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Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
All the LOS analysis techniques completed suggest 
that the City of Cape Coral is in need of additional 
parks and recreation facilities. Specifically, these 
facilities include: 
• Park land, particularly for regional, neighborhood, 

and community parks 
• Indoor recreation center space 
• Boat ramps lanes 
• Diamond field sports 
• Golf courses 
• Gridiron soccer fields 
• Gridiron football fields 
• Horseshoe pits 
• Playgrounds 
• Racquetball courts 
• Senior centers 
• Shuffle board courts 
• Swimming pools 
• Tennis courts 
• Volleyball courts 
• Nature trails 
• Bicycle/Jogging paths 
Additionally, the City should use the Parks Master 
Plan process to review and revise its facilities LOS 
standards to ensure that these standards are consistent 
with the parks and recreation vision desired by City 
residents. Similarly, the City should look to establish 
access LOS standards for parkland and facilities. 

2.5 Benchmarking 
Although each community should establish its own 
standards for LOS, it is sometimes useful to compare 
standards to state and national averages. 
Figure 2.27 compares the national median LOS of 
agencies with similar population density as the City 
of Cape Coral to the City’s acreage LOS target, 2015 
acreage LOS, and buildout Acreage LOS. 
This comparison suggests that the City’s target 
acreage LOS of 8.5 is lower than the 12.1 national 
median acreage LOS of agencies with similar 
population densities. Based on the City’s 2015 
population, it appears that the City’s acreage LOS 
is almost half of the City’s target and if the City 
does not acquire any more parkland by buildout, 
the acreage LOS will fall to one-fourth of the City’s 
target. 
Figure 2.28 compares available NRPA PRORAGIS 
database national median facilities LOS standards 
to the City of Cape Coral’s facilities LOS standards.  
When compared to NRPA’s PRORAGIS database, 
it appears that the City’s existing facilities LOS 
standards are lower than the national median for 
every compared facility type except basketball courts, 
senior centers, and golf courses. 
Figure 2.29 benchmarks the City of Cape Coral’s 
outdoor facilities to available Florida SCORP 
facilities LOS for agencies in Florida’s southwest 
region. 



CH
AP

TE
R 

2

4343 CITY OF CAPE CORAL PARKS MASTER PLAN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1111 

1-
1 

Figure 2.27 National Median LOS Comparison 

National acreage LOS median for 
agencies with population density’s 

12.1 between 500 to 1,500 per square mile 
(acres per 1,000 residents) 

City of Cape Coral acreage LOS target 
8.5 

(acres per 1,000 residents) 

City of Cape Coral 2015 acreage LOS 
(acres per 1,000 residents) 4.7 

City of Cape Coral buildout acreage 
LOS 

2.1 (acres per 1,000 residents) 

Figure 2.28 NRPA PRORAGIS Facilities LOS 
Benchmarking 

City of National Cape Coral median LOS                        Facilities Comprehensive (1 per X Plan LOS  (1 per persons) X persons) 

Diamond fields 3,333 4,000 

Rectangle fields 8,124 

    Soccer fields 10,000 

    Football fields 20,000 

Playgrounds 3,899 10,000 

Dog parks 53,915 -

Tennis courts 4,413 7,500 

Basketball courts 7,526 5,000 

Indoor recreation 24,804 -center 

Swimming pools 33,660 50,000 

Senior center 50,000 50,000 

Golf course 
(population per 9 26,288 200,000 
holes) 

Joe Stonis Park Exercise Path 
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Figure 2.29 Florida SCORP Facilities LOS Benchmarking  

Southwest City of  Need Need/Surplus to Need/Surplus to Need based on Outdoor facility region LOS Cape based on meet Southwest meet Southwest participants at type (X/1000 Coral participants region LOS in region LOS at city buildout participants) facilities in 2015 2015 buildout 

Baseball fields 0.85 15 16.38 (1.38) 37.40 (22.40) 

Outdoor basketball 0.86 8 13.56 (5.56) 30.96 (22.96) courts 

Football fields 0.48 6 7.57 (1.57) 17.28 (11.28) 

Golf (# of holes) 1.94 18 67.99 (49.99) 155.20 (137.20) 

