the formation of the Task Force mainly by Jack Sutton,
Executive Director of Great Parks, who, along with his staff, provided most of the data to the

Task Force. The Task Force was not charged with the responsibility or authority to conduct any
type of independent investigation or data gathering. The Task Force did not have any authority
or charge to do any type of independent financial analysis or audit.
Task Force members were all community volunteers and none provided professional,
legal, political, accounting or other services of any kind or were compensated in any way for
their service on the Task Force. (Representatives from Government Strategies Group LLC
attended Task Force meetings, but were not voting members of the Task Force. See Attachment
II.) The Task Force was convened during a specific window of time from June, 2015 to April,
2016, and completed its charge and then dissolved. It is not a standing or ongoing Task Force.
Therefore, this Report reflects the information provided to the Task Force in that period of time
and not at any later date as circumstances may have changed.
Finally, while this Report represents the consensus of the Task Force as a whole, we
believe one of the Task Force's strengths was its consideration of diverse viewpoints expressed
during its meetings.
II.

Overview of Task Force Meetings

The following is a summary ofthe progress of Task Force meetings held from June, 2015
through April, 2016.
• June,2015 Meeting
The first meeting in June, 2015 was an organizational meeting to familiarize the members
with Great Parks and included: a project overview; a description of the Performance Audit of
Great Parks that the Auditor of Sate was in the process of conducting pursuant to a letter of
agreement dated March 26, 2015; and a general discussion of how the Task force would fulfill its
charge from the GPHC Board.
• August,2015 Meeting
The Task Force took aday-long tour of Great Parks including Winton Woods starting
with an information session at Winton Centre, a tour of Parky's Farm and Riding Center, Harper
Meadows, hike/bike trails and a campground. The tour traveled to Sharon Woods for a briefing
at Sharon Centre and a tour of Sharon Harbor, then on to Francis RecreAcres. At Lake Isabella,
the members were briefed at Riverside Lodge by staff on a number of Great Parks operations
including the recent upgrade project, the Ranger Department and Natural Resources
Management. The tour then traveled to Little Miami Golf Center, Otto Armleder Park and
ended at Winton Harbor.
• September,2015 Meeting
Representatives of the Auditor of State attended the meeting and explained the
methodology of the Performance Audit they were conducting pursuant to the scope developed
with Great Parlcs' staff. The representatives explained the audit would include an in-depth
review of five objectives: Capital Assets, Natural Resources, Educational Programs, Enterprise
Functions, and Public Safety &Motor Vehicle Permit Programs. A copy of the plan overview
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and information on the defined objectives was shared with all. The audit is being paid for by
Great Parks.
Upon their departure, Jack Sutton provided a detailed briefing of Great Parks Services
and Assets including GPHC staff's internal needs assessment process which has been underway
since 2013. Mr. Sutton then provided a description of the current levy term from 2002 to the
present date and of potential levy options. The audited 2014 financial statements, an itemization
of capital needs/infrastructure improvements totaling approximately $66 million and a
PowerPoint presentation by staff accompanied his presentation. Also, a preliminary draft of the
Great Parks Capital Needs/ Infrastructure Improvement Plan 2017-2026 was delivered.
• October,2015 Meeting
The October meeting commenced with an overview of the agenda and the materials
provided including levy options/cost to property owners/annual tax collections, the 10/13/15
PowerPoint and the 2014 P&L report for Enterprise Type Activities. GPHC Planning Director
Todd Palmeter then presented the staff-driven Visioning Process. Mr. Sutton then discussed the
$66 million capital infrastructure needs over the next 10 years, stating that these important needs
were still under review. Levy scenarios were then discussed with various pages and charts. The
Task Force then discussed key comments and questions to be addressed during the November
meeting.
• November,2015 Meeting
Jack Sutton re-capped the October meeting and explained the handouts. Levy scenarios
were again reviewed from a renewal levy up to a 1.4 mill levy. Todd Palmeter provided an
overview of the recently updated 10-year plan with projects prioritized into two categories. New
growth items were discussed and Great Parks' earned revenue for the past three years was
presented. GPHC Deputy Director Rebecca McDonough provided an update on the status of the
Auditor of State's Performance Audit. GPHC Chief Financial Officer Thomas Lowe provided
an overview of Great Parks' earned revenue for the past three years.
• December,2015 Meeting
Jack Sutton re-capped the November meeting and explained the handouts. Jack and Todd
Palmeter then led a discussion of and presented a matrix of ten project concepts and visioning
strategies. The ideas presented were conceptual in nature and showed how Great Parks was
planning for the future by researching what its peers were doing, identifying concepts, seeking
public input and evaluating costs. Comments on these concepts from the Task Force were
solicited and discussed.
• January,2016 Meeting
The Task Force members commented upon and discussed a summary of the preliminary
draft of the Auditor of State's Performance Audit of Great Parks. Previous to the January
meeting, the members and staff of Great Parks attended a meeting called by the Auditor of State
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at which its staff presented an executive summary of their preliminary draft of the Performance
Audit.
Todd Palmeter then presented a draft of ten vision concepts and action plans, for
discussion only, pending public input and Great Parks' final approval. These concepts were
presented as very conceptual in nature, together with some estimates of cost as well as locations,
community impact and partnership opportunities.
Members then discussed further the Report-preparation process. The Task Force divided
into several sub-groups for that process.
• February/March/April, 2016 Meetings
The Task Force continued to discuss and review the work of the teams charged with
drafting the various sections of the Final Report. Schedules were discussed and agreed upon and
comments made on the drafts of the sections of the Report previously furnished for review of the
Task Force members. At the end of the March meeting, assignments and time lines were agreed
upon pointing toward the completion of the Final Report in early April, for presentation to the
Board of Park Commissioners at their April meeting. At the April meeting Task Force members
reviewed, discussed and approved the final version of the Task Force Report to be submitted to
the GPHC Board on Apri121, 2016.
III.

