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STATE OF INDIANA Michael R. Pence
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR Governor
State House, Second Floor

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

November 25, 2015

Mr. Cameron Sholly

Regional Director, Midwest Region
National Park Service

601 Riverfront Drive

Omaha, NE 68102

Dear Mr. Sholly,

It has been five years since Indiana published our last Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP). We have continued fo use the Indiana Heritage Trust and the Land
and Water Conservation Fund as primary funding sources to conserve and develop public
outdoor recreation lands at the state, county, and local level throughout Indiana.The SCORP
is an invaluable guide for this development.

This lefter, in part, is to certify that the citizens of Indiana have been provided with ample
opportunity for public participation in our latest SCORP planning process. As with our
previous SCORPs, the 2015 plan uses a needs assessment based primarily on public input
solicited from the citizens of Indiana, park professionals, and a 15-member Plan Advisory
Committee. We used objective third-party surveys created to extensively gather public input
from citizens all over the state.The Plan Advisory Committee used its subject-matter expertise
fromn academia, the park profession, and related fields at each stage of the document’s
creation to provide reviews, feedback, and ideas crucial to our plan’s development. All this
input was supported with national recreation trends data, as well as data gathered from the
review of local parks and recreation master plans.

Hoosiers across our state greatly freasure our parks and outdoor recreation lands and the
many benefits they provide.The new 2015 Indiana SCORP will provide statewide acquisition
priorities for these public outdoor recreation lands from willing sellers for the next five years.

Sincerely,

Michael R. Pence
Governor of Indiana
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+ Accounting & Internal Audit provides infernal DNR fiscal fracking and support to all other divisions.

+ Budget & Administrative Support manages the administrative support staff for all of DNR, as well as
providing budgetary control.

+ Engineering provides engineering and technical support for all DNR properties and others, including
architectural, sanitary, electrical, landscape, civil, and code enforcement.

+ Entomology & Plant Pathology provides information and technical assistance in managing plant and
insect pests, specializes in invasive and harmful species.

* Facilities, Fleet & Asset Management administers the department’s facilities, including mailroom
services, access control, safety and ADA compliaonce programs; fleet, including vehicle reservations,
owned fleet inventory and maintenance, accident review board and Wright Express. Also manages and
tracks all assets with a cost of more than $500 and a useful life of one year or more.

+ Fish & Wildlife manages and monitors fish and wildlife populations, hunting and fishing licenses, and
provides related technical assistance and information.

+ Forestry manages State Forests and provides information and technical assistance to foresters and private
londowners.

* Heritage Trust & Land Acquisition supports the acquisition of new properties from willing sellers via
partnerships, donations, bequests and sales of the Indiana Heritage Trust Fund license plate.

+ Historic Preservation & Archaeology acts as staff for State Historic Preservation Officer and promotes
conservation of cultural resources by facilitating Indiana and federal preservation programs.

- Human Resources serves as resource for current and future employees of DNR, provides information on
employment, benefits, volunteering, internships, applications and more.

+ Information Services provides technological service and support, DNR-wide.

+ Law Enforcement provides 204 conservation officers in 10 law enforcement districts, handles
environmental investigations, emergency response, education, law enforcement and property protection.

* Natural Resources Foundation supports the charitable, educational and scientific programs, projects and policies
of the DNR.

+ Nature Preserves provides permanent protection to significant natural areas, maintaining sustainable
examples of all native ecological communities in Indiana.

+ Oil & Gas oversees petroleum production and exploration through three program areas: permitting and
compliance, field services, and abandoned sites.

+ Outdoor Recreation handles stafe- and locaHevel park & recreation master planning, streams & trails,
grants; manages two properties and mulfiple programs; and provides technical assistance for the public and
for recreation professionals.



« Communications provides internal and external communications, public relations, marketing, and public
education for DNR.

+ Reclamation protects resources by overseeing reclamation of abandoned mines, active mines, mine
blasting, mining permits, and public parficipation in oversight and permit processes.

- State Parks manages and operates Indiana State Parks, state-managed lakes recreation, and State Park
Inns, and provides education, recreation, resource conservation and management of these public lands.

+ Water oversees above- and below-ground water, provides customer information services, permitting,
technical services, and engineering services; operates three work groups: floodplain management,
resource assessment, and the compliance & projects branch.

* Indiana Department of Agriculture, Division of Soil Conservation provides guidance, education and
technical assistance to public and private landowners throughout Indiana.

+ Indiana Department of Environmental Management handles the environmental quality and
sustainability of air, water and land. Technical oversight, permits and regulatory compliance are part of its
mission.

+ Indiana Department of Health provides policy, guidance and facilitation of public health and health
care activities and programs statewide. Governor’'s Council on Physical Fitness and Health promotes
sound physical fitness, nutrition and health.

+ Indiana Department of Transportation works with all aspects of the statewide transportation system,
including bus, car, rail, air, bicycle and fooft.

+ Indiana Natural Resources Commission comprises 12 bipartisan resident members who meet four times
per year to address DNR issues.

- Indiana Office of Community and Rural Affairs provides planning, grants and fechnical assistance for
rural economic development statewide.

+ Indiana Economic Development Corporation is a public-private partnership with a 12-member board
that acts as the top economic development agency for Indiana.

+ Indiana Office of Tourism Development is a stand-alone agency within state government that uses
public and private funds to expand fourism statewide.

- State Museum & Historic Sites operates a wide variety of historic/cultural programs and facilities,
including Indiana State Museum in Indianapolis, Gene Stratton-Porter Cabin, Historic New Harmony and
Angel Mounds archaeological site.
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The production of the Indiana Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) requires the
expertise of people from many disciplines to assemble an effective tool for Indiana. Those who volunteer as
members of the Plan Advisory Committee meet several times a year during the research and writing. They provide
valuable insight and commentary that guide the development of surveys, research analysis, and creation of a
plan that can be used by providers from all levels of community, including state, county, municipal and fownship.
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fime and talent. Committee members give direction to the SCORP 2016-2020 and ensure the priorities and
contents are consistent with the State’s vision, mission and goals for outdoor recreation and the DNR.
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The SCORP is an information resource that quantifies and analyzes the state’s outdoor recreation resources
for the social, environmental, health, and economic benefit of citizens statewide. The SCORP is infended to
support local, regional and state-level recreation decision making, as well as foster research, partnerships
and cooperation among users, planners, government officials, nonprofits, and the private sector.

+ Qualify Indiana for National Park Service Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) state-side grants

+ Set statewide priorities for funding of grants through LWCEF, the Recreational Trails Program (RTP), and
any other applicable funds available at state or federal levels

+ Provide a quantitative analysis of outdoor recreation supply and demand statewide

+ Improve the provision of outdoor recreation to all users



The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)
Act of 1965 (Public Law 88-578, 78 Stat 897) was
enacted "... to assist in preserving, developing, and
assuring accessibility to all citizens of the United
States of America of present and future generations
and visitors who are lawfully present within the
boundaries of the United States of America such
quantity and quality of outdoor recreation resources
as may be available and are necessary and
desirable for individual active participation in such
recreation and strengthen the health and vitality
of the citizens of the United States by (1) providing
funds for and authorizing federal assistance fo the
states in planning, acquisition, and development
of needed land and water areas and facilities and
(2) providing funds for the federal acquisition and
development of certain lands and other areas.”

According fo the National Park Service 2008
LWCEF State Assistance Program Manual: *To be
eligible for LWCF assistance for acquisition and
development grants, each state shall prepare a
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan (SCORP), and update it at least once every
five years.” In other words, a SCORP needs to look
at outdoor recreation supply and demand; set
priorities for current and future capital improvement,
lond acquisition, and development; and allow
opportunities for citizens and local government
officials fo take part in the planning process.

The main objectives of the LWCF have remained
the same for 51 years: land acquisition, preservation,
provision, development, accessibility, and the
strengthening of the health and vitality of our nation.
This SCORP shows that Indiana’s focus is still directly
in line with the LWCF Act of 1965.



Indiana has received more than $87 million from the LWCF since the program’s start. Indiana’s smaller
entities (e.g., counties, townships, municipalities) provide outdoor recreation opportunities fo its citizens
through the appropriation of LWCF grants. Sixteen projects were funded between 2011 and November 2015.
Of those, the majority included land acquisition (484+ acres), 12 included frail development, and three
included the development of new aquatic features. Amenities included in the projects were:

+ Spray Pads * Picnic Areas * Playgrounds
* Natural Areas + Ball Fields » Dog Parks

A SCORP planning grant was used o help complete this document.The total cost of these projects was
an estimated $3,071,963. LWCF requires a 50/50 match from communities that receive the grant. All funds
for the project must be paid by communities and then reimbursed upon successful project completion.

As operating and maintenance costs increase, so does the importance of the LWCF in funding continued
acquisition of land where needed. Unfortunately, these grants cannot fund every project in the state.
Alternative funding methods will be discussed in this SCORP.






INTRODUCTION

Each new SCORP offers the chance to
observe and record the many changes and new
frends in Indiana and nationwide since the last
SCORP and during the last decade. Many directly
affect the provision of parks and recreation
in Indiana. Some of these changes include
changing demographics and socio-economics;
the continuing children and nature movement;
the growing statewide obesity epidemic; and
the increasing importance and economic
benefits of Indiana travel, tourism and outdoor
recreation, both statewide and to individual local
communities.

Data provided by the U.S. Census Bureau and
similar sources yield the following socio-economic
changes in the state:

 Hoosier Population Growing: The 2014 U.S.
Census estimates (American Factfinder,
07/2014), that the state has grown in
population, but similar fo what the 2010 Census
numbers showed, not by much.The growth was
from 6,483,802 in 2010 to 6,596,855 estimated
population in 2015, a 1.74% increase.

+ Older Hoosiers: Indiana is still aging slightly. The
state’s median age has risen from 36.4 in 2010,
to 37, according tfo the 2015 Census estimates.
People continue fo live longer and medical
care and access are improving.

* More Baby Boomers Retiring: Baby boomers
(those born between 1946 and 1964) began

turning 65 in 2011. Five years intfo the trend, they
are sfill retiring in increasing humbers.

* Hoosiers Earning More: Median household

income in Indiana was $47,465 in 2009,
compared to $48,248, according to 2013
Census estimates.

+ More Hoosiers Living Under Same Roof:

Average Indiana household size has rebounded
fo 2.52 (according to the 2010 Census) after
falling from 2.53 in 2000 fo 2.49 in 2009.

* Unemployment Finally Easing: The Indiana

recession recovery continues. Indiana’s

March 2015 statewide seasonally adjusted
unemployment rate of 5.8% has fallen from
9.1% percent in January 2011. By comparison,
Indiana’s unemployment rate in March 2008
was 5.0%, meaning the state is sfill struggling fo
reach pre-recession unemployment levels. (IN
Dept. of Workforce Dev.; 2008/2011/2015)

« Construction and Transportation

Manufacturing Employment Improving: The
Indiana Business Resource Center states that
the number of construction and transportation
manufacturing jobs across Indiana improved by
double digits in 2014, (IBRC; 2014).

* Poverty Still Increasing in Indiana: The

percentage of Indiana families living below
poverty level has risen from 9.5% in 2009 to
15.4% in 2013, according fo census estimates.
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+ Gasoline Costs Drop Significantly: Nationally,
prices in 2006 were as low as $2.20 per gallon.
Prices in May 2011 reached $4.27 per gallon in
many Indiana cities. The U.S. Energy Information
Administration in May 2015, reported the
U.S. average price per gallon was $2.48/
gallon. Estimates of when, if or the degree to
which prices may rise vary widely, (USA TODAY
11/6/2006; Indianapolis Star 05/06/2011; U.S.
Energy Info Admin, 2015).

Given the Indiana economy has recovered
slowly, and many Hoosiers are sfill experiencing
wage stagnation, nearby recreation appears to
be important to state residents. Poverty statewide
is still increasing.This means that in many parts
of the state, free or low-cost local parks and
recreation options are vital for families. Hoosiers
who recreate close to home use local and
regional public lands
and outdoor recreation
sites of every type. Local
museums, parks, historic
sites, special events,
fairs, festivals, sports
events, and outdoor
activities of all kinds
can be an inexpensive
and popular option
for Hoosiers, especially
in difficult economic
fimes.Vacationing and
recreating nearby offers
many Hoosier families
recreation options with
lower travel costs, less
fravel stress, low or no
entry fees, minimum
fravel time spent, and
the opportunity to
explore new sights and
experiences.

See pages 13 and 14 of the 2011-2015
Indiana SCORP for a discussion and background
of Richard Louv’s "Children and Nature
Movement." This movement is not only alive and
well, but also inspires attempts at state and
national legislation, and creates nationwide
park activity days fo try to reconnect kids and
the natural world. The movement has found
supporters in the U.S. Congress. A bipartisan
group of senators introduced the No Child Left
Inside Act of 2013.That version was intended
to provide incentives to states to implement
environmental literacy programs that support
hands-on outdoor learning activities at schools,

nature centers and other outdoor education
sites, and to provide additional professional
development for teachers. This proposal died in
committee, as did the 2011 version.

The National Parks Trust, a non-profit group
supporting all levels of public parks across the
U.S., has created a nationwide outdoor play day
for kids called Kids to Parks Day. May 16, 2015, was
the fifth annual Kids to Parks Day. An estimated
500,000 people participated nationwide. Indiana
had five individual communities participating.
Gov. Mike Pence proclaimed the day as Indiana’s
Kids to Parks Day, and urged Hoosiers to fake a
child to a park. A 2014 news story said: "The day is
the latest effort by the DNR to promote education
and healthy living among Hoosier children. Kids
to Parks Day is also an opportunity to get children
involved in existing DNR programs, including the
Children’s Outdoor Bill of Rights, the family-friendly
State Parks and Reservoirs Fitness Challenge, and
a wide variety of daily activities that vary by park,”
(Kokomo Herald, 5/12/2014).

The Indiana Children’s
Outdoor Bill of Rights is
another program created
to "*encourage Indiona’s
children to participate
in outdoor activities and
discover their heritage.”
The DNR Division of State
Parks & Reservoirs (since
renamed the Division of
State Parks) established
the Bill in 2011 with the
following purpose and
plan:

+ Result in more Indiana
youth and families
benefiting from outdoor
recreation experiences

+ Create a uniting

message regarding

youth and families in the
outdoors for federal, state, county, municipal, non-
profit and for-profit agencies

+ Result in more informal collaborations and
formal partnerships among all involved agencies
and organizations

« Promote an increase in family health and
wellness

* Increase future stewardship of outdoor
resources on public and private lands

+ Increase the overall quality of life for Indiana’s
youth and families

+ Highlight the abundant natural resources and
recreation opportunities available in Indiana
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The Indiana Children’s Outdoor Bill of Rights

All Indiana children, regardless of ability,
should have the right to:

1. Explore and play outdoors in a safe place

2. Follow a trail and discover native plants,
wildlife and history

3. Experience traditional outdoor activities like
fishing or hunting

4. Discover and celebrate Indiana’s past

5.Camp under the stars

6.Climb a tree

7.Visit a farm

8.Plant a seed or free and watch it grow

9. Splash and play in streams, lakes and ponds

10. Enjoy the outdoors, using all the senses

11. Ask questions, find answers and share

nature with a friend

See the Indiana Children’s Outdoor Bill
of Rights webpage for more information:
stateparks.IN.gov/7243.htm

There are approximately 15 states that
have created some type of Children’s Outdoor
Bill of Rights, and more states are considering
creating one.

INDIANA'S OBESITY EPIDEMIC IS
WORSENING

Indiana’s statewide obesity epidemic
is still increasing. According fo the 2013 U.S.
Centers for Disease Control (CDC) Behavioral
Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), the
world’s largest ongoing telephone public
health survey, nearly one-third (31.8%; up from
29.9% in 2009) of Hoosiers are obese (i.e.,
have a body mass index of 30 or greater).
This percentage places Indiana as one of the
most overweight states in the nation.The CDC
reports that the associated economic impact
of the nationwide obesity epidemic exceeds $147
billion (in 2008 dollars). Estimates published in
the journal "Obesity” in 2012 show that during an
average year, Hoosiers pay $3.5 billion in obesity-
related medical costs. According to a recent CDC
online article:

"Why is this epidemic happening?

+ Weight gain occurs when people eat too much
food and get too little physical activity.

+ Societal and community changes have
accompanied the rise in obesity.

+ People eat differently:

o Some Americans have less access to stores
and markets that provide healthy, affordable
food such as fruits and vegetables,
especially in rural, minority and lower-
income neighborhoods. Restaurants, snack

FIRST TIME FISHING
| 7

shops, and vending machines provide food
that is often higher in calories and fat than
food made at home.

o There is too much sugar in our diet. Six out of
10 adults drink atf least 1 sugary drink per day.

o It is often easier and cheaper to get
less-healthy foods and beverages.

o Foods high in sugar, fat, and salt are highly
advertised and marketed.

* Many communities are built in ways that make it

difficult or unsafe to be physically active:

o Access to parks and recreation centers
may be difficult or lacking and public
tfransportation may not available.

o Safe routes for walking or biking fo school,
work, or play may not exist.

o Too few students get quality, daily physical
education in school”

19
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U.S.CDC; August 3, 2010; “Vital Signs: Latest
Findings; Adult Obesity” cdc.gov/VitalSigns/
AdultObesity/LatestFindings.html

The Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH)
has recognized the impact and importance of the
statewide obesity epidemic and responded with
a special “Indiana Healthy Weight Initiative.” The
Initiative was formed in 2008 using public health
officials, school officials, urban planners, parks
and recreation professionals, child advocates,
concerned citizens and professionals from many
fields.The Initiative first launched a task force with
the main purpose of assisting ISDH staff in creating
the inaugural *Indiana’s Comprehensive Nutrition
and Physical Activity Plan, 2010-2020," (IN CNPA).
The IN CNPA Plan includes objectives that "...
address improving the policies, environments, and
systems that can positively influence nutrition and
physical activity. The Plan organizes the objectives
based on the setting they affect—child care
seftings, schools, health care facilities, worksites,
faith-based settings, and communities, with special

sections related fo older adults and breast-feeding.

As a whole, the objectives seek to increase

access and awareness and to change policies
and environments to support the occurrence of
healthier behaviors,” (ISDH, 2010).The IN CNPA Plan
is now at its halfway point. As mentioned in the
ISDH quote from the IN CNPA Plan above, the Plan
created eight workgroups based on the settings
affected by the Plan.The workgroup most directly
connected to the SCORP is the Communities
workgroup. As with all eight workgroups, the
Communities workgroup in the Plan has a series of
objectives assigned fo it. Two of the objectives for
the Communities workgroup can be evaluated via
data gathered for this SCORP. The objectives (and
their most current results) are:

+ Objective #7: "By 2017, increase the number
of Indiana counties with at least 20 acres of
public local outdoor recreation land per 1,000
residents from 22 counties to 32 counties.” [Pg.
46; IN CNPA Plan, ISDH, 2010]

o This SCORP reports that there are now 26
counties that meet the 20 acres/ 1,000
population level of service criteria, a gain of
four counties.

+ Objective #8: "By 2020, increase by 20% the
mileage of trails available throughout Indiana
and promote their use as a means to increase
physical activity, recreation, and transportation.”
[Pg.46: IN CNPA Plan, ISDH, 2010]

o The 2016 Trails Plan Update included in this
SCORP reports that there are now more
than 3,500 miles of frail open and operating
in Indiana.This is an increase from a 2006
total of about 1,542 miles of trail statewide,
approximately a 126% increase in trail mileage

Significant progress is being made toward the
Communities Workgroup objectives above. With
one objective already met, and the other nearly
halfway there, the objectives may be completed
by the close date of the current IN CNPA Plan.