Tennis courts 1.46 10 33.26 (23.26) 75.92 (65.92) 

Soccer fields 0.45 13 7.89 5.11 18.00 (5.00) 

Outdoor swimming 0.09 1 4.42 (3.42) 10.08 (9.08) pools 

Paved trails 0.11 17 8.67 8.33 19.80 (2.80) (miles) 

Saltwater boat 0.16 7 7.01 0.01 16.00 (9.00) ramps (lanes) 

Picnicking (tables) 3.95 347 269.94 77.06 616.20 (269.20) 

Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
The benchmarking analysis suggests that the City‘s 
existing parks and recreation LOS standards are low 
compared to national benchmarks. Specific standards 
that appear to be low include: 
• Parkland 
• Diamond field sports 
• Rectangle fields - soccer 
• Rectangle fields - football 
• Playgrounds 
• Swimming pools 
• Tennis courts 
When compared to regional standards, it appears 
that the City of Cape Coral likely needs additional 
baseball fields, outdoor basketball courts, football 
fields, golf holes, tennis courts, and outdoor 
swimming pools. 

Eagle Skate Park 
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2.6 Park Visits Use: Uses, Activities, and Sociability 
Barth Associates and City staff visited the City’s 
parks to evaluate existing conditions during a two-day 
period in February 2016.  Parks were evaluated using 
the following criteria: 

Access: Proximity, Access and 
Linkages 
• Visibility from a distance. Can one easily see into 

the park? 
• Ease of walking to the park. Can someone walk 

directly into the park safely and easily? 
• Transit access. Is there a public transit stop nearby? 
• Clarity of information/signage. Is there signage that 

identifies the park, and/or signage that provides 
additional information for users? 

• ADA compliance. Does the site generally appear to 
comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) laws for accessibility? 

• Lighting. Is the park lighted appropriately for use 
at night? (if applicable) 

Comfort: Comfort and Image 
• First impression/overall attractiveness. Is the park 

attractive at first glance? 
• Feeling of safety. Does the park feel safe at the 

time of the visit? 
• Cleanliness/overall quality of maintenance. Is the 

park clean and free of litter? 
• Comfort of places to sit. Are there comfortable 

places to sit? 
• Protection from bad weather. Is there shelter in case 

of bad weather? 
• Evidence of management/stewardship (interior 

and exterior). Is there visual evidence of site 
management both in the exterior of the site and 
interior of a building if there is one present? 

• Ability to easily supervise and manage the park or 
facility (interior) Are staff able to visually see and 
supervise the entrance and major program areas 
of a recreation center? 

• Condition and effectiveness of any equipment 
or operation systems. Is the equipment and/or 
operating system in good condition? 

• Mix of uses/things to do. Is there a variety of things 
to do given the type of park? 

• Level of activity. How active is the park with 
visitors? 

• Sense of pride/ownership. Is there evidence of 
community pride in the park? 

• Programming flexibility. How flexible is the park 
in accommodating multiple uses? 

• Ability of facility to effectively support current 
organized programming. Is the site meeting the 
needs of organized programs? 

Sustainability: Environmental 
Sustainability 
• Stormwater management. Is green infrastructure 

present to help manage stormwater? 
• Multi-modal capacity. Is the park accessible by 

many modes of transportation? 
• Facility energy efficiency. Has the site been updated 

with energy-efficient components? 

Buildings: Buildings and Architecture 
(If a building is present on the site) 
• Image and aesthetics. Is the building attractive? 
• Clarity of entry and connection to the park. Is the 

building integrated into its surroundings? 
• Interior finishes, furniture, and equipment. Are the 

furnishings and equipment inside the building of 
good condition and quality? 

• Building enclosure. Is there any obvious need for 
repairs to the building shell? 

• Building systems. Are all mechanical, electrical, 
and plumbing systems in working order? 

Each of the sites was scored on the above questions 
using a scale of 1 to 5 (Figure 2.30): 
• 1.0 – 2.9 = Not Meeting Expectations (red) 
• 3.0 – 3.9 = Meets Expectations (orange) 
• 4.0 – 4.9 = Exceeds Expectations (light green) 
• 5.0  = Far Exceeds Expectations (dark green) 
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Scores were assigned based on an evaluation of the 
site and the buildings compared to other sites in the 
City. Although the process of scoring is inherently 
subjective, multiple evaluators were present to discuss 
each score and reach consensus. The purpose of the 
scoring was to establish an understanding of how the 
park system rates in terms of quality and its ability to 
serve users. Figure 1.30 provides a summary chart of 
the park system’s average scores. 

Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
Almost all of the City’s parks scored in the range of 
3.0 – 3.9 (meeting expectations) with a system-wide 
average score of 3.5. The highest scoring parks were 
Jaycee Park, Joe Stonis Park, and Lake Kennedy 
Community Park and Senior Center. These parks 
scored particularly well in the category of Uses, 
Activities, and Sociability. They all contained a mix of 
things to do, enjoy high levels of activity, and display 
a high sense of pride and ownership from residents 
who use the facilities. They also provide flexibility in 
programming while effectively supporting organized 
programs taking place on the site. Lake Kennedy 
Senior Center was one of the few parks that was 
located immediately adjacent to a bus stop, which 
increased the multi-modal access to the park. 
The lowest scoring park was Storm Football Complex. 
This park scored lower than the rest of the parks in 
all the categories with particularly low scores in the 
sub-categories of comfort of places to sit, mix of uses/ 
things to do, and stormwater management. Besides 

the bleachers, the park had limited seating areas 
throughout the park and had few activities and uses 
other than the football fields. The fields in the park 
have drainage issues and during rain events pond 
easily which limit use of the fields.  
The lowest scoring criteria for the system included 
Proximity, Access and Linkages and Buildings/ 
Architecture, both with an average score 3.2. Low 
scores in Proximity, Access, and Linkages are typical 
of suburban parks and recreation systems that have 
traditionally focused on vehicular access rather than 
bicycle, pedestrian, and/or transit access. Many of 
Cape Coral’s park buildings are older, and while 
the City does a decent job of using limited existing 
resources to maintain them, their appearance is dated 
and not as attractive as other civic buildings in the 
City. 
The highest scoring criteria for the systems 
included Comfort and Image and Environmental 
Sustainability, both with an average score of 3.6. 
Overall, the City is maintaining the parks and 
ensuring that they are clean and managed properly. 
Although many of the parks and buildings are older 
and dated, the City has done a good job of looking 
for ways to enhance the sustainability and efficiency 
of the operating systems in the parks. One particular 
example is the energy savings captured in the 
William “Bill” Austen Youth Center through the use 
of energy management provisions. These measures 
helped reduce the Center’s energy consumption even 
though events and programs in the center increased. 
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	INTRODUCTION1 
	1.0
	1.0
	 Introduction 

	Parks, recreation, and natural areas have always been integral to Cape Coral’s image and appeal. Early marketing brochures touted the new community 
	as “a waterfront wonderland” featuring golf, boating, fishing, swimming, and 
	sandy beaches. 
	While “the Cape” was designed and promoted as an ideal place to retire, it was never envisioned as the sprawling, dynamic, mul ti-generational city it has become today. And while the “miles and miles of paved streets and navigable waterways” promoted in the brochures may have appealed to early residents seeking a quiet retirement lifestyle, the canal/cul-desac development pattern is an obstacle to creating an interconnected, walkable, urban lifestyle. 
	-