Task Force Findings and Recommendations

The following is a summary of the findings and recommendations of the Task Force in
the four topic areas listed at the Report's outset.
Topic A:

GPHC Mission

• Finding A1: GPHC's mission is: "To preserve and protect natural resources
and to provide outdoor recreation and education in order to enhance the quality of
life for present and future generations." The Task Force finds that there is
substantial alignment between what GPHC does and its mission.
• Recommendation A1: The Task Force recommends the GPHC Board create a
Great Parks Citizens Advisory Board("Citizens Advisory Board").
• Recommendation A2: The Citizens Advisory Board should provide advice and
recommendations to the GPHC Board in the areas of: (1) conservation; (2)
recreation;(3) education;(4)fiscal responsibility; and (5) diversity/inclusiveness.
These areas will give focus to the GPHC Mission and GPHC priority-setting.
• Recommendation A3: GPHC has and is currently using a variety of methods (i.e.,
user and non-user surveys, focus groups, etc.) to ask the public for its feedback
and viewpoints as GPHC aligns its operations with its mission. The Task Force
recommends these and other initiatives that GPHC can devise for public input and
alignment in addition to the input from the Citizens Advisory Board.

We commend Great Parks for the sound and fiscally-responsible organization that it has
developed in service to its broad and ambitious Mission. We also commend its current and
ongoing initiatives to listen to the public.
That said, due to the potential length of the levy and changes that can and will occur, we
recommend the creation of a Great Parks Citizens Advisory Board. The Citizens Advisory Board
should be a diverse group of citizens serving as unpaid volunteers who would be appointed by
the GPHC Board with an eye to geographic and demographic diversity across Hamilton County.
The following are five focal points that the Task Force provides here as a guide for the
work of the Citizens Advisory Board in cooperation with the GPHC Board.
•

Conservation —Great Parks aims to connect citizens with a unique and extensive
green environment in the interest of improving the quality of lives through interaction
with nature. With 21 Parks and Nature Preserves and 17,000 acres under protection,
representing the unique habitats of the region, Great Parks is dedicated to principles
of conservation, preserving the public benefits of clean air, water, green space, natural
habitats, and the economic and intrinsic aesthetic values of nature. Great Parks
manages 80% of its land for conservation including 10,000 acres of forest and
wetlands, 1,800 acres of grassland, 630 acres oflakes, and 50 miles of streams.