Indiana’s economic recovery is improving,
but the improvements in job growth are not
necessarily reaching all areas of the state evenly.
Many communities in the state that once relied
on long-established manufacturing jobs are still
witnessing plant closures, employee layoffs and
other economic losses related to holdover effects
from the nation’s recent economic hard times.

Dr.Timothy Zimmer, professor of economics
and finance at the University of Indianapolis,
in April 2015, published his article “Jolb Growth
Uneven Across Indiana.” In the article, Zimmer
examined U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics non-
seasonally adjusted Current Employment Statistics
employment data for each of the metropolitan
statistical areas (MSAs) in Indiana to determine
metro-level employment growth from October
2000 to October 2014. According to Zimmer: “In
examining the MSA data for the 12 Indiana-based
areas, one can see that over the course of 14
years, employment grew by 84,114, an increase
of 4.2 percent ... While employment gains are
certainly welcome, the distribution of these gains
should also be examined. By a wide margin,
the aggregate gains are accumulated in the
Indianapolis-Carmel-Anderson MSA ... Without the
Indianapolis areq, the other 11 MSAs in aggregate
actually experienced negative employment
growth over 14 years (22,686 jobs or -2 percent)
... While job growth in the state is welcome, efforts
fo extend this growth uniformly throughout the
state appear justified as distribution inequality is
evident in the data,” (Zimmer, 2015).

Looking at data, some of the Indiana cities
experiencing negative job growth include Terre
Haute, South Bend/Mishawaka, Muncie, Kokomo
and Michigan City/LaPorte. As mentioned before,
some of the communities that are experiencing
positive job growth are: Columbus, Indianapolis/
Carmel/Anderson, Lafayette /West Lafayette,
Bloomington, Elkhart/Goshen, and Evansville.

Rachel Strange, a geodemographic analyst
at the Indiana Business Research Center in
Indiana University’s Kelley School of Business,
wrote the article "Indiana Manufacturing On
A Roll”in April 2015. In the article, Strange
states: "Indiana continues to rank first among
states in the percent of its workforce engaged
in manufacturing. It also ranked second in
the nation in manufacturing employment
growth over the past year. Indiana’s non-farm
employment grew by 1.8 percent, while Indiana
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manufacturing employment grew at a much more
robust 4.5 percent between November 2013 and
November 2014, according to the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics.” Strange also wrote *With all this
wonderful news about manufacturing job growth,
it is worth keeping in mind that manufacturing
got hit hard by the Great Recession, and Indiana
has yet fo return to the 2007 levels when the
sector employed 545,200 (and even before that,
manufacturing employment had been steadily
declining since 2000).That means Indiana is still
24,400 jobs below 2007 levels and more than
150,000 jobs below the 1999 peak. While we may
not be back to manufacturing’s glory days, a few
years of solid growth is always nice to see”

So Indiana’s job outlook and overall economy is
improving, but not in all locations, and not to levels
as high as they were less than 10 years ago.

INDIANA TOURISM AND OUTDOOR RECREATION
CONTRIBUTING TO INDIANA'S ECONOMY

Indiana’s economy continues fo benefit from
fourism. According to a study commissioned by the
Indiana Office of Travel and Tourism published in
2013, direct employment within the Indiana fourism
industry was more than 139,900 workers in 2012,

a 2.9% gain in one year. Based on employment
figures, tourism was the 7th largest industry in

the state, and that includes state government
employment.Tourism garnered direct wages of
more than $3 billion.That included both full- and
parttime workers for an average of $21,700. An
additional 186,000 jobs in Indiana were indirectly
supported by tourism (such as service and supply
jobs indirectly related to tourism), and this was
slightly less than 6% of total non-farm employment in
the state. In 2012, Indiana’s Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) gained 1.5%, fofal jobs gained 4.8%, and
state and local tax receipts gained 6.3%, all from
fourism. In 14 days alone, Super Bowl XLVI brought
116,000 visitors to Indiana.They spent $377 million,
and added $278 million fo the 2012 Indiana GDP.In
2012, Indiana visitors contributed about $561 million
or 8.5% of Indiana’s statewide sales tax receipts.

Anecdotal comments from park professionals
across Indiana in local parks and recreation
master plans reviewed by the DNR Division of
Outdoor Recreation staff still indicate that local
and regional park use is rising, despite slow
improvement of the economy.There is support for
this perception from the national level. According
to a 2010 study by Dr. Ken Cordell of the U.S. Forest
Service's Southern Research Station: *One general
category of activity that has been showing
growth in the first decade of the 21st Century
is nature-based recreation. Between 2000 and
2009, the number of people who participated in
nature-based outdoor recreation grew by about
7.1 percent, and the number of activity days grew
about 40 percent ... Generally, outdoor recreation
activities are projected to grow in number of
participants out to 2060,” (Cordell, 2010).

CATAMARAN SAILING

4
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A 2013 study, also by the U.S. Forest Service
Southern Research Station staff said: "By 2060,
the number of adults participating in each of 10
different outdoor recreation activities is projected
to increase. Depending on future demographic,
economic, land-use, and
population changes, the activity
demonstrating the least growth
is hunting (8 fo 25 percent).The
activity projected to demonstrate
the most growth is day hiking
(70 fo 113 percent),” (Bowker, et
al., 2013).This projection agrees
with the DNR Division of Outdoor
Recreation’s longitudinal research
in the past four SCORPs, each of
which shows outdoor pedestrian
use (including day hiking) as the
most popular outdoor recreation
activity among Indiana residents.

Even considering the
significant economic impact
of Indiana’s public parks and
recreation, and the still-growing
use of our recreation lands, it is
still prudent to ask if investing in
public outdoor recreation space
has any tangible benefit for
municipal governments. Many
people agree that having quality
parks and recreation sites and
facilities improves the quality of
life in a community, but does it
really affect a community’s fiscal
health? In May 2010, the Active
Living Research Institute published
"The Economic Benefits of Open
Space, Recreation Facilities and
Walkable Community Design,”
a research synthesis examining
multiple studies nationwide.
This study found “In addition to
providing opportunities for physical activity and
recreation areas, parks located in metropolitan
areas provide economic benefits to residents,
municipal governments, and private real estate
developers. Parks tend to increase the value
and sale price of homes and property nearby. In
addition, the amount of local tax dollars required
to operate and service recreation areas may
be less than for other types of land use, such
as residential developments, further increasing
the fiscal impacts they have on municipal
governments. Neighborhoods designed
fo preserve open space through compact
development patterns may result in savings to
private developers through reduced construction
and maintenance costs, while communities
designed for walkability can command price
premiums in the marketplace.” The study also said
*... recreation areas and compact developments
were found to produce positive economic
outcomes for developers, homeowners, and

local governments.” One caveat the study found

wass “Some residents will place a higher value

on open space and recreation areas and will

pay significantly more to be located near these

amenities than others,” (Active Living Research,
2010).

The DNR and the Division
of Outdoor Recreation have
created this SCORP as a way
to share research and other
information with state residents,
park professionals, park board
members, urban planners,
government officials and many
more. We have a strong tradition
of blending public opinion and
input from parks-and-recreation
professionals in the field to give us
an understanding of current and
future recreational needs and
preferences statewide.The next
section of this chapter contains
the priorities that have emerged
from all the collected data and
analysis from this SCORP,

Based on the data contained
in this SCORP these goals and
objectives are recommended,
in random order, fo guide
decision-making in parks-and-
recreatfion and natural-resources
management for the next five years.

1. Protect and enhance Indiana’s
natural and outdoor recreation
resources

a. Protect Indiana’s natural heritage by
identifying and preserving significant
natural areas, including wildlife/fish habitats
for endangered, rare, threatened or species
of special concern

b. Protect Indiana’s outdoor recreation
potential by identifying and preserving
areas with existing or potential outdoor
recreation opportunities or access

c. Provide for education of the citizens of
Indiana in environmental stewardship and
wise use of Indiana’s natural resources

d. Consider the improvements possible
in water and air quality, brownfields,
fourism and commerce, and economic
development created by enhancing
outdoor recreation
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e. Use "green” or sustainable designs,
materials and energy sources in

facility development, such as recycled
materials, alternative /renewable energy
sources (solar active and passive, wind,
hydroelectric), and Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design (LEED) building
certifications/very energy-efficient designs

f.Use the 2016 SCORP Participation Study top
five favorite outdoor recreation activities
when considering parks and recreation
user preferences: walking/hiking/jogging/
running; camping; fishing; swimming; and
canoeing/kayaking/paddle sports

2. Develop more trails and bicycle/pedestrian
facilities

a.Whenever possible, acquire rights-of-way,
easements and railroad corridors for future
trail development from willing sellers, donors
or partners

b. Emphasize trails and bike/pedestrian
facilities as means to connect and improve
existing and future outdoor recreation
facilities

. Integrate bike/pedestrian facilities of all

4. Encourage and promote outdoor recreation
participation

a. Use outdoor recreation as a tool to fight
the growing obesity epidemic by offering
locations to participate in as many kinds of
healthy exercise as possible and facilitating
lifestyle change that encourages lifelong
healthy living

b. Encourage continued development of new
outdoor recreation facilities, especially in
areas of expanding population growth,
high user demand, or significant gaps in
service provision

c. Encourage development of more
neighborhood-level outdoor recreation
facilities that meet local needs close fo
home, preferably within walking or biking
distance of residential areas, schools, retail
areas, etc.

d. Provide outdoor recreation opportunities for
all user demographics, including all ages,
abilities and skill levels

5. Provide funding for outdoor recreation
development at the state and local level

a. Explore alternative funding methods

types into long-term planning of community
infrastructure design and construction
whenever possible

d. Encourage development of trail facilities
of all kinds for bike/pedestrian use: urban,
rural, long-distance, commuter, recreational,
exercise/wellness, efc.

e. Require trail development using accessible,
sustainable design and surfacing wherever
possible

3. Continue emphasizing Indiana’s aquatic
resources, both natural and man-made

a. Preserve and protect rivers, lakes, streams,
wetlands and riparian corridors when and
wherever possible through acquisition,
education, funding, restoration and
development of new areas

b. Encourage actions that improve the quality
of Indiana’s waters as well as user access o
all types of aquatic recreation resources

c.Whenever possible, provide or enhance
access to man-made aquatic resources,
such as splash pads, pools, water features,
wetlands, ponds, lakes, access/launch sites,
etc.

such as public/private partnerships, tax
increment financing (TIF), cooperative
agreements, cost sharing, corporate

sponsorships, volunteerism, philanthropy, etc.

b. Continue to administer state-level grant

programs such as Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF) grants,
Recreational Trails Program (RTP) grants,
Wabash River Heritage Corridor Fund grants
and Indiana Shooting Range grants.

.Emphasize parks and recreation facilities

that are cost-efficient and financially self-
supporting while promoting financially
affordable access o the greatest number
of users possible

. Consider the benefits of parks and

recreation toward community economic
development, tourism, job growth, urban
and rural revitalization, reduction of health
care costs and improving quality of life

. Use existing financial resources as efficiently

and effectively as possible; consider
strategies such as detailed cost-benefit
analysis for choosing public provision or
privatization of services, maintenance or
construction, multi-agency bulk purchases,
inferagency work-sharing agreements,
and other means to control the costs of
operations and maintenance
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CHAPTER 1

The Surveys

This chapter covers changes in Indiana
since the 2011-2015 SCORP It looks briefly at
state and national trends that affect how we use
and provide outdoor recreation.The chapter
also examines the backbone of this SCORP; the
surveys done by our third-party surveyors, the
methods they used, and the results.

Indiana’s SCORPs differ from those created by
other states.

1. We try to directly “count™ (via local government self-
reported data) public outdoor recreation acreage,
both by county and by level of government.

2. We hire third-party surveyors. We ensure these
surveyors are objective, unbiased and professional.

3. We ask members of the public their preferences
for outdoor recreation activities and ask
professional outdoor recreation providers for
their opinions and ideas, too.

This approach allows this SCORP to show
what public outdoor recreation acreage actually
exists, both geographically, and by cumulative
“type” of acreage. SCORP readers can cross-
compare against their peers in multiple ways.
Surveying both the public and outdoor recreation
professionals this way allows the DNR to look at
what real people actually want to do for outdoor

recreation, as well as how recreation professionals
provide those activities.The method also reveals
the needs and challenges both groups face.

Indiana’s SCORP continues to be a mulfi-
purpose information source for many groups.
Researchers use it for data on recreation
preferences. Park professionals use it when
writing park plans or strategic documents. Local
government leaders use it to compare their
community to local and regional competition. And
inferested members of the public use it to learn
what activities their friends and neighbors enjoy
doing while visiting public outdoor recreation sites.

Just as previous Indiana SCORPs, this SCORP
used three main surveys:

+ The Outdoor Recreation Participation Survey, which
o0 Asks members of the the public about their
outdoor recreation activities and frequency
of use.

+ The Trail User Survey, which
o0 Asks members of the the public about how
they use one of our most popular amenities.

*The Local Parks and Recreation Provider Survey, which
0 Asks professional and non-profit local
outdoor recreation providers about their
challenges, issues, and solutions.
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Outdoor Recreation Participation Survey Methods:
+ Survey used paper intercept surveys.

+ The questionnaire asks 22 regular questions,
and one large, multi-part question containing 49
separate recreational-activity categories.

* The estimated time needed to take the survey
was 8-10 minutes.

* Paper survey results were manually entered into
the database.

* Respondents were chosen on a next-available
basis.

+ People younger than 17 were not discouraged from
tfaking the survey, but were not actively recruited.

+ The survey was conducted at county fairs, libraries,

and other public locations throughout the state.

* The survey took place from May 2014 through
September 2014.

* The completed respondent database consists
of 6,381 valid respondents.

Outdoor Recreation Participation Survey
Demographic Results:

* Respondents were 57.9% female, 42.1% male.

+ Average age of respondents was 40.3 years.

« Every county in Indiana was represented in the
data.

+ 58% of survey respondents were married, 24%
were single (never married), and 7% were
single (divorced). [All results are somewhat
comparable to U.S. Census demographic data
for Indiana. ]

+ 82% of respondents reported themselves as
white, 12% as black, 3% as Hispanic/Latino, and
1% as multi-racial.

« 70% of respondents stated that they had
between two and four family members living in
their household.

+ 57% of respondents reported having no persons
younger than 18 living in their household.

Outdoor Recreation Participation Survey Results:

* The top three reasons why respondents
participate in outdoor recreation were

o To be with Family and Friends ............... 41%
o Physical Health................cooo, 31%
o Mental Health ... 27%

+ The top five outdoor recreation activities that
respondents wanted to do in the future were:

o Walking/Hiking/Jogging/Running
(pedestrian activities)

o Camping

o Fishing

o Swimming

o Canoeing/Kayaking/Tubing
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+ The top five outdoor recreation activities * Asked whether they used non-motorized
participated in more than once per week by fransportation to get to outdoor recreation
the survey respondent and/or by others in the facilities, responders answered:
household were:
oDoesntmatter .......ccccc 44%
o Walking/Hiking/Jogging/Running O NO it 30%
o Gardening/Landscaping OYES oo 26%
o Relaxation/Spiritual Renewall .
o Bicycle Touring (casual, tour, or both) + Asked how much money they were willing
o Outdoor Pool Swimming or Water Park to spend per year on their favorite outdoor
recreation (including cost of equipment,
* The top methods of fravel used fo reach the fraining, tfravel, etc.), respondents said:
outdoor recreation activity they participated in the
most were;
O Car/TrUCK ...ooviiiiiiii 74%
O Walk/JOG/RUN ..o, 17% FIGURE 1.1 How much money respondents
OBIKe. ..o, 5% were willing to spend yearly on their
O OFher. .o, 4% favorite outdoor recreation
o Motorcycle ... 2% o
O HorsebacCK ..o, 2% 30%
+ For the question "...in which county in Indiana 25%

do you most often participate in outdoor
recreation activities?”, counties with the highest 20%
population were the most common answers.

- Asked: if their family members could walk, 15%

bike, ride a horse or use other non-motorized

transportation, how likely would they be to 10%

use outdoor recreation facilities more often;

respondents said: 5%
oVerylikely ........oooooiii 24% o
0 SOMEWNG TKEIY +..ve.ooeveeereveeerere. 28% 0% $101- §751- " More
oUncertain.............. 22% than $250 6500 $750 $1000 than

O NOTKEIY ..o 26% $100 $1,000
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Preferred sources for funding
development of new outdoor
recreation facilities

1%

[ State general taxes

[ Local taxes

Il State tax on recreaction equipment
[ None

[ Trail use fee

[ Land development set-asides

[ Other

I Local bond issue

+ Asked what primary sources for funding the
operations/maintenance of existing outdoor
recreation facilities, (after first pursuing
all federal funds, grants, and donations),
responders preferred:

o State General Taxes ..........cccoevvvviiieenninn, 28%
O LOCAITAXES ..oovvvieiiieeeie e, 20%
o Stafe Tax on Recreation Equipment...... 18%
oTrailUse Fee ........oocovviiiiiiiiii, 15%
ONONE ... 15%
O OthEr e 8%

+ Asked how far they were willing to fravel one
way to parficipate in their favorite outdoor
recreation activity, responders said:

OO0-EMIES...cviiiiiiiii . 13%
O6- 10 MIIES..coviee 12%
OT1T-15MIlES v 13%
O1625MIlES ..o 11%
026-35MIlES oo, 6%

03650 MIlES oovvviiii e, 13%
O51-75Miles oo, 10%
O 76-100 MIlES. ... iiiieieee 5%

o More than TO0O Miles ........ccoovviiviiiieiinnnns 18%

+ Asked how far they were willing to fravel one
way to parficipate in their favorite outdoor
recreation activity if they were using non-

motorized transportation, the answers changed tfo:

OO0-5MIES...o e 62%
O6-10MIIES. ..o 19%
OT1T-15MIlesS i 7%
O 16-25MIlES oo, 4%
026-35MIlES oo, 2%
03650 MIleS oo, 3%
OB5T-75MIIES ..o 1%
O 76-100 MIlES.....viiiieiiee e 1%
o More than TO0 miles .........cooovvveiiieiinnnn. 2%

* The main reason given why respondents did not
participate in outdoor recreation activities more
often was:

o None, | parficipate as much
as lwant oo 42%

28

o Personal barriers, no time, no motivation,
lack of skills, physical, mental or

emotional health,efc. ........oooeiiieinn, 19%
o Cost barriers, lack of money/

economMic faCtors ........coovvvvivieiiiieeciinnn, 15%
o No recreation facilities close

fomMyhome........cccvvvvvvvviiin 10%

o Social barriers, no one to participate
with, family conflict, responsibilities to
others, efC. .o, 8%
o Structural barriers, Poor setting/physical
environment, lack of facilities or programs,
tfransportation, safety, etc. ... 5%
o Disability-related access prevents
me from participating as much

as lwould lKe. .......ccoovvviiiiiiiiie, 5%
O Other ReasoNns ......covvvvviiiiiiiieeieee, 4%
o Customs, Cultural Barriers, efc............... 1%

+ Asked if they or any of their immediate family
have any type of physical or intellectual
disability that prevents them from participating
in outdoor recreation activities, 17% said yes,
83% said no (comparable to U.S. Census
statistics on the percentage of Indiana residents
with a disability).