	The 2002 Parks and Recreation Master Plan notes: 
	“Cape Coral began as a land sales development of 103 square miles just over 40 years ago. The original developers, the Rosen brothers (Gulf American Land Corporation), platted and prepared 89 square miles of land for development—altering the natural landscape, installing roads, digging canals and grading building sites. Unlike traditional cities that were developed in response to trade and transportation, Cape Coral was developed to sell lots in “paradise” to those in the north and throughout the world. Dev
	“However, the City did not develop as originally anticipated or advertised and some roads in the remote areas of Cape Coral are now overgrown with vegetation. As a result of the pre-platting of Cape Coral, the City is characterized by platted lots sized 40 feet wide by 125 feet deep with a minimum of 2 lots required to construct a single-family home… People throughout the world own these lots. Often, the owners bought the lots without ever seeing the lot in person and have 
	no realistic concept about the lots that they bought 30 or 40 years ago. Similarly, many lots are passed from generation to generation through wills and inheritance without the owner ever seeing the property. Of the 130,000 parcels, less than 1% are 10 acres or greater in size. Considering the geographic size of the City (114 square miles) and the potential buildout population of over 400,000 residents, the lack of large parcels for development is a serious concern. Not only are large parcels needed for par
	According to the News Press, Lee and Collier counties ranked in the top 10 of the nation’s fastest-growing metro areas based on population increases from July 2013 to July 2014.  In April 2012, CNN Money described Cape Coral’s growth as “meteoric.” The City’s Comprehensive Plan, Strategic Plan and South Cape Coral Community Redevelopment Plan all recognize the need for improving and expanding the City’s recreation, parks and open space system to keep up with growth, and to help enable the continued transiti
	This Parks Master Plan has been developed to help guide the continued development of the City’s green infrastructure. The stated purpose of the Parks Master Plan is to: 
	• 
	• 
	Identify issues, needs, and opportunities of the City’s Parks System 

	• 
	• 
	Ensure adequate growth of the Cape Coral Parks System 

	• 
	• 
	Modernize the level of service (LOS) standards in the Comprehensive Plan 

	• 
	• 
	Continue to identify funding opportunities for the parks system 

	• 
	• 
	Provide planning actions and acquisition needs for the Parks and Recreation Department through buildout (2060) 

	The Master Plan can also help the City meet many of the strategic planning goals established in the City’s FY 2015-2017 Adopted Operating Budget: 
	• 
	• 
	Increase economic development and development in the City 

	• 
	• 
	Enhance financial sustainability during all economic times 

	• 
	• 
	Invest in community infrastructure, including utilities expansion improvements to enhance the City’s ability to meet the needs of its current and future residents 

	• 
	• 
	Improve the City’s image with the purpose of building lasting relationships with our residents and valuable partnerships with other organizations 

	• 
	• 
	Increase quality of life for our citizens by delivering 

	programs and services that foster a safe community This Master Plan was conducted in four phases including 1) documenting existing conditions, 2) identifying needs and priorities using several public and stakeholder engagement methods, 3) developing a conceptual master plan, and 4) outlining specific implementation strategies. Following are the findings, conclusions, and recommendations from each phase of the project. 
	Early promotional materials for the City of Cape Coral 
	  
	EXISTING CONDITIONS 
	ANALYSIS
	2.0
	2.0
	 Existing Conditions Analysis 

	The Existing Conditions Analysis includes a review of existing plans, demographics, parks, and recreation facilities, LOS, ecology, and parks 
	operations and maintenance. 
	2.1
	2.1
	 Existing Plans and Context Review 

	The Barth Associates team reviewed several existing documents to understand the context for the Parks Master Plan including the City’s: 
	• 
	• 
	Comprehensive Plan (LOS, Recreation and Open Space Element, Vision Plan) 

	• 
	• 
	Strategic Plan 

	• 
	• 
	South Cape Coral Community Redevelopment Plan 

	Comprehensive Plan 
	The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Cape Coral includes a Recreation and Open Space Element establishing goals, objectives, and policies setting the City’s direction related to this Master Plan. The following General Goal, Subordinate Goals, Objectives, and Policy pertain directly to this Master Plan. The Comprehensive Plan also establishes recommended LOS standards related to recreation and open space and are included in this section. 
	Goals, Objectives, and Policies 
	General Goal: 
	Enhance the quality of life in Cape Coral by developing a system of public parks, recreational facilities, and open space which meets the varied needs of present and future populations. 
	Subordinate Goals: 
	Acquire and develop a system of park lands, recreational facilities, and open spaces, which keep pace with community growth and changing community needs. 
	Provide a balanced and varied system of park lands, 
	recreational facilities, and open spaces which are 
	conveniently located, and accessible to all members 
	of the public regardless of age or disability. 
	Objective 1: The City of Cape Coral will develop and maintain a system of parks and recreational facilities meeting the needs of the City’s permanent and functional residents and shall identify and plan park and recreation improvements to 2030. 
	Policy 1.11: The City shall meet the recreational 
	needs of all population groups through the 
	development of recreational facilities. 
	Objective 3: The City of Cape Coral will continue to provide a system of parks, recreational facilities, and open space which is accessible to all members of the public. 
	Objective 5: The City will continue to provide adequate levels of funding to properly and efficiently maintain park and recreation facilities within Cape Coral. 
	Objective 6: The City will aggressively pursue an increase in private and public funds for the acquisition, development, maintenance, and operation of parks and recreational facilities. 
	Objective 7: The City will maintain and/or expand public opportunities for participation in the creative and performing arts. 
	Level of Service Standard 
	The following LOS standards are part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, Recreation and Open Space Element. They establish minimum guidelines for acres of parks by type per thousand residents in the City. 
	• 
	• 
	Regional park – 4 acres per 1,000 residents 