• Recreation — Great Parks estimates that 74% of Hamilton County residents visited a
Great Parks of Hamilton County park at least once in 2015. They came to Great
Parks for a great variety of recreational opportunities including but not limited to:
hiking, fishing, paddle boarding, ball games, archery, cycling, camping, picnics,
festivals, golf, horseback riding and exercising their dogs. The following metrics are
an example of the variety of activities offered at Great Parks; camper nights totaled
77,000, there were 28,635 boat rentals, 218,000 people participated in athletic events,
1.1 million trail visits to its paved trails and 3,837 park guests attended the Friday
Night Grill Outs at Lake Isabella.
• Education — Nature Education takes place in many different ways and locations in
Great Parks —both informally and formally. Great Parks is able to track some of this
learning in the 7,500 programs offered to 135,000 attendees. Programs are geared
toward, not only, fulfillment of Ohio educational curriculum but also the interests of
lifelong learners who frequent the Parks. Great Parks also partners with a number of
institutions of higher education for field based scientific research.
• Fiscal Responsibility — As a recipient of public funds, Great Parks has been and must
continue to be a mindful, balanced, and conscientious steward in its financial
management, including both its annual operating budgeting as well as its maintenance
of an extensive set of capital assets, including structures, roadways, trails, golf
courses, lakes, waterways, and other recreational settings. One aspect of this
responsibility includes sensible balancing of no-charge and fee generating offerings
with the Great Parks' experience.

•

Diversity and Public Inclusiveness/Accessibility —Great Parks aims to serve its broad

public constituency with an ethic of public inclusiveness covering a variety of groups,
organizations and citizens, families and individuals of all ages, backgrounds and
circumstances.
Topic B:

GPHC Performance Audit

• Finding At the request of GPHC executive management, the Auditor of
State's Ohio Performance Team conducted a performance audit of GPHC. The
Task Force reviewed the Performance Audit report as well as GPHC's response.
The Task Force finds that the Performance Audit together with GPHC's staff
input aligns with the Task Force's overall view in this Report that GPHC is wellmanaged and fiscally responsible.
• Recommendation B 1: GPHC should implement the recommendations of the
Performance Audit.
The Task Force reviewed the Performance Audit of GPHC completed by the Auditor of
State. The 93-page report can be found at http://www.greatparks.org/assets/uploads/great-parksof-hamilton-county-performance-audit.pdf. A meeting was held with representatives of the
Auditor of State to review the findings and discuss the report. The Task Force also reviewed the
response to the Performance Audit prepared by the management of Great Parks. (See
Attachment III).
The Performance Audit assessed the economics, efficiency and effectiveness of select
areas of operations through the use of peer and benchmark data. As stated in the Performance
Audit executive summary, noteworthy accomplishments of Great Parks include:
•

Self-sustainability from revenue generation/cost recovery

•

Data collection procedures

•

Quality of user surveys

•

Golf operation contribution to operating results

The audit also made long term recommendations for improvement including developing
an asset and resource management plan, improvements to staff education and certification levels,
and additional analysis of selected enterprise functions.
The benchmarking data in the report provided additional information indicating that
GPHC is operated in an effective and efficient manner. This data includes the following
information:
•

Charges for services help to lower the cost to the Hamilton County taxpayer. This
is evidenced in the statistic that tax revenue per capita to operate Great Parks is
50% lower than the peer group average.
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•

Expenditures per capita of $40.75 is significantly below the peer group average
per capita of $51.73 indicating an efficient use of economic resources.