* Respondents who answered “yes” fo the
previous question reported having the following
type(s) of disability:

OWGAIKING evvviiiiiiiiii 60%
O SEEING. . ieviiiiiiiiee e 7%

O HEANNG ..eeiiiiiici 9%

O Breathing ..o, 29%
O LIftiNng = v 17%
oBending ... 18%
O Other...o 11%

Local Park and Recreation Provider Study
Methods:

« Survey used both an online and a maikin survey
with a ZIP code guestion to group responses by
region.

» The questionnaire had about 30 questions.

» The estimated fime needed to take the online
survey was 10 minutes.

+ Survey results were entered into a survey
database and tabulated.

* The survey took place from January 2014
through August 2014.

* The completed database consists of 93
respondents representing the entire state.
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Total Acres Managed

Total Budget 2013

Total Total
# of Mail Online Frequency Dollars in Mail Online Frequency
Acres | Frequency | Frequency n=93/ Budget Frequency | Frequency n=93/
Percentages Percentages
0 1 0 1/1% 0 4 0 4/4%
1-100 35 4 39/42% 1-5,000 6 0 6/6%
101-200 2 3 5/5% 5,001-10,000 4 0 4/4%
201-300 4 4 8/9% 10,001-15,000 2 0 2/2%
301-400 1 0 1/1% 15,001-20,000 0 0 0/0%
401-500 1 3 4/4% 20,001 & up 38 2 40/43%
501 & up 12 6 18/19%
Forest Acres Managed Total Revenue
Total Total
# of Mail Online Frequency Dollars in Mail Online Frequency
Acres | Frequency | Frequency n=93/ Budget Frequency | Frequency n=93/
Percentages Percentages
0 8 1 9/10% 0 14 1 15/16%
1-100 12 15 27/29% 1-5,000 9 1 10/11%
101-200 3 3 6/6% 5,001-10,000 5 0 5/5%
201-300 3 0 3/3% 10,001-15,000 1 0 1/1%
301-400 1 2 3/3% 15,001-20,000 3 0 3/3%
401-500 1 1 2/2% 20,001 & up 18 1 19/20%
501 & up 5 2 7/8%
Water Bodies Acres Managed Percent of local tax that
Total goes to park/recreation
# of Mail Online Frequency Total
Acres | Frequency | Frequency n=93/ Mail Online Frequency
Percentages Frequency | Frequency n=93/
0 10 1 11/12% Percentages
1-100 17 21 38/41% <1% 28 12 40/43%
201-300 1 0 1/1% 2%-5% 7 3 10/11%
301-400 1 0 1/1% >5% 3 2 5/5%
401-500 1 0 1/1%
501 & up 3 1 4/4%
Open Green Space Acres Does Your Facility Use
Non-Reverting Funds?
Total
# of Mail Online Frequency Total
Acres | Frequency | Frequency Nn=93/ Mail Online Frequency
Percentages Frequency | Frequency n=93/
0 6 0 6/6% PercenTOgeS
1-100 31 13 44147% Yes 28 22 50/54%
101-200 2 6 8/9% No 26 6 32/34%
201-300 1 1 2/2%
301-400 1 3 4/4%
401-500 1 0 1/1%
501 & up 2 1 3/3%
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TABLE 1.9 Funding Alternatives Tried and Used TABLE 1.11 Do you currently offer programs at
- o >
e % Who 1% who did this facility in your park system?
’rori od/ plan to not use Type of Yes No Percent
Funding o fry/use a| or plan Programmed Facility “Yes”
Types f : funding | tfousea -
unding . Sports Fields o
type fype funding (baseball, soccer, etc.) 36 33 52%
(future) type
, Playground 19 49 28%
Worked with | g 44 05 26.56 —

Park Foundation : - Picnic Area 25 43 37%
LleviedTaxes | 32.79 16.39 50.82 Campground 6 55 10%
Bond Fund 25.45 18.18 56.36 Hard-surface courts 9

‘ 21 39 4%

Engaged in (basketball, tennis, etc.)
Fundraising | 2692 | 2769 15.38 Skate Park 4 | 50 7%
Approgch Dog Park 6 48 11%
Small Local Swimming Pool/ o
Busipeszles for o1.76 25 13.24 Spray %Qrk 15 40 27%
Jnes Other 24 | 9 73%

Pursued
Non-Park 53.33 23.33 23.33 TABLE 1.12 Funding options tried/used or

Foundations planned over the last five years?

Closed ;

Faailities 10.45 29.85 59.70 | F:Onﬂgmeg Funding Sonuorsr:e
Received 80 18.75 1.25 Type of Funding fried or slource used or
Donations ' ‘ used |P arned planned

AppliedforGronts | 67.44 25.58 6.97 Worked with Park 31 16 17

Pursued Foundation

Public-Private 50.88 17.54 31.58 Levied Taxes 20 10 31
Partnership
Sold Ad Space Bond Fund 14 10 31
fo Local 49.15 18.64 32.20 . oy
Businesses ngagea in
Private Funding Fundraising v ° °
for Naming Rights 2045 31.82 47.73 Approached Small
Local Business for 42 17 9
Funding
Pursued Non-Park 39 14 14
TABLE 1.10 Do you currently have this Foundations
ili i 2
facility in your park system? Closed Facilities 7 5 38
" Total Percent Received Donations 64 14 2
Type of Facility | Yes | No Responses | “Yes”
- Applied for Grants 58 22 6

Sports Fields 48 | 324 82 59% -

(baseball, soccer, etc.) Pursued Public- 20 10 18

Playground 74 | 13 87 85% Private Partnership

Picnic Area 821 3 85 96% Sold Ad Space to
Campground 13 | 63 76 17% Local Businesses 29 44 19

] sponsorship
Hard-surface gour‘rs 62 | 20 89 43% ( )
(basketball, fennis, etc.) Private Fundi ¢
- rivate Funding for
Skate Park 16 | 58 74 22% Naming Rights 9 14 21
Dog Park 17 | 56 73 23%
Swimming Pool/ o
Spray Park 26 | 47 73 36%
Other 24 | 9 33 73%
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TABLE 1.13 Methods used to add or fund
staff for parks or programs?

TABLE 1.14 Land Acquisition funding sources

for local parks and recreation?

Naming Rights

(other than LWCF)

Funding . Source Funding . Source
Type of source F:ontﬁ?eg nof LondT}&%e LCJ>ifsi’rion souree F:ontﬁ?eg nof
Funding Method tried or lanned used or Funélqing fried or lanned used or
used [P planned used [P planned
Used/Increased
Volunteers 62 18 / Land and Water
i+ “Eri Conservation Fund
Worked W[Th Friends 34 20 18 Grant used fo 18 16 25
of Parks’ Groups
. Purchase Land
Worked with 8 7 39
Commum’r.y centers Partner with Local
Worked with Youth 39 12 30 Schools for Public
Sporfs Leagues Use of their Land 17 9 32
Partnering with or Recreational
Other Government 41 12 4 Facilities
Agencies Utility Corridors or |+, 10 o
Partnering with Local 35 13 17 rights of Way
Educational Programs Land Trust or
Partnering with Local 07 13 20 Other Nonprofit 13 11 33
for Profit Agencies Landowners
Local Business Conservation
Donations of 39 17 14 Easement with 13 9 31
People/Staff fime Other Landowners
Local Business Cooperation with
Donations of Equipment 32 15 14 Priva’rg Landowners 14 7 28
Local Non-Profit
Organizations 42 14 12 Indiana Dept. of
Natural Resources 24 20 17
Private Funding for 0 14 o1 Grant Programs

NOTE: To obtain the entire dataset from any of the SCORP surveys, please contact the Division
of Outdoor Recreation: Greg Beilfuss (317) 232-4071; gbeilfuss@dnr.IN.gov or Division of
Outdoor Recreation, 402 W. Washington St., W271, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2782.

BIKING
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Who is your parks and recreation
competition for revenue and/or use?

Does your park system collaborate
or partner actively with other

Local Park and Recreation Survey
demographic results in the communities

surveyed:

C C Not providers of recreational
Type of ﬁ%ﬁe' ﬁ%ﬁe' oppligoble opportunity in your community?
C%rggﬁ: ng for for Public | in my park Yes,We | No,We do
Y Revenue? | Users? system Type of partner | notf partner
Privately-Owned Partner Facility with this | with this
Neighborhood Parks 1 15 32 HlECisl LR
in HOA/Subdivisions Privately-Owned Neighborhood 8 18
Private For- Profit 13 16 . Parks in HOA/Subdivisions
Providers Private For- Profit Providers 20 48
Non-Profit Provider Non-Profit Provider
(e.g.YMCA, etfc.) 16 26 23 (e.9.YMCA, etc.) 35 34
School Systems School Systems
providing recreation / 28 19 providing recreation 48 23
State Properties 7 14 24 State Properties 17 50
F | P i 4 1
Federal Properties 6 5 29 ederal Properties 6
NOTE: Only 67% of respondents report that their

local park department has a 5-year, system-wide
parks and recreation master plan, buf the majority
of these are still within their 5-year lifespan.

« 77% have a Park Board or Parks and Recreation

Board.

+ 65% have a Parks and Recreation Department
with paid staff.

0 40% have a “Friends of Parks” or similar
non-governmental management group.

+ 18% have an agency (other than a park

department) that manages local public parks
and recreation.
o Other agencies managing local parks: Town
Councils, DNR, County Parks and Recreation,
Local Towns, and Township Park Boards.

Who were the respondents?

+ 30% are employees of municipal park

departments.

+ 16% are employees of county park departments.

+ 5% are employees of fownship park

departments.

+ 23% are employed by “other units of local

government.”

+ 29% have been in the parks and recreation field

fewer than 5 years.

+ 17% have between 6 and 10 years of fime in the

parks and recreation field.

+ 22% have between 31 and 40 years of time in

the parks and recreation field.

+ 29% were park superintendents.

+ 15% were park board members.
+ 13% were park directors.
+ 9% had various municipal government positions.

+ Of those who answered the Question: "What
was your highest level of education?”
0 56% of male respondents finished a college
degree, while 35% of females did.
0 35% of female respondents finished a
graduate-level college degree while 32% of
males did.

Local Park and Recreation Provider
Survey Results:

* Which units of government provide local
recreation in your community?

0 83% reported that their community had
municipal-provided parks and recreation
facilities.

0 37% reported that their community had
county-provided parks and recreation
facilities.

0 25% reported that their community had
fownship-provided parks and recreation
facilities.

o 13% reported that their community had
“other” organizations or groups that
provided parks and recreation facilities.

0 Respondents reported operating park
systems from as small as 1.5 acres up to
park systems of more than 10,000 acres.
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0 Respondents reported 2013 budgets
ranging from $15,800 up to $3.9 million.

o Respondents also reported earning
revenues ranging from $2,249 up to $2
million.

THE TRAILS USER SURVEY

Trails User Survey Methods:
* The estimated time needed to take the survey
was between 3 and 6 minutes.

+ Paper survey results were manually entered into
the database post-survey.

+ Respondents were always chosen on a next
available basis.

* People under 17 were not discouraged from
taking the survey, but they also were not actively
recruited.

+ The survey was conducted at county fairs,
libraries, and other public locations throughout
the state.

+ The survey took place from March through July
of 2014.

* The completed database consists of 1,043
respondents.

Trails User Survey Demographic Results:

+ 47.3% of respondents were male, and 52.7%
were female.

+ Average age of respondents was 39.9.

+ 77.7% of respondents were white (non-Hispanic),
16.4% black/African-American and 2.1% Hispanic.

+ Every county statewide across Indiana was
represented in the data.

Trails User Survey Results:

+ Walking is the tfrail activity participated in the
most.

* The general public is three fo four times more
likely to use trails for walking than for most other
activities.

+ More than 80% of respondents use trails for
walking sometime during the year.

+ The top three trail activities are:
o Walking
o Bicycle Touring (casual, four, or both)
o Using trails for alternative transportation routes
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* The top three reasons why respondents used
frails were:

o Pleasure, Relaxation, Recreation (63%)

o Health/Physical Training (32%)

o Family or Social Outing (35%)

+ Asked what trail activity they would like fo
participate in at least 12 times per year in the
future, respondents said:

o Walking/Running/Jogging (69%)
o Bicycle Touring (casual, touring or both) (41%)
o Hiking/Backpacking (39%)

+ 64% of respondents said there was a trail within
5 miles or 10 minutes of their home.

+ 35% prefer native soil as their trail surface, 29%
selected asphalt.

+ 79% of those who had an opinion either strongly
or somewhat agreed that trail connectivity
should be an important part of a community’s
infrastructure.

ARCHERY EDUCATION

* Respondents believed that trail connectivity was
extremely important for;
o Personal Health (60%)
o Community Health (65%)
o Environmental Health (44%)
o Alternative Transportation Corridors (30%)

+ Word of mouth was the top way that
respondents find out about trail opportunities;
trail websites was second; signage at parks was
third.

+ Asked why they do not use trails as much as
they would like, respondents said:

o Personal barriers (no time, no motivation,
lack of skills, physical /mental and
emotional health, ability level, etc.) were
cited by 35% of respondents.

0 29% of respondents said they participated
as much as they wanted.

o0 19% of respondents said that there were no
trails close to their home.
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* Respondents who reported being limited in o State general General TOXes ................. 25%
participating in trail activities by health factors o Land Development Set-asides .............. 18%
cited issues with walking as their most common o State Tax on Recreation Equipment...... 16%
limitation. Breathing issues were the second ONONE ... 15%
most cited limitation. oTrailUse Fee ............coo, 14%

O LoCAlTAXES oovvviviieii 14%

+ 33% of respondents said there were no O O o 7%
improvements that would increase their use of 0 Local BONA ISSUS .o 5%
trails; 24% would like to see better trail surfaces,
and another 20% would like to see walking, + Asked what primary sources for funding the
biking or riding clulbs. operations/maintenance of existing trails, (affer

first pursuing all federal funds, grants, and

+ 49% of respondents are only willing to spend donations) responders preferred:
less than $100 annually on trail activities; 24% O State General TAXES ..ovvvveeeeee 25%
are willing to spend between $100 and $500. o State Tax on Recreation Equipment...... 20%

+ Asked the disfance il users are willng fo o LocalTaxes . e
fravel (one way) to participate in trail activities; oNone. ... 16%

0 19% said 0-5 miles o Other 9%
o 14% said 610 mies  OO0Me
0 14% said 36-50 miles The next chapter will compare and contrast

. . these datasets along with selected research from

* Asked what primary sources for funding the outside sources. Emergent themes and trends
development of new frails, (after first pursuing as well as the limitations of the surveys will be

all Federal federal funds, grants, and donations) discussed
responders preferred: '

Respondents were asked how well the current supply of trails in Indiana met their needs:

. Supply is OK for Supply .
Supply is S . Uncertain,
: upply is | now but needs fo | does not ;
Type of Trails more than justright | be increased in meet my don't know
snough the future needs CUTELTS
Using Trails for Alternative o o o o o
Transportation Routes 5.2% 8.0% 17.9% 13.5% ?.4%
Walking/Running/Jogging 10.0% 21.8% 28.6% 9.2% 6.4%
Hiking/Backpacking 5.9% 12.2% 20.9% 10.3% 8.4%
Bicycle Touring 5.6% 13.1% 21.6% 11.7% 29.8%
(casual, four or both)
Mountain Biking 3.6% 5.8% 10.7% 7.1% 8.3%
In-line Skating 2.4% 5.3% 6.1% 5.0% 8.6%
Cross Country Skiing 1.7% 2.6% 5.2% 5.8% 9.5%
Snowmobiling 1.8% 2.9% 4.3% 5.7% 9.4%
Off-road Vehicle Riding o o o o o
(motorcycle, 4-wheel, ATV, efc.) 2.9% 5.5% 8.0% 8.2% 9.7%
Canoeing/Kayaking on o o o 0 0
water frails or blueways 3.6% 9.4% 10.7% ?.7% 10.7%
Horseback Riding 2.5% 5.5% 7.2% 8.1% 10.2%
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CHAPTER 2

Themes and Trends

Chapter Two compares and contrasts survey
data presented in Chapter One and analyzes
emerging themes and trends. A needs assessment
was created from the theme/trend analysis.The
needs assessment was the basis for the Outdoor
Recreation Priorities for Public Parks and Recreation
Providers and Stakeholders listed at the end of
the Infroduction (pg. 22).This chapter uses survey
data to determine the preferences and needs of
the state’s users of parks and recreation facilities.
The chapter uses the same method to determine
the preferences and needs of the state’s parks
professionals.

The surveys used by the DNR to create each
SCORP are not necessarily scientifically correct in
their methodology because of:

* lack of funds and time to create the “ideal”
scientific survey before each SCORP planning
cycle ends;

+ the challenges inherent in successfully surveying
an entire state of more than 6.4 million people;

+ the challenges of surveying busy park
professionals or park board members who work for
more than 1,200 units of local government; and

+ the moving-target problem, in which constant
changes in statewide demographics, economics,
legislation, funding, etc., combine fo provide DNR
staff an uncountable number of variables.

DNR Division of Outdoor Recreation staff
members do their best to minimize each of these
limitations, and the SCORP surveys are designed
fo provide the best possible representation of the
needs, desires, and preferences of the state’s users
and managers of parks and recreation facilities.
All surveys used in this SCORP are designed to best
represent all Hoosiers statewide, while making the
most efficient and effective use of taxpayer dollars.

This SCORP features surveys that use
methodologies that range from paper intercept
and random telephone surveys o the use of
sophisticated electronic touch screens and fully
automated online surveys. Mixed-method public-
input surveying is generally the best way to ensure
diverse demographic representation in a sample.
Advances in survey technology provided useful
new ways for the DNR fo discover what Hoosiers
prefer and want from outdoor recreation. All survey
methods have advantages and drawbacks.The
multiple methods used in this SCORP’s surveys were
combined to best reach as diverse a demographic
statewide sample as possible.
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Two of the surveys for this SCORP were
infended to sample all Indiana residents: the
2014 Outdoor Recreation Participation Survey,
and the 2014 Trails Activity Survey.These surveys
asked about participation in outdoor recreation
activities, and barriers to recreation, funding and
participation.The other survey used in this SCORP
the 2014 Local Park and Recreation Provider
Survey, provides a statewide sample of all Indiana
park superintendents, park board members,
local government officials, and others who work
with county and municipal parks, and recreation
facilities and programs. This survey asked what
types of facilities these professionals operated, as
well as their budgets, capital projects, recreation
programming, facility renovations, funding
challenges and possible solutions, outside
competition, and staffing.

All three surveys were created independently.
They have separate goals, question sets, survey
populations and results. Direct comparisons
between the surveys are not a main goal of the
SCORPThe survey variances are deliberate.The

Survey Methods

strategy is to provide as diverse a dataset as
financially possible, given the time constraints. As
mentioned in Chapter One, these three different
survey population samples were infended to
ascertain outdoor recreation needs statewide
from providers and users.Table 2.1 shows the
methods used to produce the surveys.

A fourth survey used in this SCORP is the
National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA)
2015 Field Report.That report analyzes data from
the NRPA's nationwide Parks and Recreation
Operating Ratio and Geographic Information
System (PRORAGIS) database.The NRPA created
PRORAGIS in 2010 to collect parks and recreation
system data at the community, regional and
national levels for comparative benchmarking
between parks agencies, and in parks research
and planning of all types.The yearly Field Report
from the NRPA uses a PRORAGIS database
analysis fo create a valuable synopsis of national
tfrends and statistics gleaned from thousands of
individual community datasets from communities
of all sizes all over the country.