	• 
	• 
	Community park – 2 acres per 1,000 residents 

	• 
	• 
	Neighborhood park – 2 acres per 1,000 residents 

	• 
	• 
	Specialty parks* – ½ acres per 1,000 residents 

	*
	*
	 Includes athletic fields, environmental parks, aquatic facilities, and golf courses. 

	Strategic Plan 
	The FY 2015-2017 Strategic Plan includes a Quality of Life statement applicable to the entire City, establishing a “baseline” for this Parks Master Plan: 
	“In partnership with the community, we are stewards of our unique environment and quality of life, and meet the economic, social, cultural, institutional and environmental needs of our citizens.” 
	The Strategic Plan also includes a specific section addressing the City’s Parks Master Plan.  Below is the language from the Strategic Plan regarding the Parks Master Plan. 
	Initiative C.2d: Parks Master Plan 
	Champion: Parks and Recreation Department 
	Stakeholders: Residents, Parks Visitors, City Council, City Staff, and Friends of Wildlife 
	Desired Outcome: Update the Parks Master Plan to reflect current state of the parks system and provide a recommendation to City Council with a prioritized list of projects for City at buildout. 
	Action Steps 
	• 
	• 
	Review resources available to update plan with in-house resources and initiate request for proposals for an outside services contract, if necessary. Identify fiscal resources of up to $100,000 to complete the plan 

	• 
	• 
	Complete draft of plan update 

	• 
	• 
	Finalize updated plan 

	• 
	• 
	Review plan with City Council and create listing of priority projects 

	• 
	• 
	Finalize funding strategy to accomplish priority projects and create individual timelines for projects 

	South Cape Coral Community Redevelopment Plan 
	The City established a Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) to address economic and commercial development within a specific geographic area of south Cape Coral. The CRA was established pursuant to State Statutes which define the requirements for preparation and adoption of a Redevelopment Plan for CRAs. The South Cape Downtown Community Redevelopment Plan was originally prepared in 2010 and amended in December 2014. Below are key segments from the Redevelopment Plan that pertain to this Parks Master Plan. 
	Open Space Network 
	Recreational space in the CRA is limited. Currently there are two within the actual CRA boundary, but there is little connectivity between them. The plan identified the following opportunities to improve open space: 
	Improving Four Freedoms Park, including modifying structures to have a better orientation to the Bimini Basin waterfront; enhancing the beach area; and programming the park with water-related functions, such as canoe/kayak rentals 
	• 
	• 
	Improving canal ends with small pocket parks 

	• 
	• 
	Enhancing Founders Park 

	• 
	• 
	Creating the ambiance of a linear park within the CRA 

	• 
	• 
	Linking the system with a greenway along Miramar Street 

	Bicycle Network 
	Similar to the open space network, the South Cape lacks a connected bicycle network. The large street widths are an opportunity to create a more comprehensive network, with particular opportunities to provide bicycle connections along the following roadways: 
	• 
	• 
	SE 47th Terrace (via a shared lane) 

	• 
	• 
	Vincennes Boulevard 

	• 
	• 
	Del Prado Boulevard/Waikiki Avenue 

	• 
	• 
	Del Prado Boulevard 

	• 
	• 
	Miramar Street (via a multi-purpose greenway) 