•

Great Parks offers a greater range of recreation services than the peer group.

•

Great Parks has a higher level of volunteers than the peer group which
demonstrates the community's commitment to the mission of Great Parks.

Topic C:

Current Services/Activities; and Existin~/Future Infrastructure Needs

• Finding C1: GPHC does an outstanding job of providing a wide variety of
programs and facilities for visitors of all ages.
o The GPHC Executive Director and staff identified for the Task Force a
variety of physical improvement items for GPHC:(1) some as necessities
to maintain the condition so as to extend the life of existing programs;(2)
others to improve the overall condition of the physical framework of the
facilities to be a more desirable place to visit; and (3) others to support
new ideas, programs and offerings. These are substantial and challenging
endeavors to ensure that buildings, infrastructure and park lands are
maintained along with the quality of the user experience they support.
• Recommendation C1: GPHC should focus on the following key areas in the
Performance Audit for further consideration: conduct further analysis of user
data, effectiveness and cost to identify any potential inefficiencies in its current
mix of data; identify improvements needed to bring more users into GPHC; and
further prioritize outdoor education programs.
o The GPHC leadership team has given thought to providing more unique
elements that would be attractive to millennial-generation users such as:
innovative competitive environments, special events, and other areas of
interest.
o We agree with the Performance Audit recommendation that GPHC
"should develop a system for measuring effectiveness in its educational
programming". We see this system as being a prerequisite for making
priority choices on which programs to offer.
o GPHC's "enterprise functions" are very successful overall in meeting or
exceeding the recovery of their costs. We agree with the Performance
Audit recommendations that two of GPHC enterprise functions should be
reassessed to determine if they should continue to be classified as
enterprise functions (and, if so, their cost recovery must be improved), or
if they would be better classified as "mission based operations."
o The Recreational Asset Portfolio of Great Parks provides a greater range
of recreational offerings than the peer park districts. GPHC should assess
its priorities here, since it is offering 76% of the "unique activities"
included in the Performance Audit report vs. the peer parks average of
44%. As the Performance Audit recommendation states, GPHC should

'3

expand its asset management planning practices by establishing goals and
strategies to align the recreational asset portfolio with stakeholder needs.
o We agree with the Performance Audit recommendations that the public
safety activities should be studied further to gain additional efficiency and
cost effectiveness wherever possible.
• Finding C2: GPHC is a good steward of the natural environment in a costeffective way compared to peer parks. (See Performance Audit, Topic B of this
Report)
• Recommendation C2: To enhance access to nature and fitness and to further
combine conservation and recreation, GPHC should explore the development of
more connecting trails. Trails are one of the most-used physical assets within
GPHC. GPHC has less than half the trail mileage of the Ohio peer park average
and the same pattern holds true after adjusting for differences in county
populations. The GPHC user surveys show that trails are the GPHC offering with
the highest percentage of users rating it as "very important"(almost 70). No other
service or offering received more than 48%.
~

Finding C3: GPHC features that include water (boating, fishing, play, etc.) have
significant use and are seen as "go to" places for GPHC user groups. To continue
to be successful, those water places will require maintenance and improvements.
GPHC will need to remain competitive with the other local parks' opportunities.

• Recommendation C3: Since GPHC operates within a region where a variety of
competing activities, amusements, other parks and recreational options exist,
GPHC will need to continue to compete well as afamily-friendly and userfriendly destination and outdoor experience.
•

Finding C4: Efficiency and cost-effectiveness should remain a top priority.
o GPHC is already a leader among its peer parks in financial selfsustainability, generating 40.9% of its revenues vs. peer parks 7.0% on
average. GPHC also operates on about half the per capita tax revenue of
the peer parks. But one peer park district has expenditures that are 33%
lower than GPHC, while its county population is 53% larger than that of
Hamilton County. This bears further research to see if there are any
tactics that can be reapplied, and this research may complement the
additional research recommended by the Performance Audit on GPHC
recreational and educational offerings.