Number . .
Date(s) of Survey Survey infended | Subject matter
Survey Name of people
Survey surveyed () Method(s) for (N) covered
Electronic
2014 Outdoor May 6.381 fouch screen/ Recreation
Recreation through ' paper : parficipation,
Participation Survey | September, resig?envagreﬁs intercept AllN residents barriers, funding,
(Survey America) 2014 mixed-method activities
survey
IN Park
superintendents,
park board
January Online members, local Park types,
g?\ljl?'_ggrglcﬁr%ﬁ 2014 rgfeéss(ijgﬁw al and paper government recreation
Provider Surve through r%s ondents mixed- officials, and programming,
(Ball State Univerzi’r ) August s’rFCDJTewide method others who work | facility use, and
Y 2014 survey with local parks funding issues
and recreation
facilities and
programs
Electronic . -
Trail activities,
2014 Trails oaay 1,067 | fouch soreen/ mofivations,
ctivity Survey respondents . residents arriers,
Activity S Novemgber dent mEr)ergepT AllN resicient barri
(Survey America) 014 statewide mixed-method connectivity,
survey surfaces, funding
254 Park Self-reported Park sites,
2015 NRPA* Database Systems local data All US park budgets,
“Field Report” began in Reporting on park departments, big | amenities, staff,
P 2010 data so far: | systems and or small management,
Nationwide programs efc.

*NRPA=National Recreation and Park Association
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Table 2.2 illustrates briefly some of the
common themes that emerged during analysis of
the data from all three surveys.

Walking/Jogging/Running now a 20-year
#1 Hoosier Recreation Favorite

Since the 1995 SCORP Walking/Jogging/
Running is Hoosiers’ most popular outdoor
recreafion activity. In the Outdoor Recreation
Participation Survey, 44% of respondents said they
walked for exercise or pleasure more than once
per week, and 45% wanted to do so in the future.
In the Trails Activity Survey, 77% of respondents
said they walked on frails at least once per year,
and 23% of respondents said they walked on
frails once per week or more. As noted in the 2006
SCORP walking requires little or no skill or training,
minimum equipment, no special facilities, costs
litfle, and has no age limits. For survey purposes,
the term "Walking” may include many related
activities, including but not limited to jogging.
power walking, strolling, wheeling a wheelchair,
pushing a stroller, running, or simply fraveling as a
pedestrian.

Survey Common Themes

Hoosiers are still experiencing financial
constraints

All three SCORP surveys had gquestion
responses indicating financial issues and
limitations. In the Outdoor Recreation
Participation Survey, 28% (the single-largest
percentage of respondents, and an increase
from 21% in the 2010 survey) said they spend less
than $100 annually on their favorite recreation
activity; 33% of Trails Activity Survey participants
(the single-largest percentage of respondents)
said the top amount they would spend to support
trail upkeep and new trail development via an
annual fee was less than $5. Local parks and
recreation providers indicated they currently used
mostly non-tax-based funding strategies to pay for
their parks: 67% applied for grants, 80% received
donations, 53% pursued a community foundation,
32% levied taxes and 14% said they closed
facilities (an increase from 5% in 2010).

Many Hoosiers still feel the impact of the
recent recession and are still adjusting spending
to compensate.This may be driving an increase
in the use of local parks and recreation facilities,
services and programs—Ilocal sites have lower
travel costs; low-or-no entry fees; minimum travel

Financial Issues
Growing in Importance

"Doing more with less”

Largest single percentage of
respondents (28%) spend less
than $100 annually on the
favorite recreation activity (Up
from 21% in 2010)

Respondents are actually
participating at higher rates in
mostly very low-cost/no-cost
activities (like walking); while
they say that the activities they
hope to do in the future are
more costly traditional outdoor
activities, like camping

Vast maijority of respondents
again reported seeking
funding beyond fax revenues

Innovation for funding, staffing,

programming, partnerships, efc.

determines success or failure of
the systems

33% of respondents say they
would only pay less than $5
to support trail upkeep and
new frail development via an
annual trail fee

70% of respondents report that
they want to walk/run/jog at
least 12 fimes per year in the

future. 23% report walking,
jogging or running more than
once per week.

Preferred
Recreation
SLREY e or Recreation
Facility
2014 Outdoor Walking
Recreation (#1 by
Participation Survey a huge
(Survey America) margin)
Trailg or
2014 Local Park walking
and Recreation |OG maior
Provider Survey forit J for
(Ball State University) rﬁ any é o
systems
2014 Trails
Activity Survey Walking
(Survey America)
X Trails or
2015 NRPA walkin
*Field Report” ah I

Budgets nationwide are
tfight and sfill shrinking; non-
fraditional funding methods

are now a necessity

Park agencies report having to

add more programs, and more

responsibilities, while receiving
less funding

*NRPA=National Recreation and Park Association
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fime; and offer easier, more convenient access
than outdoor recreation activities far fromm home.
Recent decreases in fuel prices may be easing
this impact, but those surveyed still appear to be
using high-cost recreation options much less.

The 2015 NRPA Field Report showed some
significant differences between national data
and Indiana data. For example, the report states
that the "upper quartile” of park systems (those
far larger than most Indiana park systems)
nationwide are seeing declines in total park
attendance.That report also says that those same
upper-quartile park systems are seeing increases
in total attendance at programs, classes and
small events. Larger park agencies are statistically
more likely fo offer a wide selection of programs,
classes and special events.This may explain some
of the difference between park attendance and
program attendance in the report. In Indiana,
anecdotal data obtained through local park and
recreation master plans show that park use in
all but the largest communities is stable, and in
many cases, increasing. This is likely reflective of
a complex set of variables. The variables include
individual community population growth/decline,
local economic circumstances, size and variety of
amenities in local park systems, and competition
for local recreation participation from local non-
profits, commercial businesses, or larger-scale
recreation sources (such as state or national
parks or recreation sites).

Hoosiers are doing more with less

All three primary surveys in this SCORP show
that Hoosier public and park professionals
are doing more with less.The Participation
Survey clearly indicates that respondents
are participating at higher rates in many
low- or no-cost outdoor recreation activities.
These include, but are not limited to, walking,
gardening, relaxation/spiritual renewal, bicycle
touring (casual, four or both), and outdoor-pool
swimming or waterpark use.The survey reported
that respondents or others in the household
participated in these activities more than once
per week. A number of factors may be driving the
growing user participation in these inexpensive
outdoor recreation activities. These factors might
include small or no entry fees, low equipment
costs, minimal skill needed to participate, no
expensive training or assistance needed to start,
short time commitments, and little or no travel
costs.

Ordinary outdoor recreation activities
commonly considered traditional include
camping, fishing and canoeing, etc.These
activities were reported by respondents as things
they wanted o do in the near future. Traditional
public outdoor recreation activities offen have
moderate entry fees and much higher equipment
costs, require some skill or training, often require
investment of vacation time away from work,

and usually take place far enough from home to
require some travel cost. These may be a few of
the reasons why this Partficipation Survey differed
significantly in ferms of the activities participants
do often, versus those they say they want to do.

It is possible that tight budgets at home may
restrict some Hoosiers from doing some of the
more traditional outdoor recreation activities,
versus those activities that are close-to-home
and cost less. Another possible explanation for
the difference between the actual and future
participation in outdoor recreation activities
might be human nature. An example would be a
survey respondent’s wishful thinking about what
would be fun and adventurous outdoor recreation
options, versus what life's circumstances allow.
Many people dream of fabulous vacations in
exofic locales but most get to no place more
exotic than a local amusement park.
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Doing more with less has become a vital skill
for outdoor recreation providers. Tight budgets,
limited revenues, minimal or reduced staff, and
increasing public demand for facilities, services
and programs have forced providers to innovate.
In the Outdoor Recreation Provider survey, public
park operators report that new ways of obtaining
funds, acquiring staff, creating and operating
programs, and forging new partnerships are
needed fo provide sustainable, high-quality
recreation services and amenities.

Similar to the results in the Parficipation Survey,
Trail User Survey respondents said their top three
frail activities were Walking, Bicycle Touring (casual,
four or both), and Using trails as alternative
fransportation routes. All three of these uses are of
low or no cost to the user. Asked what trail activity
they would like to participate in at least 12 times
in the future, Trail User survey respondents said

Walking/Running/Jogging; Bicycle Touring (casudl,

four or both); and Hiking/Backpacking. As a
predicted future trail use, Hiking/backpacking can
have a significantly higher equipment/gear cost
than the other responses.

This difference in activities completed versus
activities infended coincides with the Provider Survey
results. Cost of activity may be one of the factors
in this difference, but the complexity of variables
renders that possibility as purely conjecture. Another
possibility is the previously mentioned idea—doing
what's immediately available and easy, within
normal daily life, as opposed to pursuing the more
difficult to achieve but more attractive "dream” future
activity. Because there was only one activity different
from “what we do” versus “what we intend/hope to
do” results in this survey, that difference is more likely
fo be circumstantial than significant. Perhaps that
can be further investigated in future SCORP/Trails
Plan research.

NRPA's “Five Trends”
Heads-up Indiana, changes are happening

The 2015 Field Report published by the
National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA)
contains the insightful chart: "Where are We
Going: Five Trends that will Impact the Future of
Parks and Recreation.” The chart lists a series of
five tfrends, each with a bulleted list of sub-trends
and impacts resulting from the trends. The frends
shown on the chart run the gamut from good
fo neutral to bad for outdoor recreation. Several
of these trends are visible now in Indiana.The
following text lists the trends and some of the
additional bullet-list items for each, and contains
a few examples of how some of these frends are
playing out in the Hoosier state.

Trend 1: Programs are key to great park

attendance.

* "The pubilic is less likely to visit parks unless they
are attending programs.”

+ "Fewer programs in parks reduce usage rates for
parks.”

o These first two bullets are fairly intuitive for
most park professionals: the fewer activities
offered in any park, the less interaction there
is with the public, and therefore the park
has reduced public aftendance. Many
Indiana small-town park systems do not
offer recreation, or if recreation happens, it is
facilitated by volunteers, external non-profit
partners, or others who are not park staff.
Most park and recreation experts agree
that adding internally organized and staffed
programs to a park system will draw more
users, provided that the offerings include
what users want and need to participate in
those programs.

+ "Mandates for revenue cost recovery may lead
to social inequity.”

o This bullet is an especially sensitive subject
for many Indiana communities that are
still experiencing the aftereffects of the
recession: high unemployment, wage
stagnation, business closures and business
downsizing. In communities whose residents
are struggling financially, avoiding the
pricing out of low- or moderate-income
users with fees becomes a careful
balancing act between meeting their
park department financial needs and
their mandate to provide public recreation
opportunities for all residents. Compromise
tactics like sliding or income-based fee
scales, park prescriptions, free park days,
and similar ideas offer ways to avoid
unintentional denial of service to community
members who may be in the most need of
low- or no-cost public recreation.

Trend 2: The perceived value of distributed
services results in agency functions assigned o
various departments.

« "Organizationally, operations are most effective
within a single department that carries out all
park and recreation responsibilities.”

o In Indiana, where the majority of park
departments are in smaller communities
with limited staff and budgets, this saves the
cost of needing several groups of support
staff in different government departments to
maintain multiple separate groups of vital
field staff. Simply, one bigger staff is far more
efficient than many smaller ones.

* "Agencies that position themselves as providing
valuable, essential services fare best.”

* "Example: Many departments provide all
municipal grounds maintenance.”

o Local governments in Indiana are learning
the wisdom of having the best-qualified,
best-trained field staff do the same jobs
for other departments besides the parks.
An example is when park foresters care
for street frees for the streets department
instead of having a separate specialist staff
for each department.
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* "Agencies are optimizing services by feaming
with other recreation providers.”

o A small town that can’t currently afford
adding professional programming staff to
their park system can improve its level of
service through cooperative agreements
with outside sources of programming
staff. YMCAs, fitness clubs, league sports
non-profits, and other non-government
recreation providers are examples.

Trend 3: Agencies are pioneering new funding

methods.

* "The lack of municipal funding does not equate
fo a lack of public support.”

o In Indiana, many local park departments
find that informing their users of the real-
world costs of park operations leads to
better public support of budget increases
and capitol project fundraising.

+ "During the recession, special districts that had
dedicated funding and agencies invested in
revenue-producing facilities fared much better
than others.”

o When compared to the rest of the nation,
Indiana has relatively few “special districts”
that build in dedicated funding for their
parks. In part, having special districts
with this ability tfends to be an attribute of

larger, wealthier, high-population-density
demographic areas. Comparatively, most
of Indiana is too lightly populated, too
moderate- or lowerincome, and has too
geographically small a government service
area (many small towns versus large, urban
cifies). Indiana park departments have
started investing in more revenue-producing
facilities; however, as previously discussed
in this section, this has fo be applied
judiciously in order to have a chance of
working.

+ "Retaining revenues for agency operation is a
key to the model’s success.”

o If all revenue generated by a park
department simply vanishes back into the
community’s general fund (where it often
never benefits the parks), it serves as a
significant disincentive fo the effort needed
to create that revenue. Parks that take
advantage of fiscal tactics like non-reverting,
parks-only, dedicated revenue accrual
accounts have obvious long-term funding
advantages over those that do not.

+ "Other sources of funding for operations that
can be targeted include: value-capture property
taxes related to park proximate values and
dedicated sales taxes on recreation-related
goods and equipment.”
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o This is an area where Indiana is already striving;
many communifies are already exploring
many alternative park funding strategies. These
include specialty grants, County Option Income
Taxes (COIT), Tax Increment Financing (TIF),
Recreation Impact Fees (RIF), Wheel Taxes and
many others.

Trend 4: The infrastructure deficit means parks will

have to fight harder for public dollars.

* "The Public Works Association is estimating that
$356 billion will be spent on the replacement,
renewal, and renovation of our municipal and
state roads, highways, bridges, dams, sewers,
water, and other infrastructure”

+ "These projects, delayed for years, now create
public safety issues.”

+ "Park and recreation assets that deferred
funding must now compete.”

o Indiana is no different than any other
state—we have billions of dollars in deferred
long-ferm infrastructure maintenance/
renovation/replacement needs that have
gone unfulfilled for decades.There are
opportunities for parks to work themselves
intfo existing projects at little or no additional
cost if the project engineers simply add
park infrastructure to their designs. One
example is adding new sidewalk and bike

lanes and a “road diet” into a previously
scheduled street replacement. Under
such a plan, valuable new alternative
fransportation is added at no additional
cost to the taxpayer because the design
includes a better blend of amenities.

Trend 5: Walkable cities draw millennials, fueling a

suburban exodus.

+ "Millennials are drawn to walkable environments
with cultural amenities.”

* "Evidence indicates this will exacerbate the
gentrification of cities”

* "The exodus of disadvantaged populations will
be fo the nearby suburbs.”

0 As a case in point, Indianapolis saw an
exodus of many wealthier families to the
surrounding suburbs in the 1970s and 1980s.
They sought better schools, larger yards, and
improved local public amenities, such as
parks.This demographic trend is beginning
to reverse.The City has recently been re-
investing in downtown.The new Cultural
Trail network is one example. Walkability
and improved infrastructure is driving a
recent influx of moderate- fo high-income
professional millennials, empty-nesters, and
others inferested in the greater cultural
amenities now available within walking
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distance. One after-effect of this frend
reversal is that low- fo moderate-income
housing downtown is now nearly non-
existent, and low-income residents and their
families are being forced to seek affordable
residences farther and farther from the
newly gentrified city core.

+ "Will these suburbs acquire a resident base in

need of public services?”

o Examples gleaned from other gentrified
cities clearly indicate this. One recent
example happened when Washington,
D.C. began its most recent demographic
shift foward a gentrified urbban core around
2005. As that happened, the surrounding
(formerly wealthy, high-income) suburbs
like Silver Spring,

Maryland started
undergoing rapid
socioeconomic
shifts, and their
newly arrived lower-
income residents
had little choice
but to depend to a
greater degree on
publicly available
low-cost recreation
options like public
parks and recreation
programs.

* "Will the cities become

centers of prosperity that
feature transit and bikes,
a service economy, and
small rather than large
parks?”

o In Indiana, at least
as far as transit is
concerned, that’s a good question. Indiana
once had a flourishing transit network.

The old electric interurban railways are

but one example.The interurban fell out

of favor as privately owned cars became
common and good-quality public roads
and highways made the freedom of private
automobile travel more attractive. The
individual cost benefits of fransit are only
one of the arguments that transit advocates
are currently using statewide. But so far,

not many communities have invested
significantly in additional new transit.
Indianapolis may be poised to break this
frend in lack of transit investment, with the
planned creation of its new Red Line bus
rapid transit line.The City is in the process
of seeking federal grants for the project.The
outcome of this effort may drive changes
elsewhere in the state.

o Demographically, the state reflects the
national trend of slow migration out of rural
and suburban areas info urban areas.
Many smaller communities in Indiana
are experiencing significant declines in

population. It remains to be seen if this
tfrend will continue. Communities that are
self-investing significantly in quality-of-life
improvements, including parks, appear to
be avoiding the trend of population loss,
and have experienced small to moderate
population growth.

o The main economic engine in Indiana is still
industry, but there are signs that this could
shift more toward a service economy over
fime.

o So far, the main reason why small parks
remain the majority in Indianais likely to be
the basic low-population-density nature of
the state, combined with opportunity cost.
In other words, it simply costs too much for

small cities and towns to
build large, more regional
parks in their park systems,
and smaller communities
still outnumber large ones
in Indiana by a significant
margin.

This section of the
SCORP provides an
overview of the needs
identified by analyzing
survey data, national
trends and related
information.These
identified needs directly
contribute to the Outdoor
Recreation Priorities
listed at the end of the
Infroduction.

Identified needs from the surveys

More and varied kinds of trail or trail-reloted

facilities (especially pedestrian) are needed.
* The results of all three surveys agreed that

many kinds of trails use are growing and in
great demand statewide by all kinds of users,
especially trail uses with a pedestrian emphasis.
National data fully agree with this frend, and this
growing trend is in its third decade in Indiana.

* Recreation programmers and planners need

to remember that there is a wide diversity of
types of trails users, and that multi-purpose trail
facilities are likely to better serve the needs of
their publics than single-use sites. People use
trails for all kinds of reasons, in all kinds of ways.
Developing a trail system that caters to as many
different types of users as possible is not only
more likely to be successful, but also likely fo
result in lowering the opportunity cost for each
additional trail-use type.

Natural-resource-based recreation of many

kinds is sfill a major need among Hoosiers.
* Non-consumptive natural-resource-based
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Activity Trends
1989 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Hiking/ Hiking/ Hiking/ Hiking/ Hiking/
1| Picnicking | Walking/ Walking/ Walking/ Walking/ Walking/
Jogging Jogging Jogging Jogging Jogging
Pleasure | .. . . . Fairs/ . ,
2 Driving Picnicking [ Camping Festivals Camping Camping
Swimming/
3 Walking | Swimming Fishing SCUBA/ Picnicking Fishing
Snorkeling
Fairs/ Nature
4 | Swimming | Camping Festivals Observation/ Fishing Swimming
Photography
Fishing/ Canoeing.
5 Fishing Hun’rir? Picnicking Camping | Swimming Kayaking,
9 Paddle sports
. . Boating/
o | Swimming/ | Water Sking/ | ..
6 | Bicycling | Bicycling SCUBA/ Fishing oersonal Bicycling
Snorkeling watercraft
7 | Camping | Boating Ogg:\g’ﬁon Picnicking Golf Hunting
Fairs/Festivals,
Nature Nature . : , . : .
8 Observation | Obsenvation Bicycling Bicycling Bicycling ((:)Our’:ggr?rg
Play- Boating/ : Boating.
Motor Water Sking/ | Moftorized , >
9 Boatting ground oersonal vehicle use Hunting Wo’rer. §k||ng,
Use watercraft Sailing
Play- Boating/ Off-road
10 Golf ground Water Skiing/ Horggback Motorized
personal Riding
Use watercraft Use

recreation is a strongly growing area of use that
includes bird watching, nature photography
and observation, camping, swimming and
more. Four out of five of the "most participated
in” outdoor recreation activities from the
Participation Survey were non-consumptive.