	When combined with streetscape improvements and a more robust system of open space, these improvements will not only add to the character of the CRA, but will also lay the foundation for a system of alternative transportation. 
	Resiliency 
	The very characteristics that have made Cape Coral an attractive place to live are the same ones that also make it vulnerable in terms of climate change. According to an analysis conducted by independent organization Climate Central, Cape Coral has a larger population at risk for sea level rise (defined as living 1 to 10 feet above the local high tide line) than larger cities Fort Lauderdale, St. Petersburg, and even Miami. According to the Lee County Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment, many roads in C
	Impacts of climate change are already occurring in Florida, such as saltwater contamination of freshwater aquifers, increased flooding, and decreased effectiveness of canal systems. As Cape Coral continues to grow, resiliency and protection of the public’s safety must be at the forefront of all public investments. 
	Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
	Both the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Strategic Plan recognize the connection between the Cape Coral’s quality of life and a vibrant, diverse recreation and open space system. 
	The Comprehensive Plan promotes a system of parks and recreation facilities that meet the needs of both permanent and seasonal residents. The envisioned system would be accessible to all members of the public, and include creative and performing arts components. 
	The Strategic Plan outlines the direction and action steps necessary to prepare this Parks Master Plan, and specifically notes that the Parks Master Plan should include a list of prioritized projects necessary to meet the needs for the City at buildout. 
	The South Cape Coral Community Redevelopment Plan links specific improvements to the area’s recreation and parks systems to economic development in south Cape Coral.  Recommendations include increasing access to the local waterways and canals; improvements to Four Freedoms Park; and strengthening linkages between greenways and transportation networks.  The plan also outlines a strategy for creating an integrated and connected bicycle network. 
	2.2
	2.2
	 Demographic Analysis 

	The following section analyzes population data for Cape Coral and compares it to that for Lee County and the State of Florida. Key demographics examined include: 
	• 
	• 
	Population 

	• 
	• 
	Age 

	• 
	• 
	Race/Ethnicity 

	• 
	• 
	Household Types 

	• 
	• 
	Household Income 

	• 
	• 
	Housing Occupancy 

	• 
	• 
	Density 

	In each category, U.S. Census data was used for the benchmark years of 2000 and 2010 unless otherwise noted. 
	Figure 2.1  Population 2000-2015 
	Population Growth 
	Between the years of 2000 and 2010, the population trend for Lee County (+40.3 percent) was more than twice that of the State of Florida (+17.6 percent), and Cape Coral’s population growth during the same period (+50.9 percent) was even greater than that for Lee County. 
	Projected population increases between the years of 2010 and 2015 are expected to be more modest, but still strong.  Growth for Cape Coral during this same period is estimated to be 13.6 percent, which is almost identical to the estimate for Lee County (+13.5 percent) but significantly outpaces the State of Florida (+7.8 percent). 
	2000 Population % Change 2000-2010 Population % Change 2010-2015 Estimate* 2010 
	2015 
	Cape Coral 102,286 +50.9% 154,305 +13.6% 175,229 
	Lee County 440,888 +40.3% 618,754 +13.5% 701,982 
	State of Florida 15,982,378 +17.6% 18,801,310 +7.8% 20,271,272 
	*2015 estimates are provided by the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 
	Figure 2.2  Population by Age, 2000-2010 
	Ages 0-9 12.0% -0.5% 
	10-19 12.5% +0.8% 
	20-34 15.0% +0.5% 
	35-54 29.5% -0.7% 
	55-64 11.4% +2.6% 
	Ages 65+ 19.6% -2.7% 
	Median Age 41.6 +0.6% 
	Lee County 
	Ages 0-9 10.7% 0% 
	10-19 10.8% +0.4% 
	20-34 14.8% +1.1% 
	35-54 25.8% -1.2% 
	55-64 12.4% +1.7% 
	Ages 65+ 25.4% -1.9% 
	Median Age 45.2 +0.4% 
	State of Florida 
	Ages 0-9 12.4% -0.9% 
	10-19 13.0% -0.4% 
	20-34 18.8% -0.1% 
	35-54 28.5% -1.0% 
	55-64 9.8% +2.7% 
	Ages 65+ 17.6% -0.2% 
	Median Age 38.7 +5.2% 
	11.5% 
	13.3% 
	15.5% 
	28.8% 
	14.0% 
	16.9% 
	42.4 
	10.7% 
	11.2% 
	15.9% 
	24.6% 
	14.1% 
	23.5% 
	45.6 
	11.5% 
	12.5% 
	18.7% 
	27.5% 
	12.4% 
	17.3% 
	40.7 
	Age 
	Similar to that for Lee County and the State of Florida, none of percentages of age cohorts changed dramatically for Cape Coral between the years of 2000 and 2010. For all three geographic areas, the largest single age group was 35 to 54, with more than a quarter of the total population in this age group. The median age for Cape Coral was 42.4 years, younger than that of Lee County (45.6) but older than that of Florida (40.7). Lee County had a significantly higher percentage of its population in the age 65+
	Race and Ethnicity 
	Similar to Lee County and Florida, Cape Coral’s population is predominately white (88.2 percent in 2010).  However, the trend in all three geographic areas is towards greater racial and ethnic diversity: the percentage of “all white” residents decreased for Cape Coral, Lee County, and the State of Florida between 2000 and 2010. This trend is consistent with Cape Coral’s vision of “a vibrant, culturally diverse waterfront community.” 
	Although small at 4.3 percent in 2010, the percentage of Black and African-American residents in Cape Coral more than doubled from 2.0 percent to 4.3 percent between 2000 and 2010. In the same period, Lee County’s Black and African-American population grew from 6.6 percent to 8.3 percent and Florida’s from 
	14.6
	14.6
	 percent to 16.0 percent. The greatest increase for all three geographic areas was in the ethnic group of Hispanic/Latinos (any race), which grew from 8.3 percent to 19.5 percent between 2000 and 2010 for Cape Coral; from 9.5 percent to 18.3 percent for Lee County; and from 16.8 percent to 22.5 percent for Florida. 