• Recommendation C5: We understand that Great Parks is embarking on an
agency-wide Master Plan in conjunction with an updated strategic plan. We
recommend the end result of this planning process include identifying agencywide needs that align with stakeholder needs. This Master Plan process should
include diverse citizen input, including via the Advisory Board.
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Topic D:

Future Directions

The Great Parks Task Force's role and charge does not include making a specific
recommendation about the precise levy millage, structure and duration. That's the role of the
GPHC Board, listening to citizens, GPHC Management, stakeholders and others. That said, the
Task Force does see its role as including a recommendation on an overall future direction.
Three potential overall directions exist:
1.

Contraction;

2.

Status quo maintenance;

3.

A future that strikes a new balance of priorities such that the overall direction
enhances the "great" in Great Parks.
• Recommendation D 1: We favor and recommend the third direction. This is not a
retreat from what the Task Force sees as the importance of Great Parks to the
overall quality of life for the citizens of Hamilton County. The third direction
strikes a balanced, middle approach that continues to be adaptable:
• Finding D1: Great Parks has lost a number of very important sources of public
funding. These losses include the total elimination of Ohio's tangible personal
property tax (TPP) revenue as well as reductions in the Local Government Fund
and Public Utility tax. Other impacts to Great Parks' tax revenues include the
establishment of Tax Increment Financing Districts (approximately 94 countywide) and the Hamilton County Land Bank. Over the past ten years, Great Parks
has sustained a 10% reduction in its tax revenues - approximately $1,700,000. Of
course, we can't predict with certainty what other declines in public funding will
occur over the lifespan of the levy.
• Finding D2: Great Parks has responded responsibly to these losses. For
example, they have implemented two separate reductions in force (RIFs) over the
past five years eliminating over 35 full-time and part-time positions. Great Parks'
management continuously evaluates every full-time and part-time position
vacancy to determine if staffing reorganizations can result in additional
efficiencies. Since 2006, management has reduced its vehicle fleet while
converting the remaining fleet to more fuel efficient vehicles. Managing energy,
efficiency and consumption and costs has also been a focus over the past 10 years
with the conversion of lighting systems to more energy efficient CFL and LED
technology. And with the funding assistance through its Foundation, Great Parks
will be implementing its first solar array project at the Winton Woods
Maintenance compound in 2016, further reducing its energy consumption and
carbon footprint. Yet as prudent as RIFs and energy efficiency efforts like these
can be, the third direction is not achievable solely through cost reduction.
• Recommendation D2: The revenue source losses described above will need to
find mitigation through invigoration of non-levy supplemental funding including
but not limited to: continuing to seek grants, private fundraising, corporate
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sponsorships, estate planning and gifting strategies, a strong and contributive
Great Parks Foundation, a robust fundraising and development program and other
sources. We are encouraged by the model of "parknership" projects which
connect private and public funding sources, such as expanding trail networks that
connect our citizenry with GPHC assets.
•

IV.

Recommendation D3: Great Parks will need to revisit the breadth of its mission,
not necessarily to do more things, but to do those things that are most important.
Great Parks understands the necessity of citizen involvement in such prioritysetting, aprocess of hard choices. Based on our interactions with GPHC
Management during our study for this Report, we see a healthy and open-minded
willingness to go about this future work of priority-setting in an efficient and
effective way. Accordingly, we reiterate here one of our recommendations that
GPHC should establish a broadly representative Great Parks Citizens Advisory
Board. This Advisory Board will ensure ongoing advice without usurpation of
the GPHC Board's legally constituted structure. We see the Advisory Board as a
geographically and demographically diverse body to help guide GPHC through
the third and balanced direction recommended above.