+ More traditional consumptive, resource-based
recreation uses are still popular and in demand.
Examples are hunting, fishing and wild-food
gathering. A significant portion of *most likely

to do in the near future” outdoor recreation
activities from the Participation Survey were
consumptive (two out of five).

+ Water-based recreation of all kinds is sfill
extremely popular, and has expanded beyond
fraditional activities such as boating, canoeing

and swimming in lakes, ponds and rivers to
more-developed urban-water recreational
activities such as splashpads and waterparks/
sprayparks.

Community and individual health and
wellness needs are becoming a greater priority.

* The surveys indicate that Hoosiers are choosing
to recreate outdoors as part of a growing
awareness of the positive effect on their health.

* Health and wellness as motivators for outdoor
recreation of all kinds appeared fo cross
all demographics. All types of people were
recreating for health reasons.

+ At the state level, Indiana is creating programs
and plans to fight the growing obesity epidemic,
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such as INShape Indiana, the Indiana Healthy
Weight Initiative, and the State Department of
Health’s Comprehensive Nutrition and Physicall
Activity Plan - 2010 to 2020. Parks, recreation
and trails are an integral part of these efforts.

Use of, and demand for local parks and
recreatfion appears to be growing.
+ Many reasons are driving an increase in use of
local parks and recreation.
o The cost of living is outpacing wage growth.
o The struggling economy is affecting
recreation use in households.

0 Health-conscious visitors are using local and

regional parks more.

o Local parks and recreation offer time- and
opportunity-limited users better options to
recreate.

+ Communities are responding fo
economic and social pressures.

o Parks and recreation are being
viewed as an economic engine
in local communities. Strong
parks and recreation programs
encourage users fo spend their
recreation dollars close to home,
and not just in parks, but in local
businesses, such as restaurants and
stores.

o Tourism dollars are aftractive to
cash-strapped communities.

o New businesses gravitate toward
communities that offer a strong
quality of life, health and wellness
for their work force.

o New residents who are aftracted
and move to a community bring
new tax revenues. Residents leaving
a community take away their tax
money with them. Hoosiers indicate
where they prefer to live by moving
there.

Funding is tight for parks and recreation.

Adaptation and innovation are vital.

+ Users still rate increased fees as one of their
least favorite ways to pay for access to parks
and recreation.

+ Due in large part to property tax caps, property
fax revenues are down in many communifies.
This forces tight budgets and has an impact on
parks and recreation’s most fraditional funding
source.

+ Park and recreation providers who actively seek
innovative ways to fund their programs or to
partner/cooperate with those who can are the
most successful providers. Recreation Impact
Fees, Tax Increment Financing, County Option

Income Taxes and many others offer alternatives
for communities to fund not only acquisition, but

also development, operations, and long-term
maintenance of their parks systems.

« State-level grants are more important than ever
to local communities o acquire and develop

their future parks and recreation resources;
however, finding matching money sources
to qualify for these grants is perhaps harder
than ever. Once again, those who can think
creatively to amass matching funds are the
most successful.

+ Greater use of existing parks and recreation

facilities, programs and services are driving up
the costs of operation and maintenance of
facilities for local providers.

0 Preventive maintenance is more important
than ever—it's cheaper to carefully care for
facilities and equipment than to replace them.

o Use of life-cycle costing, in which the lifetime
costs of operating and maintaining facilities
and equipment are factored, has become
a best management practice for parks and

recreation professionals.

o Careful outsourcing or privatizing of
operations and maintenance services in
some cases can lead to real-world cost
savings without a loss of quality in service or
product.

+ Use of volunteers, creation of friends-of groups,

in-kind donation of equipment and services,
donations, bequests, corporate sponsorships,
and other financial and operational strategies
are helping budget-conscious providers meet
their organization’s needs.

The next chapter of the document will focus on:
+ Guidelines for recreation, parks and open

space

* Local, regional, and total outdoor recreation

supply

« Total outdoor recreation acres
+ Critical counties and regions
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CHAPTER 3

Supply of Outdoor Recreation
Acreage in Indiana

Chapter Three examines the current supply of

outdoor-recreation acreage in Indiana.The two
previous chapters gave an overview of the public
input for this SCORP determined the main issues and
frends, and subjected them to a needs analysis.
The surveys looked at both the public point of view
and the park-and- recreation provider perspective.
The purpose was to better understand the outdoor-
recreation needs of all Hoosiers.

Looking at the supply of outdoor-recreation
acreage in Indiana gives us yet another
measurement of assessing outdoor-recreation
needs.The DNR Division of Outdoor Recreation
maintains a database of outdoor-recreation facilities

statewide fo help track the supply of these resources.

This facilities inventory database is maintained
primarily from self-reported data received from

all levels of government statewide, from research
(including the Infernet, park websites, etc.), and from
data reported in local five-year parks-and-recreation
master plans kept on file with the Division of Outdoor
Recreation.

The data from this inventory are used in this
chapter to compare the current amount of public
outdoor recreation acreage at the local, regional
and state levels with national and state guidelines,
and provide another basis for statewide strategic

park planning. All population data used in this

SCORP are taken from the latest available primary
source: the U.S. Census 2014 Population Estimates,
which were released in spring 2015 for public use.

Drs. James D. Mertes and James R. Hall co-
authored (with editor Roger A. Lancaster) the
definitive book on recreation, park and open-
space level of service guidelines in 1983.The book
was published by the National Recreation and
Parks Association (NRPA), and for decades was
considered the gold standard for determining the
minimum desired acreage of outdoor-recreation
lands at the local and regional level.This book
featured a relatively simple classification system for
parks, and provided recommended acreages for
parks on a population-ratio basis—so many acres
of parks per 1,000 people residing in a community.
Here are the most-basic-levels-of-service guidelines
as they were published in 1983:

« Mini-Park: Has a service area less than a quarter-
mile radius, and approximately a quarter- to half-
acre per 1,000 population.
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* Neighborhood Park: Has a service area
between a quarter- and half-mile radius,
with population up to 5,000, and is 15-plus
acres, which equals 1.0 fo 2.0 acres per 1,000
population.

Community Park: Has a service area with a 1- fo
2-mile radius (would normally include several
neighborhoods), and is 25-plus acres, which
equals 5.0 to 8.0 acres per 1,000 population.

+ Regional/Metropolitan Park: Has a service area
of one hour’s driving time (would normally
include several communities), and is 200-plus
acres, which equals 5.0 to 10.0 acres per 1,000
population.

* Regional Park Preserve: Has a service area of
one hour’s driving time (would normally include
several communities), and is 1,000-plus acres.
80% of this land would be reserved for natural-
resource management and conservation,
and 20% for recreational development.The
acres-per-1,000 population for a regional park
preserve would vary widely depending on the
property available.

+ Linear Park, Special-Use Areq, or Conservancy
Area: No applicable guidelines were set in this
document.

Over the next 20 years or so, these guidelines
were widely accepted, but even the NRPA itself
noted that the guidelines were meant as a
flexible benchmark, not an absolute number.
Anyone who has tried on a one-size-fits-all T-shirt
knows that *fits all” isn't always true. Academics
and park professionals started trying to create a
new method of determining how much park and

open-space land a given community might need,

faking unique local priorities info account. A more
locally based and flexible means of determining
a minimum amount of parks-and-recreation land
or facilities began to emerge in the mid-1990s.
Level of Service (LOS) is a process of strategic
planning that takes into account the unique
aspects of individual communities. LOS also
measures demand for recreation opportunities,
current park-and-recreation resources, and the
needs and preferences of community residents.
Indiana has used the 1983 NRPA guidelines as a
benchmark since they were first published, but
has created its own LOS guidelines for park-and-
recreatfion open space.

INDIANA'S LOS GUIDELINES FOR PARKS,
RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE

To simplify processing of the facilities inventory
data, Indiana divides the current supply of
recreation acreage into three categories: Local,
State/Fed (regional) and Total (statewide):

* Local (County, Township, City or Town) recreation
acres: Land owned by municipal, fownship and

T T
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county governments, and land privately owned
but open for public use.

- State/Fed (Regional) recreation acres: Land
owned by either State or Federal governments
for public recreational use.

- Total (Statewide) recreation acres: Total of all
public recreation land statewide that is owned
by all the entities in the other categories.

The State of Indiana took the above
categories and created LOS guidelines for parks,
recreatfion and open space for all Hoosiers.
Indiana’s guidelines for outdoor recreation for
acres per 1,000 people are:

+ County LOS (Local): 20 acres per 1,000
people (.02 acres per person) of public (local)
recreation acres

+ State/Fed (Regional) LOS: 35 acres per 1,000
people (.035 acres per person) of public State
and Federal (regional) recreation acres

+ Total (Statewide) LOS: 55 acres per 1,000 people
(.055 acres per person) total (sum of) acres
of public recreational acres from the first two
categories

Since the Indiana SCORP is a document
with a statewide focus, these guidelines are
on a different scale than the NRPA guidelines
mentioned earlier. Indiana’s parks, recreation and
open-space LOS guidelines are set according
fo geographic location (such as local region
or statewide levels), instead of by types or sizes
of park property. All acreages discussed in the
SCORP are based on publicly owned or accessed
lands.The SCORP excludes all schools.The reason
is that many schools do not allow public access
o their outdoor facilities; therefore, the DNR has
no means to verify frue public access to all school
properties statewide. Private lands not open for
public use are also excluded.Tables are included
in this chapter that examine the supply of local,
State/Fed (regional) and total (Statewide)
owned outdoor-recreation acres, organized and
presented by county and by region.The tables
also look at current population (and population
growth in the Critical Counties tables), as well as
the best available inventory of public outdoor
recreation acres available within each county
and region.

As previously mentioned, Indiana uses an
LOS guideline of 20 acres of locally owned
and operated public outdoor-recreation acres
per 1,000 people to determine which local

government entities have an adequate supply
of acreage or a deficit of small-scale, local-level
parks.

Local (owned by a county, township, city, or
town) Acres by County

The first data tables in this SCORP provide
data on local outdoorrecreation acres tallied
by county to illustrate those counties that may
need more assistance in improving their supply
of locally owned and managed public outdoor-
recreation acreage. In the "Difference” column,
a bracketed number in red print (X), indicates a
negative or deficient number of acres of OR land.

Local Acres Example

County | 2014 | Recommended g?m

Acres; Local :
Number Pop. 200,/1000 County [ Difference
& Name | (Estimate) People k%cﬁgg
1-Adams | 34,791 695.82 389.4 | (306.42)

Let’s look at the Indiana Local Acres by
County Table listing for Adams County as an
example (figure 3.1). From the left-hand column:

+ County ID number (1)
+ County Name (Adams)

+ 2014 U.S. Census County Population Estimate
(34,791 residents)

* DNR-recommended LOS Local Acres of outdoor
recreation land (.02 acre * 34,791 people =
695.82 acres recommended)

+ Current inventory of local acres of OR land
(389.4 acres)

* Recommended number of OR acres—current
number of local OR acres = "Difference” (389.4
local acres - 695.82 recommended acres =
306.42-acre deficit of OR acres in Adams County)

Of 92 counties in the state, 60% are deficient in
local-level public outdoor-recreation acres
(65 counties) (see table 3.1 and figure 3.2).

Local (owned by a county, township, city, or
town) Acres by Region

A word about "Regions” in this document:
Previous authors of the Indiana SCORP going
back decades have used a number of different
ways o divide the state info manageable regions
or groups of counties that shared some aspects
that gave certain advantages to analyzing them
in aggregate.The past several SCORPs have used
a regional map first obtained from the Indiana
Association of Regional Councils under the
former State of Indiana Department of Planning
in the early 1970s.This map divided Indiana into
18 regions, based on groups of counties that had

51



52

The Indiana Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 2016-2020

Indiana Counties - Local Acres

County Number

County

Plan

2010

2014 Pop.

Percent

Recommended

Sum of
Local Acres

&Name Seat Region | Pop. Eimogey | Ghemes | 20057 6 oo | L2CaIACTes | Difference
1 Adams Decatur 7 34,387 34,791 1.17 695.82 389.4 (306.42)
2 Allen Ft. Wayne 7 | 355,329 | 365,918 | 2.98 7,318.36 | 6,228.69| (1,089.67)
3 Bartholomew | Columbus | 15| 76,794 80,217 4.46 1,604.34 1,996.67 392.33
4 Benton Fowler 4 8,854 8,700 | (1.74) 174.00 104.46 (69.54)
5 Blackford Hartford City | 2 12,766 12,401 | (2.86) 248.02 135.84 (112.18)
6 Boone Lebanon 15| 56,640 61,915 | 9.31 1,238.30 853.75 (384.55)
7 Brown Nashville 151 15,242 14,962 | (1.84) 299.24 1069 769.76
8 Carroll Delphi 4 20,155 19,923 | (1.15) 398.46 297.9 (100.56)
9 Cass Logansport | 14 [ 38,966 38,438 | (1.36) 768.76 939.44 170.68
10 Clark Jeffersonville| 10| 110,232 [ 114,262 | 3.66 2,285.24 876.27 (1,408.97)
11 Clay Brazil 13| 26,890 26,562 | (1.22) 531.24 224.85 (306.39)
12 Clinton Frankfort 15| 33,224 32,776 | (1.35) 655.52 192.7 (462.82)
13 Crawford English 3 10,713 10,655 | (0.54) 213.10 33 (180.10)
14 Daviess Washington | 12| 31,648 32,729 3.42 654.58 2,494.12 1 839.54
15 Dearborn Lawrenceburg | 11 | 50,047 49,506 | (1.08) 990.12 1,596.53 606.41
16 Decatur Greensburg | 11 25,740 26,524 3.05 530.48 235.34 (295.14)
17 Dekalb Auburn 7 42,223 42,383 0.38 847.66 253.33 (594.33)
18 Delaware Muncie 2 | 117,671 | 117,074 | (0.51)|] 2,341.48 | 2,476.09 134.61
19 Dubois Jasper 3 41,889 | 42,345 1.09 846.90 1,327.32 480.42
20 Elkhart Goshen 6 | 197,559 | 201,971 | 2.23 4,039.42 | 3,330.15 (709.27)
21 Fayette Connersville| 15| 24,277 23,468 | (3.33) 469.36 884.4 415.04
22 Floyd New Albany | 10| 74,578 76,179 2.15 1,523.58 674.1 (849.48)
23 Fountain Covington | 15| 17,240 16,658 | (3.38) 333.16 374.1 40.94
24 Franklin Brookville 11| 23,087 22,934 | (0.66) 458.68 256 (202.68)
25 Fulton Rochester | 14 | 20,836 20,500 | (1.61) 410.00 470.3 60.30
26 Gibson Princeton 1 33,503 33,759 0.76 675.18 844 168.82
27 Grant Marion 2 70,061 68,569 | (2.13)| 1,371.38 349.4 (1,021.98)
28 Greene Bloomfield | 12| 33,165 32,726 | (1.32) 654.52 532.5 (122.02)
29 Hamilton Noblesville | 15| 274,569 [ 302,623 | 10.22| 6,052.46 | 3,662.01| (2,390.45)
30 Hancock Greenfield | 15| 70,002 71,978 2.82 1,439.56 552.5 (887.06)
31 Harrison Corydon 10| 39,364 39,299 | (0.17) 785.98 1,918.43 1132.45
32 Hendricks Danville 15 | 145,448 | 156,056 | 7.29 3,121.12 1,459.58 | (1,661.54)
33 Henry New Castle | 15| 49,462 48,995 | (0.94) 979.90 1,607.37 627.47
34 Howard Kokomo 14 | 82,752 82,982 0.28 1,659.64 988.35 (671.29)
35 Huntington | Hunfington | 9 37,124 36,706 | (1.13) 734.12 356.13 (377.99)
36 Jackson Brownstown | 15| 42,376 | 43,705 3.14 874.10 252.2 (621.90)
37 Jasper Rensseloer | 4 33,478 33,475 | (0.01) 669.50 890.49 220.99
38 Jay Portland 2 21,253 21,179 | (0.35) 423.58 349.1 (74.48)
39 Jefferson Madison 11| 32,428 32,494 0.20 649.88 290.5 (359.38)
40 Jennings Vernon 11| 28,525 28,000 | (1.84) 560 648 88.00
41 Johnson Franklin 15| 139,654 | 147,538 [ 5.65 2,950.76 987.55 (1,963.21)
42 Knox Vincennes | 12 | 38,440 37,938 | (1.31) 758.76 756.25 (2.51)
43 Kosciusko Warsaw 6 77,358 78,564 1.56 1,571.28 728.74 (842.54)
44 LaGrange Lagrange 9 37,128 38,436 3.52 768.72 1016.3 247.58
45 Lake Crown Point [ 8 | 496,005 | 490,228 | (1.16)[ 9,804.56 | 10,568.82 764.26
46 LaPorte LaPorte 8 [ 111,467 | 111,444 | (0.02)] 2,228.88 | 2,680.87 451.99
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Percent | Recommended Sum of