	Figure 2.3  Population by Race and Ethnicity, 2000-2010 
	White 93.0% -4.8% 88.2% 
	Black or African American 2.0% +2.3% 4.3% 
	American Indian and Alaska Native 0.3% -0.3% 
	Asian 0.9% +0.6% 1.5% 
	Other Race 2.3% +1.1% 3.4% 
	Two or More Races 1.6% +0.7% 2.3% 
	Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 8.3% +11.2% 19.5% 
	Lee County 
	White 87.7% -4.7% 83.0% 
	Black or African American 6.6% +1.7% 8.3% 
	American Indian and Alaska Native 0.3% +0.1% 0.4% 
	Asian 0.8% +0.6% 1.4% 
	Other Race 3.1% +1.9% 5.0% 
	Two or More Races 1.6% +0.5% 2.1% 
	Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 9.5% +8.8% 18.3% 
	State of Florida 
	White 78.0% -3.0% 75.0% 
	Black or African American 14.6% +1.4% 16.0% 
	American Indian and Alaska Native 0.3% +0.1% 0.4% 
	Asian 1.7% +0.7% 2.4% 
	Other Race 3.0% +0.6% 3.6% 
	Two or More Races 2.4% +0.1% 2.5% 
	Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 16.8% +5.7% 22.5% 
	Household Types 
	Consistent with the population growth of 50.9 percent in Cape Coral between 2000 and 2010, total households in the city also increased by 49.1 percent, compared to an increase in the total households in Lee County of 37.8 percent and in Florida of 17.1 percent during the same time period.  Corresponding to the younger median age in Cape Coral than Lee County, Cape Coral had a higher percentage of households with individuals under age 18 
	(32.3
	(32.3
	 percent compared to 25.2 percent), and a lower percentage of households with individuals over age 65 (30.7 percent compared to 38.4 percent).  Both average household size and average family size were slightly higher in Cape Coral than in Lee County. 