Conclusion

In closing, we have learned about what makes GPHC great, not just tangible assets, but
also certain inspirations we saw the more we learned.
• Affordable Value. For many of our Hamilton County citizens, Great Parks is an
affordable value, especially for moms, dads and families who need to watch their
dollars spent on recreation and well-needed breaks in the outdoors. Great Parks is
a great value when compared to much more expensive amusement parks, sports
venues, clubs and so on, the common sense standard being not free-at-no-cost-toanyone, but comparative value. If we retreat from Great Parks, we retreat from
commitment to an affordable value for all.
• Green and Healthy. The environmental scale and quality of Great Parks makes
our air and water cleaner and our collective lives healthier. Making the full case
for a healthy environment is beyond the scope of this Report; the news regularly
reminds us of the impact of polluted air and water on communities. Suffice it to
say here that the closer the Task Force has looked at Great parks, the more we
have appreciated the value, often unsung, of Great Parks' green presence.
We thank the Great Parks Board of Park Commissioners and Administration for this
opportunity to participate as citizens, take a close look at our Great Parks and help chart what we
trust will be a bright future.
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ATTACHMENT I
GPHC TASK FORCE MEMBERS

1.

Clifford A. Roe, Jr., Chairperson
Retired Managing Partner, Dinsmore & Shohl

2.

Carl Coburn
President, Clark, Schaefer, Hackett

3.

Don Darby
Retired Superintendent, Princeton City School District

4.

Bobbi Dillon
Deputy Chief of Staff, Mayor's Office, Cincinnati, Ohio

5.

Brett Lebhar
Retired, Global Delivery Project Executive,IBM

6.

Michael Miller
Professor Emeritus Biology, University of Cincinnati

7.

Bruce Petrie, Jr.
Partner, Graydon Head &Ritchey LLP

8.

Jan Portman
Conservationist and Community Volunteer — Trustee for The Nature Conservancy, Rare
Global Conservation and Artworks

9.

Sean Rugless
President, The Katalyst Group

10.

Michael Schuster
President, MSA Architects

11.

Jim Schwab
President &CEO of Interact for Health

12.

Mike Wilson
Vice President/Managing Consultant, Interlink Cloud Advisors
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ATTACHMENT II
GOVERNMENT STRATEGIES GROUP LLC(GSG)

In 2015 Great Parks of Hamilton County engaged Government Strategies Group LLC to
render advisory and consultation services for the overall purpose of identifying ongoing funding
opportunities for Great Parks. GSG assisted in the creation ofthe Great Parks Task Force and has
attended Task Force meetings providing observations and feedback to ongoing discussions. GSG
is led by President and founder, Charles H."Chip" Gerhardt III, and includes Anne Seller, Alana
Tucker and Jim Benedict.

6167341.3
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ATTACHMENT III
GPHC AUDIT RESPONSE LETTER

February 10, 2016

David Yost
Auditor of State
88 East Broad Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215
Dear Auditor Yost,
On behalf of the Great Parks of Hamilton County Board and staff, I would like to thank you
and your staff for partnering with us to conduct this performance audit. As an agency, we
felt this self-imposed audit was the next step in continuing our strategic focus on efficiency
and excellence.
As noted in the Executive Sumrr~ary, Great Parks has many noteworthy accomplishments.
Our Board of Park Commissioners and staff are proud of the work we do in delivering
services and protecting the assets entrusted to us by the citizens of Hamilton County.
Our Leadership Team is in the process of reviewing and evaluating the recommendations
provided in the report. It is our intention to implement all of the recommendations unless
the review process defines a negative costlbenefit ratio or a change in offerings to the public.
In these cases, we will seek to find an appropriate alternative, with input from the
community, to realize the potential efficiencies as noted by the report.
With the recommendations being comprehensive in nature, we have assigned a member of
our Leadership Team to each recommendation, as it relates to their area of discipline.
Oversight of the review and implementation process has been assigned to our Deputy