S Rame | Seat’  [kom| Fop | ‘cmam | SE | oliiineae | l050IACs | Diference
47 Lawrence Bedford 12 | 46,134 45,704 | (0.93) 914.08 857 (67.08)
48 Madison Anderson 5 | 131,636 | 130,069 | (1.19)] 2,601.38 1,191.17 | (1,410.21)
49 Marion Indianapolis | 15 | 903,393 | 934,243 | 3.41 18,684.86 |11,666.13| (7,018.73)
50 Marshall Plymouth 6 47051 47,107 0.12 942.14 731.79 (210.35)
51 Martin Shoals 121 10,334 10,203 | (1.27) 204.06 259.6 55.54
52 Miami Peru 14 | 36,903 35,954 | (2.57) 719.08 368.25 (350.83)
53 Monroe Bloomington| 15 | 137,974 | 143,339 | 3.89 2,866.78 4,685.03 1,818.25
54 Montgomery | Crawfordsville | 15 | 38,124 38,146 0.06 762.92 979.97 217.05
55 Morgan Martinsville | 15 | 68,894 69,693 1.16 1,393.86 469.55 (924.31)
56 Newton Kentland 4 14,244 14,156 | (0.62) 283.12 7,796 7,512.88
57 Noble Albion 9 47,536 47,618 0.17 952.36 2,5671.78 1.619.42
58 Ohio Rising Sun 11 6,128 6,035 | (1.52) 120.70 48 (72.70)
59 Orange Paoli 3 19,840 19,626 | (1.08) 392.52 437 44.48
60 Owen Spencer 15| 21,575 20,969 | (2.81) 419.38 69.9 (349.48)
61 Parke Rockville 131 17,339 17,233 | (0.61) 344.66 492.6 147.94
62 Perry Tell City 3 19,338 19,454 0.60 389.08 152.3 (236.78)
63 Pike Petersburg 3 12,845 12,624 | (1.72) 252.48 1,001.28 748.80
64 Porter Valparaiso 8 | 164,343 | 167,076 | 1.66 3,341.52 2,241.51 | (1,100.01)
65 Posey Mt. Vernon 1 25,910 25,540 | (1.43) 510.80 249.81 (260.99)
66 Pulaski Winamac 4 13,402 12,967 | (3.25) 259.34 98.5 (160.84)
67 Putnam Greencastle| 13 | 37,963 37,618 | (0.91) 752.36 1,486 733.64
68 Randolph Winchester | 15 | 26,171 25,384 | (3.01) 507.68 547.83 40.15
69 Ripley Versailles 11| 28,818 28,497 [ (1.11) 569.94 611.5 41.56
70 Rush Rushville 15| 17,392 16,892 | (2.87) 337.84 140.49 (197.35)
71 St. Joseph SouthBend | 6 | 266,931 | 267,618 | 0.26 535236 | 3,431.16| (1,921.20)
72 Scoftt Scottsburg [ 10 | 24,181 23,712 | (1.94) 474.24 164.2 (310.04)
73 Shelby Shelbyville | 11 [ 44,436 44,579 0.32 891.58 322.05 (569.53)
74 Spencer Rockport 3 20,952 20,801 | (0.72) 416.02 408.1 (7.92)
75 Starke Knox 4 23,363 23,074 | (1.24) 461.48 1,545.92 1,084.44
76 Steuben Angola 9 34,185 34,308 0.36 686.16 1,275.45 589.29
77 Sullivan Sullivan 13| 21,475 21,050 | (1.98) 421.00 2,608 2,187.00
78 Switzerland Vevay 11 10,613 10,452 | (1.52) 209.04 71.61 (137.43)
79 Tippecanoe Lafayette 15| 172,780 | 183,074 | 5.96 3,661.48 2,919.1 (742.38)
80 Tipton Tipton 14 | 15,936 15,415 | (3.27) 308.30 181.57 (126.73)
81 Union Liberty 15 7,516 7,246 | (3.59) 144.92 27 (117.92)
82 Vanderburgh| Evansville 1 179,703 | 182,006 | 1.28 3,640.12 2,272.64 | (1,367.48)
83 Vermillion Newport 13| 16,212 15,693 | (3.20) 313.86 164.65 (149.21)
84 Vigo Terre Haute | 13 | 107,848 | 108,175 | 0.30 2,163.50 2,318.25 154.75
85 Wabash Wabash 9 32,888 32,252 | (1.93) 645.04 549.69 (95.35)
86 Warren Williamsport | 4 8,508 8,352 | (1.83) 167.04 279 111.96
87 Warrick Boonville 1 59,689 61,149 2.45 1,222.98 1,896.42 673.44
88 Washington Salem 10 | 28,262 27,878 | (1.36) 557.56 594.42 36.86
89 Wayne Richmond | 15| 68,917 67,671 | (1.81)| 1,353.42 1,682.33 328.91
90 Wells Bluffton 7 27,636 27,862 0.82 557.24 337.36 (219.88)
91 White Monticello 4 24,643 24,453 | (0.77) 489.06 191.1 (297.96)
92 Whitley Columbia City | 9 33,292 33,403 0.33 668.06 370.76 (297.30)

Statewide 6,483,802 | 6,596,855 1.74 131,937.10 121,916.61 (10,020.49)
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FIGURE 3.2
Local Outdoor Recreation Acres, by County
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Local Acres by Region

Rglgign 2010 Pop. %E;ég%? Per%%rgngg op- Rec&@grggg?]doégres; IN Local Acres Difference
1 298,805 302,454 3.06 6,049.08 5,262.87 (786.21)
2 221,751 219,223 (5.84) 4,384.46 3,310.43 (1,074.03)
3 125,577 125,505 (2.37) 2,510.10 3,359.00 848.90
4 146,647 145,100 (10.60) 2,902.00 11,203.37 8,301.37
5 131,636 130,069 (1.19) 2,601.38 1,191.17 (1,410.21)
o) 588,899 595,260 4.17 11,905.20 8,221.84 (3,683.36)
7 459,575 470,954 5.35 9,419.08 7,208.78 (2,210.30)
8 771,815 768,748 0.48 15,374.96 15,491.20 116.24
9 222,153 222,723 1.33 4,454.46 6,140.11 1,685.65
10 276,617 281,330 2.34 5,626.60 4,227.42 (1,399.18)
11 249,822 249,021 (4.16) 4,980.42 4,079.53 (900.89)
12 159,721 159,300 (1.47) 3,186.00 4,899.47 1,713.47
13 227,727 226,331 (7.62) 4,526.62 7.294.35 2,767.73
14 195,393 193,289 (8.53) 3,865.78 2,947 .91 (917.87)
15 2,407,664 | 2,507,548 32.44 50,150.96 37,079.16 (13,071.80)
Statewide | 6,483,802 | 6,596,855 1.74 131,937.10 121,916.61 (10,020.49)

officially banded together in development districts
or planning commissions for shared economic
development, coordination of urban and regional
planning, and intergovernmental cooperation. Since
created, the IARC’s member county groups have
changed many times, and by 2010 many of the new
regional councils bore little resemblance to their old
countferparts.This made it time for the DNR fo adopt
the latest version of IARC's regions.The latest (as of
August 2013) map of the IARC’s member councils
shows 14 different regional councils (all with different
names), listed in alphalbetical order, and numbered

1-14. (The old list had several “subdivided” regions,
such as "3A" and "3B").The current IARC map also
makes it clear that in the past several decades, a
number of counties in the center of the state have
opted not to participate in any regional planning

councils; these counties will be numbered as region
15 on the DNR mayps in this SCORP, and will be listed
as "undffiliated” (see pages 56-57).

Out of the 14 IARC member regions and 15th
unaffiliated group of counties, 9 regions (60%) are

deficient in local-level public outdoor-recreation
acreage (see table 3.2).
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Indiana’s Planning Regions

1. Economic Development Coalition of Southwest Indiana
Debra Bennett-Stearsman, Vice President

318 Main Street, Suite 400, Evansville, IN 47708
P:812.423.2020 F:812.423.2080
dbennett@southwestindiana.org
www.southwestindiana.org

2. East Central Indiana Regional Planning District
Pam Price, Executive Director

1208 White River Blvd, Ste 112, Muncie, IN 47308
P:765.254.0116 F:765.286.0565
pprice@ecirpd.org

www.ecirpd.org

3. Indiana 15 Regional Planning Commission
Lisa Gehlhausen, Executive Director

221 E First Street, Ferdinand, IN 47532
P:812.367.8455 F:812.367.8171
lisa@ind15rpc.org

www.ind15rpc.org

4. Kankakee - Iroquois Regional Planning Commission
Edwin Buswell, Executive Director

115 E 4th Street, PO Box 127 Monon, IN 47959
P:219.253.6658 F:219.253.6659

ebuswell@urhere.net

www.kirpc.net

5. Madison County Council of Governments
Jerrold Bridges, Executive Director

16 E. 9th Street, Room 100 Anderson, IN 46016
P:765.641.9482 F:765.641.9486
jbridges@mccog.net

www.mccog.net

6. Michiana Area Council of Governments
James Turnwald, Executive Director

227 W Jefferson Blvd, 1120 County/City Building
South Bend, IN 46601

P:574.287.1829 F:574.287.1840
jturnwald@macog.com - www.macog.com

7. Northeastern Indiana Regional Coordinating Council
Dan Avery, Executive Director

One E Main Street, City-County Bldg Rm 630

Ft. Wayne, IN 46802

P:260.449.7309 F:260.449.7682
Dan.avery@co.allen.in.us - www.co.allen.in.us

8. Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission
Ty Warner, Executive Director

6100 Southport Rd, Portage, IN 46368

P:219.763.6060 F:219.762.1653

twarner@nirpc.org

www.nirpc.org

9. Region llI-A Economic Development District &
Regional Planning Commission

Jessica Grossman, Executive Director

217 Fairview Blvd, Kendallville, IN 46755
P:260.347.4714 F:260.347.4718
jgrossman@region3a.org

www.region3a.org

10. River Hills Economic Development District & Regional
Planning Commission

Jill Saegesser, Executive Director

300 Spring St, Suite 2A, Jeffersonville, IN 47130
P:812.288.4624 F:812.288.8105

jsaegesser@riverhills.cc

www.riverhills.cc

11. Southeastern Indiana Regional Planning Commission
Susan Craig, Executive Director

405 W. US Hwy 50, PO Box 765 Versalles, IN 47042
P:812.689.5505 F:812.689.3526

susan.craig@sirpc.org

www.sirpc.org

12. Southern Indiana Development Commission
Greg Jones, Executive Director

PO Box 442, Loogootee, IN 47553

P:812.295.3707 F:812.295.3717

gejones@sidc.cc

www.sidc.cc

13. West Central Indiana Economic Development District
Ron Hinsenkamp, Executive Director

1718 Wabash Ave

Terre Haute, IN 47807

P:812.238.1561 F:812.238.1564
rhinsenkamp@westcentralin.com

www.westcentralin.com

14. North Central Indiana Regional Planning Council
Steven Ray, Executive Director

1525 West Hoosier Boulevard, Suite 204

Peru, IN 46970

P:765.469.7297

sray@ncirpc.com

www.ncirpc.com

IARC
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Total (statewide) Local Acres

Just because local acres of public OR land
are deficient by both county and region, it does
not mean that the total (statewide) level is
deficient. Indiana has grown 1.74% in population,
according to the population projections
published by the U.S. Census in 2014, fo 6,596,855
residents. Multiplying the current population by
the recommended LOS of 20 acres of public OR
land per 1,000 people (.02 acre per person)
equals 131,937.10 acres. Subtracting the current
supply of local acres (121,916.61 acres) equals
a statewide deficit of local public OR land of
10,020.49 acres.

Why Are There Deficits in Locally Owned Public
Outdoor Recreation Acres?

There are many reasons why such a high
percentage of counties and regions in the state
have a deficit in the number of local public OR
acres. A few possible explanations are:

+ Nearby State-owned or Federal-owned
properties that may provide for significant public
recreation needs, causing local governments
to perceive that they may not have to supply as
many local parks.

+ A lack of community resources and support
to acquire, develop, and/or maintain local OR
properties.

+ Communities in that county/region may lack
the organization or structure—such as park
boards and/
or park departments—to operate new or
existing parks.

The communities in that county/region may not
have enough advocacy among underserved
users and user groups to motivate local
government leaders to acquire and/or develop
sufficient local park land.

+ A need for adequate funding for acquisition,
development, personnel, operations, and
maintenance of existing or new public OR
properties.

The Division of Outdoor Recreation examines
the supply of State/Fed (regional) public OR
acres (State and/or Federal public OR acres)
at the same geographic scale as it does local
public OR acres: by county, region and total
(statewide).

State /Fed (Regional) (Staie and Federal-
owned) Acres by County

The third set of data tables in this SCORP provides
data on State and Federal outdoor—recreation acres
by county to illustrate those counties that may need
more assistance in improving their supply of State
and Federal public outdoorrecreation acreage. In
the "Difference” column, a bracketed number in red
print (X). indicates a negative or deficient number of
acres of OR land (see table 3.3).

State/Fed Acres Example

S
County | 2014 | Recommended of IN
Number Pop. cres: WeJONAl 1 County | Difference
& Name | (Estimate) 330/1000 | Regional
People Acres
1-Adams | 34,791 1,217.69 547.42 | (670.27)

Let’s look atf the Indiana State/Fed (Regional)
Acres by County Table listing for Adams County as
an example (see figure 3.3). From the left-hand
column:

+ County ID number (1)
+ County Name (Adams)

+ 2014 U.S. Census County Population Estimate
(34,791 residents)

* DNR-recommended LOS Local Acres of Outdoor-
Recreation Land (.035 acre* 34,791 people =
1,217.69 acres recommended)

+ Current inventory of State/Fed (Regional) acres
of OR land (647.42 acres)

+ Recommended number of OR acres—current
number of State/Fed (Regional) OR acres =
"Difference” (647.42 Regional Acres - 1,217.69
Recommended Acres = 670.27 acre deficit of
OR acres in Adams County)

Out of 92 counties total in the state, 43% are
deficient in regional public outdoor- recreation
acres (40 counties) (see figure 3.4).

Indiana has a wide and varied array of
state parks and federal properties that provide
for the outdoor recreation needs of Hoosiers.
The nature of these less-numerous, much larger,
more widely scatftered parks that are designed
fo serve a bigger service areq, tends tfo create
gaps between service areas when viewed at
the county level. These gaps don't happen as
offen with local OR acreage. Some counties
have an abundance of State and Federal acres.
Those that do not are often significantly lacking
in State and Federal (regionaltype) properties.
When looking at the data as broken down by
county, please note that the sheer size of some
of these State/Fed (regional) properties tends to
emphasize the haves versus the have-nofs.
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FIGURE 3.4
State/Fed Regional Outdoor Recreation Acres, by County
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Indiana Counties - State /Fed Regional Acres

County Number

Plan

2010

2015 Pop.

Percent of

Recommended Acres;

Sum of
Regional Acres

& Name Region Pop. (Projected) | Pop. Change | Regional 35a/1,000 People e e Difference
1 Adams 7 34,387 | 34,791 1.17 1,217.69 547.42 (670.27)
2 Allen 7 355,329 | 365,918 2.98 12,807.13 48.61 (12,758.52)
3 Bartholomew 15 76,794 | 80,217 4.46 2,807.60 870.73 (1,936.87)
4 Benton 4 8,854 8,700 (1.74) 304.50 1,834 1,529.50
5 Blackford 2 12,766 | 12,401 (2.86) 434.04 0 (434.04)
6 Boone 15 56,640 | 61,915 9.31 2,167.03 39 (2,128.03)
7 Brown 15 15,242 | 14,962 (1.84) 523.67 66,953.24 66,429.57
8 Carroll 4 20,155 | 19,923 (1.15) 697.31 314.76 (382.55)
9 Cass 14 38,966 | 38,438 (1.36) 1,345.33 2 (1,343.33)
10 Clark 10 110,232 | 114,262 3.66 3,999.17 19,845.21 15,846.04
11 Clay 13 26,890 | 26,562 (1.22) 929.67 2,496 1,566.33
12 Clintfon 15 33,224 | 32,776 (1.35) 1,147.16 29 (1,118.16)
13 Crawford 3 10,713 | 10,655 (0.54) 372.93 39,082.61 38,709.69
14 Daviess 12 31,648 | 32,729 3.42 1,145.52 8,845.33 7,699.82
15 Dearborn 11 50,047 | 49,506 (1.08) 1,732.71 47.2 (1,685.51)
16 Decatur 11 25,740 | 26,524 3.05 928.34 137.08 (791.26)
17 Dekalb 7 42,223 | 42,383 0.38 1,483.41 7.4 (1,476.01)
18 Delaware 2 117,671 117,074 (0.51) 4,097.59 0 (4.097.59)
19 Dubois 3 41,889 | 42,345 1.09 1,482.08 11,766.38 10,284.31
20 Elkhart 6 197,559 | 201,971 2.23 7.068.99 444.95 (6.624.04)
21 Fayette 15 24,277 | 23,468 (3.33) 821.38 108 (713.38)
22 Floyd 10 74,578 | 76,179 2.15 2,666.27 2139 (627.27)
23 Fountain 15 17,240 | 16,658 (3.38) 583.03 580.86 (2.17)
24 Franklin 11 23,087 | 22,934 (0.66) 802.69 9,640.96 8.838.27
25 Fulton 14 20,836 | 20,500 (1.61) 717.50 832.94 115.44
26 Gibson 1 33,503 | 33,759 0.76 1,181.57 4,638.66 3,457.10
27 Grant 2 70,061 68,569 (2.13) 2,399.92 1,422 (977.92)
28 Greene 12 33,165 | 32,726 (1.32) 1,145.41 16,901.05 15,755.64
29 Hamilton 15 274,569 | 302,623 10.22 10,591.81 1 (10,590.81)
30 Hancock 15 70,002 | 71,978 2.82 2,519.23 0 (2,519.23)
31 Harrison 10 39,364 | 39,299 (0.17) 1,375.47 17,111.33 15,735.87
32 Hendricks 15 145,448 | 156,056 7.29 5,461.96 0 (5,461.96)
33 Henry 15 49,462 | 48,995 (0.94) 1,714.83 3.808.46 2,093.64
34 Howard 14 82,752 | 82,982 0.28 2,904.37 80 (2,824.37)
35 Huntingfon 9 37,124 | 36,706 (1.13) 1,284.71 15,519 14,234.29
36 Jackson 15 42,376 | 43,705 3.14 1,529.68 38,289.47 36,759.80
37 Jasper 4 33,478 | 33,475 (0.01) 1,171.63 5,905.1 4,733.48
38 Jay 2 21,253 | 21,179 (0.35) 741.27 482.28 (258.99)
39 Jefferson 11 32,428 | 32,494 0.20 1,137.29 19,113.52 17,976.23
40 Jennings 11 28,525 | 28,000 (1.84) 980.00 18,261.86 17,281.86
41 Johnson 15 139,654 | 147,538 5.65 5,163.83 4,649 (514.83)
42 Knox 12 38,440 | 37,938 (1.31) 1,327.83 418.52 (909.31)
43 Kosciusko 6 77,358 | 78,564 1.56 2,749.74 4,127.06 1,377.32
44 LaGrange 9 37,128 | 38,436 3.52 1,345.26 9,743.9 8,398.64
45 Lake 8 496,005 | 490,228 (1.16) 17,157.98 5,294.15 (11,863.83)
46 LaPorte 8 111,467 111,444 (0.02) 3,900.54 10,430.05 6,529.51
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. Sum of

cogptire= |oom| e e | el | eemerdions | e | overerce
47 Lawrence 12 46,134 | 45,704 (0.93) 1,599.64 1,7356.32 15,756.68
48 Madison 5 131,636 | 130,069 (1.19) 4,552.42 285 (4,267.42)
49 Marion 15 | 903,393 | 934,243 3.41 32,698.51 2,281.88 (30,416.63)
50 Marshall 6 47,051 | 47,107 0.12 1,648.75 1,119.85 (528.90)
51 Martin 12 10,334 | 10,203 (1.27) 357.11 17,359.41 17,002.31
52 Miami 14 36,903 | 35,954 (2.57) 1,258.39 1,270.22 11.83
53 Monroe 15 | 137,974 | 143,339 3.89 5,016.87 40,957.2 35,940.34
54 Montgomery| 15 38,124 | 38,146 0.06 1,335.11 1,749.83 414.72
55 Morgan 15 68,894 | 69,693 1.16 2,439.26 6,743.36 4,304.11
56 Newton 4 14,244 | 14,156 (0.62) 495.46 14,368.46 13,873
57 Noble 9 47,536 | 47,618 0.17 1,666.63 5,392.06 3.725.43
58 Ohio 11 6,128 6,035 (1.52) 211.23 22.29 (188.94)
59 Orange 3 19,840 | 19,626 (1.08) 686.91 47979 47,292.09
60 Owen 15 21,575 | 20,969 (2.81) 733.92 12,541.85 11,807.94
61 Parke 13 17,339 | 17,233 0.61) 603.16 8.165.07 7,561.92
62 Perry 3 19,338 | 19,454 0.60 680.89 62,920.46 62,239.57
63 Pike 3 12,845 | 12,624 (1.72) 441.84 16,492.79 16,050.95
64 Porter 8 164,343 | 167,076 1.66 5,847.66 13,253.38 7,405.72
65 Posey 1 25,910 | 25,540 (1.43) 893.90 13,488.92 12,595.02
66 Pulaski 4 13,402 | 12,967 (3.25) 453.85 10,524.17 10,070.33
67 Putnam 13 37,963 | 37,618 0.91) 1,316.63 7,785.44 6,468.81
68 Randolph 15 26,171 | 25,384 (3.01) 888.44 681.72 (206.72)
69 Ripley 11 28,818 | 28,497 a.an 997.40 33369 32,371.61
70 Rush 15 17,392 | 16,892 (2.87) 591.22 0 (691.22)
71 St. Joseph 6 266,931 | 267,618 0.26 9,366.63 36,816.47 27,449.84
72 Scoftt 10 24,181 | 23,712 (1.94) 829.92 10,619.53 9,789.61
73 Shelby 11 44,436 | 44,579 0.32 1,560.27 2 (1,558.27)
74 Spencer 3 20,952 | 20,801 (0.72) 728.04 3728 2,999.97
75 Starke 4 23,363 | 23,074 (1.24) 807.59 3.825.52 3.017.93
76 Steuben % 34,185 | 34,308 0.36 1,200.78 6,112.67 4,911.89
77 Sullivan 13 21,475 | 21,050 (1.98) 736.75 12,600 11,863.25
78 Switzerland 11 10,613 | 10,452 (1.52) 365.82 1,307.39 941.57
79 Tippecanoe 15 | 172,780 183,074 5.96 6,407.59 2,420.06 (3.987.53)
80 Tipton 14 15,936 | 15,415 (3.27) 539.53 37 (502.53)
81 Union 15 7.516 7,246 (3.59) 253.61 9,328.54 9,074.93
82 Vanderburgh 1 179,703 | 182,006 1.28 6,370.21 503 (5,867.21)
83 Vermillion 13 16,212 | 15,693 (3.20) 549.26 5,464.02 4,914.77
84 Vigo 13 | 107,848 | 108,175 0.30 3,786.13 150.24 (3,635.89)
85 Wabash 9 32,888 | 32,252 (1.93) 1,128.82 15,134.16 14,005.34
86 Warren 4 8,508 8,352 (1.83) 292.32 147 (145.32)
87 Warrick 1 59,689 | 61,149 2.45 2,140.22 7.914.1 5,773.89
88 Washington 10 28,262 | 27,878 (1.36) 975.73 18,039.96 17,064.23
89 Wayne 15 68,917 | 67,671 (1.81) 2,368.49 24.53 (2,343.96)
90 Wells 7 27,636 | 27,862 0.82 975.17 2541 1,565.83
91 White 4 24,643 | 24,453 (0.77) 855.86 594.79 (261.07)
92 Whitley 9 33.292 | 33,403 0.33 1,169.11 518.93 (650.18)
Indiana Co. Regional Acres | 6,483,802 ] 6,596,855 1.74 230,889.93 816,745.68 585,855.75
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State /Fed (Regional) Acres (State and
Federal owned) by Region

Four regions in Indiana (27%) do not meet
the DNR recommendations of 35 acres of State/
Fed (regional) OR acres per 1,000 people.The
service-area gaps mentioned at the county level
of regional acres are not as pronounced when

viewed at the region level. The scattered nature of

regional OR properties simply doesn’t show up as
well when viewed at this larger geographic scale.