Director.
R2.1 recommends expanding our asset management plan to align our recreational asset
portfolio with stakeholder needs. As noted in the report, Great Parks displayed advanced
efforts in collecting user data through surveying and other user feedback methods.
Developing an asset management plan that incorporates this valuable data will ensure we are
prioritizing our offerings as identified by our stakeholders.
R3.1 recommends further developing our natural resources management plan to formalize
goals, objectives and planned activity of Natural Resources. As noted in the report, our
Natural Resources division has practices and plans in place which provide guidance and
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direction in achieving its core purpose and mission, including an active strategic plan. The
recommendation does identify added value of a comprehensive management plan and
provides resources for our staff to research in developing such a plan.
R3.2 recommends Great Parks update its Land Management Policy to clearly establish its
overall goal regarding preservation and conservation. As with ail policies, it is important to
monitor and revise over time. A policy of this nature is imperative to the mission of Great
Parks and allows for stability with the change in Boards and staff. While our current policy
has provided valuable guidance for over forty years, we agree with the auditor's
recommendation. We will review the current policy and make recommendations to our
Board for appropriate revisions that provide clarity in specific areas.
R4.1 recommends formalizing our system for measuring effectiveness in our educational
programs, including developing qualitative and quantitative methods to measure
developmental skills. We agree with the value of developing khis type of system. We plan to
research other similar agencies to identify best practices to assist in developing a
comprehensive system for Great Parks.
R4.2 recommends the development of a consistent plan to determine potential certifications
available for all educational areas and the cost/benefit of obtaining these certifications. Over
the past two years, we have focused on increasing the number of staff certified in CPR/FirstAid. At the end of 2015, we reached 71% of all full and part-time Outdoor Education staff
certified in CPR/First-Aid. In the past, we have reviewed the certification process through the
National Association of Interpreters for our Naturalists staff and found it to be cost
prohibitive. We will complete a review of the NAI certification in 2016 and determine if the
cost/benefit is favorable for Great Parks,
R5.1 recommends the reassessment of the enterprise function classification of Nature's
Niche and Riding Center. Great Parks has been researching the benefits of transitioning our
enterprise function classification of six departments to a cost recovery model that would
encompass additional departments and offerings. Our research is showing greater value in a
cost recovery model that better aligns with the services of a governmental entity.
R6.1 recommends expanding our public safety staffing plan. As the report noted, Great Parks
compiled a patrol staffing analysis in 2014. While this analysis focused on calls for service,
we find value in the perspective of the auditors with regard to utilizing additional data we
compile including the high level of preventive patrol and other actions. The report also notes
that due to the large amount of data we currently collect, we are in a unique position to
create a comprehensive Ranger staffing plan.
R6.2 recommends tracking internal dispatch call volume over time to determine proper
staffing levels. We are reviewing the details of the recommendation and will research peer
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park districts to compare the full range of duties assigned to each agency's dispatch function.
This should provide us the information needed to understand the full benefit of
implementing a tracking system.
R6.3 recommends assurance that all patrol vehicle maintenance and other associated costs
are accurately recorded allowing use of the data as part of a plan to size the public safety
fleet with a consideration of industry standards. While alt expenditures followed our internal
control processes for purchasing, we do not have a fleet management software that provides
an efficient process to monitor lifecycle costs per vehicle. We plan to research the Emerge
software, as mentioned in the report, as well as others available on the market and determine
the cost/benefit of implementing.
Again, we would like to thank your team and acknowledge their efforts to thoroughly
understand the complex nature of the differing areas of focus for this audit including
education, law enforcement, natural resources and recreation. These efforts were key to
providing meaningful and applicable recommendations for the benefit of our agency and the
citizens of Hamilton County.
Sincerely,

~ti~
Jack Sutt
Executive Director
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