It should be noted that the majority of the regions

that are deficient in State/Fed (regional) acres
of public OR land are either in the central or

northern portions of the state.The large number of

State and Federally owned public OR properties
in the southern portion of the state, such as the

Hoosier National Forest and Morgan-Monroe State

Forest help those areas meet the DNR State/Fed
(regional) LOS recommendations for public OR
land when viewed by region (see table 3.4).

DNR-OR also examines the supply of public
OR lands in Indiana by tallying the local and
State/Fed (regional) data and looking at them
as a fotal.The fotal (statewide) LOS for Indiana
is created by adding the other two LOS figures:
20 acres/ 1,000 and 35 acres/ 1,000, for a total
LOS of 55 acres/ 1,000 people.These totals of all
recorded public OR acreage will be listed under
county-, region- and statewide-level totals in the
same way the local and State/Fed (regional)

State /Fed Regional Acres by Region

data were. This provides a snapshot of all public
OR lands as recorded in the DNR facilities
inventory database (see table 3.5).

Total (statewide) Acres by County

52 counties in Indiana meet DNR’s
recommended total LOS of 55 acres of public
OR land per 1,000 population.This is two more
counties meeting the Total LOS (when tallied by
county) than during the last SCORP cycle.The
40 counties deficient in fotal OR acreage is the
same number as recorded in the current State/
Fed (regional) acreage by County tables. Given
the size of many of the State/Fed (regional)
parcels, as noted earlier in the text, the State/Fed

(regional) property effect carries over into the

fotal data.

Of the 52 counties that meet the total
LOS recommendation, 26 counties (28% of alll
Indiana counties) actually meet all three LOS
recommendations—Local, State/Fed (Regional)
and Total (statewide):

* Brown + Montgomery
+ Daviess * Newton

+ Dubois + Noble

+ Fulton + Orange

* Gibson + Parke

* Harrison * Pike

* Henry « Putnam

« Jasper * Ripley

+ Jennings - Starke

* LaGrange « Steuben

* LaPorte + Sullivan

* Martin + Warrick

+ Monroe + Washington

Rg'ggign 2010 Pop. %E;ﬁg? Pergifgjnogfg’ op-| Recommendod A01es’ | IN Regionai Actes | Difference
1 298,805 302,454 3.06 10,585.89 26,544.68 15,958.79
2 221,751 | 219,223 (5.84) 7,672.81 1,904.28 (5,768.53)
3 125,577 | 125,505 (2.37) 4,392.68 181,969.24 177,576.57
4 146,647 | 145,100 (10.60) 5,078.50 37,513.80 32,435.30
5 131,636 | 130,069 (1.19) 4,552.42 285 (4,267.42)
6 588,899 595,260 4.17 20,834.10 42,508.33 21,674.23
7 459,575 | 470,954 5.35 16,483.39 3,144.43 (13,338.96)
8 771,815 | 768,748 0.48 26,906.18 28,977.58 2,071.40
9 222,153 222,723 1.33 7.795.31 52,420.72 44,625.42
10 276,617 | 281,330 2.34 9,846.55 67,755.03 57,908.48
1 249,822 | 249,021 (4.16) 8,715.74 81,901.30 73,185.57
12 159,721 159,300 (1.41) 5,575.50 60,880.63 55,305.13
13 227,727 | 226,331 (7.62) 7.921.59 36,660.77 28,739.19
14 195,393 | 193,289 (8.53) 6,765.12 2,222.16 (4,542.96)
15 2,407,664 | 2,507,548 32.44 87,764.18 192,057.73 104,293 55

Statewide | 6,483,802 | 6,596,855 1.74 230,889.93 816,745.68 585,855.76
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FIGURE 3.5
Counties Deficient in All 3 LOS Acre Categories
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Of the 40 counties that do not meet the fotal LOS recommendation, 29 counties (32% of all Indiana
counties) are deficient in all three LOS recommendations—Local, State/Fed (Regional) and Total
(statewide) (see figure 3.5).

+ Adams + Allen + Blackford + Boone + Carroll

+ Clinfon + Decatur + Dekalb + Elkhart + Floyd

+ Grant + Hamilton + Hancock + Hendricks + Howard

+ Jay + Johnson * Knox + Madison + Marion

+ Marshall + Ohio * Rush + Shelby * Tippecanoe
* Tipton * Vanderburgh * White * Whitley
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Indiana Counties - Total Acres

o e 2T | 2010 Pop. [ B P e ol | R g e~ | Tomol onoiaaay | - Difference
1 Adams 34,387 | 34,791 1.17 1,913.51 936.82 (976.69)
2 Allen 355,329 | 365,918 2.98 20,125.49 6277.3 (13,848.19)
3 Bartholomew| 76,794 | 80,217 4.46 4,411.94 2867.4 (1,544.54)
4 Benton 8,854 8,700 (1.74) 478.50 1,938.46 1,459.96
5 Blackford 12,766 | 12,401 (2.86) 682.06 135.84 (546.22)
6 Boone 56,640 | 61,915 9.31 3,405.33 892.75 (2.512.58)
7 Brown 15,242 | 14,962 (1.84) 822.91 68,022.24 67,199.33
8 Carroll 20,155 | 19,923 (1.15) 1,095.77 612.66 (48311)
9 Cass 38,966 | 38.438 (1.36) 2,114.09 941.44 (1,172.65)
10 Clark 110,232 114,262 3.66 6,284.41 20,721.48 14,437.07
11 Clay 26,890 | 26,562 (1.22) 1,460.91 2,720.85 1,259.94
12 Clinton 33224 | 32,776 (1.35) 1,802.68 2217 (1,580.98)
13 Crawford | 10,713 | 10,655 (0.54) 586.03 39,115.61 38,529.59
14 Daviess 31,648 | 32,729 3.42 1,800.10 11,339.45 9,539.36
15 Dearborn | 50,047 | 49.506 (1.08) 2,722.83 1,643.73 (1,079.10)
16 Decatur 25740 | 26,524 3.05 1,458.82 372.42 (1,086.40)
17 Dekalb 42,223 | 42,383 0.38 2.331.07 260.73 (2.070.33)
18 Delaware | 117,671 117,074 | (0.51) 6,439.07 2.476.09 (3.962.98)
19 Dubois 41,889 | 42,345 1.09 2,328.98 13,093.7 10,764.73
20 Elkhart 197,559 | 201,971 2.23 11,108.41 3,775.1 (7,333.31)
21 Fayette 24,277 | 23,468 (3.33) 1,290.74 992.4 (298.34)
22 Floyd 74578 | 76,179 2.15 4,189.85 2,813.1 (1,376.75)
23 Fountain 17,240 | 16,658 (3.38) 916.19 954.96 38.77
24 Franklin 23,087 | 22,934 (0.66) 1,261.37 9,896.96 8,635.59
25 Fulton 20,836 | 20,500 (1.61) 1,127.50 1,303.24 175.74
26 Gibson 33,503 | 33,759 0.76 1,856.75 5,482.66 3,625.92
27 Grant 70,061 | 68,569 (2.13) 3,771.30 1,771.4 (1,999.90)
28 Greene 33,165 | 32,726 (1.32) 1,799.93 17.433.55 15,633.62
29 Hamilton | 274,569 | 302,623 10.22 16,644.27 3,663.01 (12,981.26)
30 Hancock | 70,002 | 71,978 2.82 3,958.79 552.5 (3,406.29)
31 Harrison 39,364 | 39,299 0.17) 2,161.45 19,029.76 16,868.32
32 Hendricks | 145,448 156,056 7.29 8,583.08 1,459.58 (7.123.50)
33 Henry 49,462 | 48,995 (0.94) 2,694.73 5415.83 2,721.11
34 Howard 82,752 | 82,982 0.28 4,564.01 1,068.35 (3.495.66)
35 Huntington | 37,124 | 36,706 (1.13) 2,018.83 15.875.13 13,856.30
36 Jackson 42,376 | 43,705 3.14 2,403.78 38,541.67 36,137.90
37 Jasper 33,478 | 33,475 (0.01) 1,841.13 6,795.59 4,954.47
38 Jay 21,253 | 21,179 (0.35) 1,164.85 831.38 (333.47)
39 Jefferson | 32,428 | 32,494 0.20 1,787.17 19,404.02 17,616.85
40 Jennings | 28,525 | 28,000 (1.84) 1,540 18,909.86 17.369.86
41 Johnson | 139,654 | 147,538 5.65 8,114.59 5,636.55 (2,478.04)
42 Knox 38,440 | 37938 (1.31) 2,086.59 1,174.77 (911.82)
43 Kosciusko | 77,358 | 78,564 1.56 4,321.02 4,855.8 534.78
44 LlaGrange | 37128 | 38,436 3.52 2,113.98 10,760.2 8,646.22
45 Lake 496,005| 490,228 | (1.16) 26,962.54 15,862.98 | (11,099.57)
46 LaPorte 111,467 | 111,444 | (0.02) 6,129.42 13,110.92 6,981.50
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o ama oS | 20m10Pop. | 22T R | oo | RO e 00 peme ™ | TR0l Caimerracayy | Difference
47 Lawrence 46,134 45,704 (0.93) 2,513.72 18,213.32 15,699.6
48 Madison 131,636 130,069 (1.19) 7.153.80 1,476.17 (5,677.63)
49 Marion 903,393 934,243 3.41 51,383.37 13.948.01 (37.435.36)
50 Marshall 47,051 47,107 0.12 2,590.89 1,851.64 (739.25)
51 Martin 10,334 10,203 (1.27) 561.17 17.619.01 17,057.85
52 Miami 36,903 35,954 (2.57) 1,977.47 1,638.47 (339)
53 Monroe 137,974 | 143,339 3.89 7,883.65 45,642.23 37,758.59
54 Montgomery | 38,124 38,146 0.06 2,098.03 2,729.8 631.77
55 Morgan 68,894 69,693 1.16 3.833.12 7,212.91 3.379.80
56 Newton 14,244 14,156 (0.62) 778.58 22,164.46 21,385.88
57 Noble 47,536 47,618 0.17 2,618.99 7,963.84 5,344.85
58 Ohio 6,128 6,035 (1.52) 331.93 70.29 (261.64)
59 Orange 19,840 19,626 (1.08) 1,079.43 48,416 47,336.57
60 Owen 21,575 20,969 (2.81) 1,153.30 12,611.75 11,458.46
61 Parke 17,339 17,233 0.61) 947.82 8,.657.67 7,709.86
62 Perry 19,338 19,454 0.60 1,069.97 63,072.76 62,002.79
63 Pike 12,845 12,624 (1.72) 694.32 17.494.07 16,799.75
64 Porter 164,343 167,076 1.66 9,189.18 15,494.89 6,305.71
65 Posey 25,910 25,540 (1.43) 1,404.70 13.738.73 12,334.03
66 Pulaski 13,402 12,967 (3.25) 713.19 10,622.67 9,909.49
67 Putham 37,963 37,618 (0.97) 2,068.99 9.271.44 7,202.45
68 Randolph 26,171 25,384 (3.01) 1,396.12 1,229.55 (166.57)
69 Ripley 28,818 28,497 aamn 1,567.34 33,980.5 32,413.17
70 Rush 17,392 16,892 (2.87) 929.06 140.49 (788.57)
71 St. Joseph | 266,931 267,618 0.26 14,718.99 40,247.63 25,528.64
72 Scott 24,181 23,712 (1.94) 1,304.16 10,783.73 9,479.57
73 Shelby 44,436 44,579 0.32 2,451.85 324.05 (2,127.80)
74 Spencer 20,952 20,801 (0.72) 1,144.06 4,136.1 2,992.05
75 Starke 23,363 23,074 (1.24) 1,269.07 5,371.44 4,102.37
76 Steuben 34,185 34,308 0.36 1,886.94 7,388.12 5,501.18
77 Sullivan 21,475 21,050 (1.98) 1,157.75 15,208 14,050.25
78 Switzerland | 10,613 10,452 (1.52) 574.86 1,379 804.14
79 Tippecanoe | 172,780 183,074 5.96 10,069.07 5,339.16 (4,729.91)
80 Tipton 15,936 15,415 (3.27) 847.83 218.57 (629.26)
81 Union 7,516 7,246 (3.59) 398.53 9,355.54 8,957.01
82 Vanderburgh | 179,703 182,006 1.28 10,010.33 2,775.64 (7,234.69)
83 Vermillion 16,212 15,693 (3.20) 863.12 5,628.67 4,765.56
84 Vigo 107,848 | 108,175 0.30 5,949.63 2,468.49 (3,481.14)
85 Wabash 32,888 32,252 (1.93) 1,773.86 15,683.85 13,909.99
86 Warren 8,508 8,352 (1.83) 459.36 426 (33.36)
87 Warrick 59,689 61,149 2.45 3,363.20 9.810.52 6,447 .32
88 Washington | 28,262 27,878 (1.36) 1,533.29 18,634.38 17,101.09
89 Wayne 68,917 67,671 (1.81) 3.721.91 1,706.86 (2,015.05)
90 Wells 27,636 27,862 0.82 1,532.41 2,878.36 1,345.95
91 White 24,643 24,453 (0.77) 1,344.92 785.89 (5659.03)
92 Whitley 33,292 33,403 0.33 1,837.17 889.69 (947.48)
Indiana County Total Acres 1.74 362,827.03 938,662.3 575,835.27
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Total (statewide) Acres by Region

Eleven regions in Indiana meet DNR's
recommended total LOS of 55 acres of public OR
land per 1,000 population (see table 3.6).The
four regions deficient in fotal OR acreage (27% of
all Indiana regions) is the same as recorded in
the current State/Fed (regional) acreage tables
by Region. Given the size of many of the State/
Fed (regional) parcels, as noted earlier, the State/
Fed (regional) property effect carries over info the
fotal data.

Of the 11 regions that meet the total
LOS recommendation, six regions (40% of alll
Indiana regions) actually meet all three LOS
recommendations—Local, State/Fed (Regional)
and Total (statewide):

+ Indiana 15 Regional Planning District (Region 3)

+ Kankakee-lroquois Regional Planning
Commission (Region 4)

* Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning
Commission (Region 8)

Total Acres by Region

* Region lll-A Economic Development District and
Regional Planning Commission (Region 9)

+ Southern Indiana Development Commission
(Region 12)

* West-Central Indiana Economic Development
District (Region 13)

The four regions that do not meet the fotal
LOS recommendation (27% of all Indiana
regions) are actually deficient in all three LOS
recommendations—Local, State/Fed (Regional)
and Total (Statewide):

+ Energize-ECI Regional Planning District
(Region 2)

+ Madison County Council of Governments
(Region 5)

» Northeastern Indiana Regional Coordinating
Council (Region 7)

+ North Central Indiana Regional Planning
Council (Region 14)

Recommended

o | B0 | e | Secmar| TR | dlssaies | e | M | overnco
1 298,805 302,454 3.06 16,634.97 26,544.68 5,262.87 |1 31,807.55 | 15,172.58

2 221,751 219,223 (6.84) 12,057.27 1,904.28 3,310.43 | 5,214.71 | (6,842.56)
3 125,577 | 125,505 (2.37) 6,902.78 181,969.24 3.359.00 |185,328.241178,425.47
4 146,647 | 145,100 | (10.60) 7,980.50 37.513.80 11,203.37| 48,717.17 | 40,736.67
5 131,636| 130,069 1.19 7,153.80 285 1,191.17 | 1,476.17 | (5,677.63)

6 588,899 595,260 4.7 32,739.30 42,508.33 8.221.84 | 50,730.17 | 17,990.87

7 459,575| 470,954 5.35 25,902.47 3.144.43 7,208.78 | 10,353.21 | (15,549.26)

8 771,815 768,748 0.48 42,281.14 28,977.58 15,491.20| 44,468.78 | 2,187.64
9 222,153 | 222,723 1.33 12,249.77 52,420.72 6,140.11 | 58,560.83 | 46,311.07
10 276,617 281,330 2.34 15,473.15 67,755.03 4,227.42 | 71,982.45 | 56,509.30

11 249,822 249,021 4.16) 13,696.16 81,901.30 4,079.53 | 85,980.83 | 72,284.68
12 1159,721| 159,300 (1.41) 8.761.50 60,880.63 4,899.47 | 65,780.10 | 57,018.60
13 (227,727 226,331 (7.62) 12,448.21 36,660.77 7.294.35 | 43,955.12 | 31,506.92
14 195,393 | 193,289 (8.53) 10,630.90 2,222.16 2,947.91 | 5,170.07 | (5,460.83)
15 12,407,664 2,507,548| 32.44 137,915.14 | 192,057.73 |[37.079.16]229,136.89| 91,221.75
Statewide] 6,483,802| 6,596,855 1.74 362,827.03 | 816,745.68 121,916.61] 938,662.29 | 575,835.27
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FIGURE 3.6
Total (statewide) Acres by Region
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Total (statewide) Outdoor-Recreation Acres

As noted elsewhere in the SCORP Indiana
has grown 1.74% in population according to
the population estimates published by the U.S.
Census in 2014, to 6,596,855 residents. Multiplying
the current population by the recommended
Total (statewide) LOS of 55 acres of public OR
land per 1,000 people (.055 acre per person),
yields a total of 362,827.03 acres.The current
supply of Total (statewide) public outdoor
recreation acres of 938,663.30 exceeds the
Total (statewide) Recommended LOS acres of
362,827.03 by 575,835.27 acres.

Conclusion of Total Outdoor Recreation Acres

Indiana now ranks 16th in the country in total
population as of the 2014 U.S. Census Population
Estimates. That ranking is one lower than in 2010.
Indiana has gained population, but not as fast

as some other states. The fotal state acreage of
Indiana is 23,307,520. Of that total, 938,662.30
acres is designated for outdoor recreation.
Indiana therefore has only 4.03% of its land area
available for public outdoor recreation.

One observation that cannot be avoided is
the continuing difference between counties and
regions that have reported surpluses of public OR
land, and those that have deficits. There are still
significant gaps between the haves and have-
nots for outdoor recreation acreage in Indiana.
As noted earlier, the southern portion of the state
fends to have more counties that meet the total
LOS guidelines than the northern tier. And when
population distribution and service areas are
taken into account, these differences grow. It
was noted in the last several SCORPs that there
was an apparent inequity in the distribution of
public OR acreage statewide.That still has not
significantly changed for this SCORP.
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Changes in Indiana’s Outdoor Recreation
Acres figures in 2016

Since the 2011-2016 SCORR the Division of
Outdoor Recreation staff began an intensive
process of reviewing, revising and updating
the DNR Facilities Inventory Database. OR staff
members were aware of long-standing issues
in the database that had accumulated over
decades, and made a good-faith effort o update
the database to agree with all best-available
information. Facilities Inventory Database
improvements included: updating data from
recent DNR Geographic Information System (GIS)
data and primary source documents such as five-
year Park and Recreation Master Plans and local
government parks system websites; fixing errors
in database entry, field types, double entries and
omissions; and cross-checking data with other
sources whenever possible.

TARGET PRACTICE

The result of this work was a new, more
accurate set of 2016 Outdoor Recreation
acreage figures for the entire state. In 2010, af the
writing of the last SCORP Indiana had 1,248,882
acres of outdoor-recreation land, according to
the Facilities Inventory. The new, more-accurate
fotal acreage of public outdoor recreation
land in the state is 938,662.30 acres. Work in the
database is ongoing, and it should continue to
yield even better, more accurate data for future
SCORPs. Local public outdoor-recreation providers
of all types are encouraged to share data about
their facilities (especially specific acreage of all
individual parks within their jurisdiction) with the
Division of Outdoor Recreation staff to help us
keep the Facilities Inventory Database as current
as possible.
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Critical Counties - Total Acres

o Rama | rogion | 2010PP. | it | pop. anange | - somimermooomeass. | Countyloial | Diference
2 Allen 7 355,329 | 365,918 2.98 20,125.49 6,277.3 | (13.848.19)
3 Bartholomew 15 76,794 | 80,217 4.46 4,411.94 2,867.4 (1.544.54)
6 Boone 15 56,640 | 61,915 9.31 3,405.33 892.75 (2,512.58)
16 Decatur 11 25,740 | 26,524 3.05 1,458.82 372.42 (1,086.40)
20 Elkhart 6 197,559 201,971 2.23 11,108.41 3775.1 (7.333.31)
22 Floyd 10 74,578 | 76,179 2.15 4,189.85 2813.1 (1,376.75)
29 Hamilton 15 274,569 | 302,623 10.22 16,644.27 3,663.01 | (12,981.26)
30 Hancock 15 70,002 | 71,978 2.82 3,958.79 5562.5 (3,406.29)
32 Hendricks 15 145,448 [ 156,056 7.29 8,5683.08 1,459.58 | (7,123.50)
41 Johnson 15 139,654 147,538 5.65 8,114.59 5,636.55 | (2,478.04)
49 Marion 15 | 903,393 | 934,243 3.41 51,383.37 13,948.01 | (37,435.36)
79 Tippecanoe 15 172,780 183,074 5.96 10,069.07 5,339.16 | (4,729.91)

The state’s population-growth rate has
decreased since the last SCORP so the definition
of “critical county” in Indiana has changed. A
critical county is defined as:

1. A county that does not have the
recommended supply of outdoor-recreation
acres of 55 acres per 1,000 population or greater

2. A population-growth rate higher than the 2010
to 2014 estimated Indiana statewide population
growth rate of 1.74% (data obtained from the U.S.
Census 2014 population estimates)

12 counties meet the critical counties criteria
(See figure & table 3.7):

+ Allen * Bartholomew
* Boone « Decatur

+ Elkhart + Floyd

« Hamilton * Hancock

» Hendricks « Johnson

+ Marion * Tippecanoe

If the critical counties criteria used the supply
of local acres of outdoor-recreation land (at 20
acres/ 1,000 population), the list above would
change somewhat:

- Allen * Boone

» Clark » Decatur
+ Elkhart * Floyd

* Hamilton + Hancock
* Hendricks » Jackson
- Johnson * Marion

* Tippecanoe




The Indiana Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 2016-2020

FIGURE 3.7

Critical Counties Total Acres
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CHAPTER 4

Supply of Wetlands in Indiana

Chapter four examines the supply and types
of wetlands in Indiana. Due to their rarity and
threatened-habitat status, wetlands are a priority
habitat type for acquisition for outdoor recreation
purposes via the Land and Water Conservation
Fund grant program. Nationwide, wetland habitats
have slowly undergone resurgence after decades
of removal, neglect, drainage, development and
destruction. Each SCORP in the nation is required
to have a chapter specifically addressing many
aspects of wetlands.Topics include existing federal
and state programs and initiatives, supply, types
of wetlands commonly found in the state, and
methods being used to restore or conserve them.

Definition and Traits (from the Emergency
Wetlands Resources Act)

There are many definitions of wetlands.The
most commonly accepted scientific definition
is that used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). In 1979, Cowardin, Carter, Golet and
LaRoe published "Classification of Wetlands and
Deepwater Habitats of the United States.” The USFWS
adopted this document as its standard for wetlands
classification.The publication defines wetlands as
*... lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic
systems where the water table is usually at or near
the surface or the land is covered by shallow water!”
Wetlands in this standard must also have one or
more of the following traits.

1. Some of the time, the vegetation of the site
consists mainly of aquatic plants.

And May Include One of the Following:

2.The underlying materials are mostly undrained,
moist (wetland) sails.

OR:

3.The underlying materials are not actually soils,
and are saturated with water or covered by
water at some time during the growing season
of each year. Examples include peat, sand or
muck.

This definition and fraits are used in some form
by most state agencies that have the authority o
create wetland conservation initiatives. The State of
Indiana uses this definition in an almost identical
form.

Section 303 of the Emergency Wetlands
Resources Act (EWRA) of 1986, (16 U.S.C. Sections
3901-3932, Nov. 10, 1986, as amended 1988 and
1992) requires all SCORPs fo *... address wetlands
within that State as an important outdoor recreation
resource ..." as part of the National Park Service
SCORP review and approval process.The Indiana
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DNR Division of Fish & Wildlife created the Indiana
Wetlands Conservation Plan (IWCP) as required
by, and consistent with, the EWRA's National
Wetlands Priority Conservation Plan.The IWCP
contains a lot of information about wetlands in
Indiana and sets priorities for their identification
and conservation. To view or download the IWCP
go to: wildlife.IN.gov/3350.hitm.

Many of the wetlands conservation
efforts in Indiana have begun shifting over to
similar programs and staff within the Indiana
Department of Environmental Management
(IDEM). Its contact information is:

IDEM - Watershed Planning Branch
Wetlands, Lakes and Streams Regulation
100 North Senate Avenue

MC65-42, WQS IGCN 1255

Indianapolis, IN 46204

(317) 233-8488.

Hoosier Wetlands
Conservation Initiative
(HWCI)

The IWCP created
the Hoosier Wetlands
Conservation Initiative
(HWCI) as the action
component of the plan.
The HWCI uses six tactics
for conserving wetlands in
Indiana:

1. Planning and
implementing
the IWCP through
local wetland
conservation
partnerships.

2. Obtaining more scientific information
about Indiana’s wetland resources, with
an emphasis on making conservation
techniques that are effective and cost-
efficient.

3. Providing positive incentives to motivate
people to conserve and restore wetlands.

4. Providing educational opportunities
for educational staff, landowners,
schoolchildren, and other audiences to
enhance community understanding of the
functions and benefit of wetlands.

5. Acquisition (from willing owners) for the
purpose of permanently protecting the
highest priority wetlands.

6. Continuing the work of the IWCP’s Wetlands
Advisory Group and Technical Advisory
Team as cooperative partners led by the
DNR.

I ot

IWCP wetland conservation priorities

The IWCP separates the priorities for wetland
conservation info two types.

1. Water quality, flood control and
groundwater benefits

2. Biological and ecological functions

Priorities based on water quality, flood control
and groundwater benefits are recommended
fo be made on the watershed or sub-watershed
level. Criteria for identifying priorities based on
these three aspects are given in Appendix E
of the IWCP. Appendix F of the IWCP provides
descriptions of the water management basins
and watersheds of Indiana. According fo the
IWCE priorities based on biological or ecological
functions should be
developed from the
following criteria.

+ Rarity of wetland type

+ Presence of
endangered, threatened
or rare species

+ Presence of
endangered, threatened
or rare species habitat,
but species not yet
identified at the site

+ Diversity of native
species

+ Proximity of other valued
ecosystem types

+ Natural quality
(amount/degree
of disturbance or
degradation)

* "Irreplaceability” (can the wetland type be re-
created)

* "Recoverability” (can the wetland type recover
from disturbance it has experienced)

« Size
* Location

The IWCP also states that these priorities
should be identified based on the natural regions
used by the DNR Division of Nature Preserves,
the DNR Division of Fish & Wildlife, and other
agencies and organizations. Appendix F of the
IWCP identifies natural regions and wetland
ecology found in each watershed. Appendix
G of the IWCP describes wetland ecological
communities. Recreation and historical benefits
of wetlands are also mentioned in the IWCP as
items to be considered when identifying priorities.
Planners trying to create priorities for wetlands
conservation in their area are highly encouraged
fo use the IWCP as a primary guidance
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document.The entire text of the IWCP is available Agrioulfure - Natural Resources Conservation
for free download af wildlife.IN.gov/3350.htm. Service Indiana Wetlands Reserve Easements
Program (WRE). Indiana began participatin
u.s. Dep’r. of Agrioul’rure - NCITL.II’O| Resources in ’r%e prO(gI’Cerz in 2014, oﬁegr;’rhepZOM [%rm 9
Conservation Service (NRCS) Agricultural Bill consolidated three former programs (the
Conservation Easement Program (ACEP), and the Wetlands Reserve Program, the Grasslands
Wetland Reserve Easements Program (WRE) Reserve Program, and the Ranch Lands

Reserve Program) into the new Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program (see figure
4.1).The program is a voluntary landowner-

One of the largest wetlands conservation
efforts in the state is the U.S. Department of

NRCS WRE MAP

B Existing
WRE sites

B L

by
.
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participation program that encourages
protfection, restoration and enhancement of
wetlands on private property. The benefits of the
WRE program (from the Indiana NRCS WRE 2014
Fact Sheet): http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/detail/in/programs/easements/
acep/?cid=stelprdb1248149):

"Wetlands Reserve Easements provide
habitat for fish and wildlife, including
threatened and endangered species,
improve water quality by filtering sediments
and chemicals, reduce flooding, recharge
groundwater, protect biological diversity
and provide opportunities for educational,
scientificandlimitedrecreationalactivities.”

Healthy Rivers INitiative

In June 2010, Gov. Mitch Daniels announced
the Healthy Rivers INitiative (HRI), the largest
land conservation initiative to be undertaken in
Indiana. HRI includes a partnership of resource
agencies and organizations that works with
willing landowners to permanently protect 43,000
acres in the floodplain of the Wabash River and
Sugar Creek in west-central Indiana and 26,000
acres of Muscatatuck River botfomlands in
southeast Indiana.

These projects involve the protection,
restoration and enhancement of riparian and
aquatic habitats and the species that use them,
particularly threatened, endangered, migratory
birds and waterfowl. HRI will also benefit the public
and surrounding communities by providing flood
protection fo riparian landowners, increasing
public access to recreational opportunities such
as hunting, fishing, frapping, hiking, boating, and
bird-watching, and leaving a legacy for future
generations by providing a major conservation
destination for tourists.

Eight key objectives identified for the HRI:

+ Design an effective model for sustainability of
natural resources

+ Connect fragmented parcels of public land on
a broad scale fo benefit wildlife diversity

* Restore and enhance riparian habitat, including
wetlands and bottomland hardwood forests

* Protect essential habitat for threatened and
endangered species

+ Open public access for recreational
opportunities (fishing, hunting, trapping. hiking,
canoeing, bird-watching and boating)
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+ Preserve significant rest areas for migratory birds,
especially waterfowl

+ Create a regionally significant conservation
destination

+ Provide additional flood relief to current riparian
landowners

Recent HRI “Years in Review”

+ June 2013-June 2014: 1,525 new acres
permanently protected, three new river miles
profected, 1,894 acres opened to the public in
two Conservation Areas.

+ June 2014-June 2015: 1,626 new acres
purchased, two new river miles protected, and a
new Wabash River public access site built.

More details on the HRI are af dnr.IN.gov/6498.htm.

Benefits of Wetlands to Indiana’s residents
(from the IWCP)

It is important for Indiana to conserve and
restore wetlands whenever possible. Wetlands
offer a significant set of financial, ecological and
recreational benefits to Hoosiers, including:

* Flood control - Wetlands can store large

amounts of storm runoff, such as the
constructed wetlands and settling ponds at
Miller-Showers Park in Bloomington.

Groundwater inlet and outlet - Aquifers can
receive and expel water as needed through
wetlands, such as the recharge taking place in
Celery Bog Park in West Lafayette.

+ Improved water quality - Wetlands can act as

a biological filter for pollutants such as ferfilizers,
animal wastes, road runoff, sediments, pesticides
and more. Water filtered by wetlands costs less
fo freat and use as drinking water. Such filtering
is used to freat acid coal mine drainage at the
DNR Interlake State Recreation Area in Pike and
Warrick counties.

Sewage disposal - Constructed wetlands are
being used as highly effective disposal methods
for treated sewage from livestock farms and
municipal wastewater. Constructed wetlands
are being used for treated sewage disposal at
The Farm at Prophetstown and Prophetstown
State Park in Tippecanoe County.

« Fish and wildlife habitat - Wetlands are one

of the most biologically diverse ecosystems in
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Indiana. Many fish and wildlife species depend
on wetlands for some or all of their food, shelter
and water. Many species of plants also require
the conditions found in wetlands fo survive.
Goose Pond Fish & Wildlife Area, near Linton,

is being restored as diverse wetlands by a
consortium of partners including the DNR,
Natural Resources Conservation Service and
others. One reason for this project is to re-
establish historically diverse plant and animal
communities.

+ Soil stabilization - Wetlands slow erosion by

slowing the movement of water through a
watershed, and by holding down soil (especially
on shorelines) with extensive aquatic root
systems. IDEM has approved several projects on
private property that use wetlands as part of a
larger soil stabilization project.

+ Food - Wetlands are an important source of

food for both wildlife and humans, including
edible plants, fish, shellfish, waterfowl, deer and
other animals.

« Timber production - If managed carefully,

valuable timber and forest products can be
harvested from wetlands in a sustainable
manner without harming the resource.

+ Fun - Wetland areas offer many popular forms

of outdoor recreation, such as canoeing,
kayaking, fishing, hiking, nature photography,
bird-watching, swimming, boating and
sightseeing. Pisgah Marsh in Kosciusko County
is an example of a multiple-use DNR Fish &
Wildlife Area that actively supports many types
of outdoor recreation.

Several different efforts are underway to
provide a current inventory of wetlands acres in
Indiana. These efforts attempt fo update what,
according to the 1996 IWCR is the current best-
available dataset for Indiana wetlands acres. That
data set was created in 1991 by R.E. Rolley as part
of the DNR’s Indiana’s Wetland Inventory project.
At the fime, Indiana had approximately 813,000
acres of wetlands divided into seven basic types.
(see table 4.1), the Rolley Data Table.

For comparison, it has been estimated that
in the 1780s, as the first setftlers arrived, Indiana
had approximately 5.6 million acres of wetlands.
This indicates that Indiana had lost approximately
85% of its wetlands to agriculture, roads,
community development, pollution, vegetation
clearing and other land uses.

Since 1991, there have been significant
additions to the State’s wetlands.The 8,064-acre
Goose Pond Fish & Wildlife Area and more than

Indiana Wetland Acres (Rolley, RE., 1991)

Wetland Habitats Acres Percent of Total
Scrub-Shrub 42,131 52
Forested 504,336 62.0
Wet Meadow 55,071 6.8
Shallow Marsh 67,564 8.3
Deep Marsh 20,730 2.5
Open Water 98,565 12.1
Other 24,633 3.0
TOTAL 813,032 100
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three-quarters of a mile of fen at Prophetstown
State Park in Tippecanoe County are two
examples. If the newly acquired acreage from
the HRI is added to these examples, along with
other new piecemeal wetland acreage added
statewide, gains in the total wetland inventory
in Indiana are likely, but such gains are not
yet provable with expert-verified data on a
statewide basis. The results from expert-verified
wetlands inventories taking place now should
reflect change and improvement in wetland
conservation and enhancement in Indiana. Even
greater improvements may be possible.

As many other states, Indiana once placed
a greater priority on the development or
conversion of wetlands to other uses. For example,

historically, many farmers saw wet botfomlands
as a nuisance fo be drained and furned fo field
agricultural purposes.They did not view them

as a useful natural resource to be conserved or
protected. With today’s greater understanding of
the ecological importance and other benefits

of wetlands, as well as recognition of their
biodiversity and utility, attitudes toward wetlands
have shifted toward conservation, remediation
and enhancement. The IWCP identifies some of
the habitat lost or converted as well as areas that
need to be restored. State, federal, private and
not-for-profit organizations are working fogether to
identify, purchase and restore more of the former
wetlands to their original glory.
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CHAPTER 5

Accessibility and Outdoor Recreation

This chapter addresses common challenges
and issues that park professionals and other
inferested persons face when frying to make their
programs, services and activities accessible to
people with disabilities. Included is information
about requirements, pertinent legislation, guidelines
and potential resources.

Most recreational programs have faced the
challenge of having fo do more with less in terms of
financial resources, personnel and time. That might
make it tempfting to argue that accessibility costs
foo much. But have you thought about the cost of
not providing access to people in general, not just
“people with disabilities?”

Accessibility certainly benefits people with
disabilities, but it also helps many people who are not
legally disabled. For example, a ramp benefits the:

+ Family with large, heavy gear and folding chairs
+ Parent with a child in a stroller
+ Older person with bad knees

* Person on crutches coming back from a skiing
holiday

+ Park employees unloading equipment from a boat
+ Young artist with heavy paints and easel

+ School group on a field trip, whose students are
less likely fo stumble

+ Couple carrying a heavy lunch basket

+ Emergency fire or medical personnel responding
with a gurney and equipment

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, more than
one in five Americans, approximately 54 million
people, have a disability. In Indiana, about 900,000
people, age 5 and older, reported having a disability.
These numbers represent the largest minority gro