	Figure 2.4  Population by Household Types, 2000-2010 
	Total Households 40,768 +49.1% 60,767 
	% Family Households 74.1% -2.5% 71.6% 
	% Non-Family Households 25.9% +2.5% 28.4% 
	% Household with Own Children Under 18 Years 29.5% -0.5% 29.0% 
	% Households with Individuals Under 18 Years 32.1% +0.2% 32.3% 
	% Households with Individuals Over 65 Years 32.9% -2.2% 30.7% 
	Average Household Size 2.49 +0.04% 2.53 
	Total Households 188,599 +37.8% 259,818 
	% Family Households 67.7% -1.9% 65.8% 
	% Non-Family Households 32.3% +1.9% 34.2% 
	% Household with Own Children Under 18 Years 22.4% -0.1% 22.3% 
	% Households with Individuals Under 18 Years 24.8% +0.4% 25.2% 
	% Households with Individuals Over 65 Years 39.6% -1.2 % 38.4% 
	Average Household Size 2.31 +0.04% 2.35 
	Total Households 6,337,929 +17.1% 7,420,802 
	% Family Households 66.4% -1.2% 65.2% 
	% Non-Family Households 33.6% +1.2% 34.8% 
	% Household with Own Children Under 18 Years 28.1% -1.3% 26.8% 
	% Households with Individuals Under 18 Years 31.3% -1.5% 29.8% 
	% Households with Individuals Over 65 Years 30.7% +0.7% 31.4% 
	Average Household Size 2.46 0.8% 2.48 
	Average Family Size 3.0 -3.0 
	Household Income 
	The residents of Cape Coral, Lee County, and the State of Florida saw increased incomes between 2000 and 2010. The median household income increased in Cape Coral by 21.5 percent to $52,761 in 2010. Lee County’s median income increased by 24.0 percent to $50,014 in 2010, slightly higher than for Florida as a whole ($47,661). In general, the percent of the population making less than $74,999 decreased for both Cape Coral and Lee County, while, Cape Coral’s percentage of residents making more than $200,000 in
	4.1
	4.1
	 percent)  and was lower than that for the State of Florida (2.3 to 3.6 percent). 

	Figure 2.5  Household Income, 2000-2010 
	-
	  Median Income 
	  Less than $10,000 
	  $10,000 to $14,999 
	  $15,000 to $24,999 
	  $25,000 to $34,999 
	  $35,000 to $49,999 
	  $50,000 to $74,999 
	  $75,000 to $99,999 
	  $100,000 to $149,999 
	  $150,000 to $199,999 
	  $200,000 or more 
	  Median Income 
	  Less than $10,000 
	  $10,000 to $14,999 
	  $15,000 to $24,999 
	  $25,000 to $34,999 
	  $35,000 to $49,999 
	  $50,000 to $74,999 
	  $75,000 to $99,999 
	  $100,000 to $149,999 
	  $150,000 to $199,999 
	  $200,000 or more 
	$43,410 +21.5% $52,761 
	5.5% -1.2% 4.3% 
	5.1% -1.4% 3.7% 
	12.0% -1.5% 10.5% 
	15.0% -3.2% 11.8% 
	20.3% -3.6% 16.7% 
	24.8% -2.0% 22.8% 
	9.2% +5.0% 14.2% 
	5.3% +6.4% 11.7% 
	1.6% +0.8% 2.4% 
	1.4% +0.6% 2.0% 
	Lee County 
	$40,319 +24.0% $50,014 
	7.3% -1.5% 5.8% 
	6.1% -1.1% 5.0% 
	14.2% -3.3% 10.9% 
	15.0% -3.2% 11.8% 
	19.1% -2.6% 16.5% 
	19.5% +0.4% 19.9% 
	8.2% +4.0% 12.2% 
	6.0% +4.7% 10.7% 
	1.8% +1.3% 3.1% 
	2.8% +1.3% 4.1% 
	State of Florida 
	  Median Income $38,819 +18.6% $47,661 
	  Less than $10,000 9.6% -2.3% 7.3% 
	  $10,000 to $14,999 6.7% -1.1% 5.6% 
	  $15,000 to $24,999 14.5% -2.7% 11.8% 
	  $25,000 to $34,999 14.2% -2.4% 11.8% 
	  $35,000 to $49,999 17.4% -1.8% 15.6% 
	  $50,000 to $74,999 18.5% +0.4% 18.9% 
	  $75,000 to $99,999 8.7% +2.8% 11.5% 
	  $100,000 to $149,999 6.3% +4.2% 10.5% 
	  $150,000 to $199,999 1.8% +1.6% 3.4% 
	  $200,000 or more 2.3% +1.3% 3.6% 
	Housing Occupancy 
	Between 2000 and 2010 the number of housing units in Cape Coral grew by 72.9 percent, surpassing the growth in housing units for Lee County (51.2 percent) and for the State of Florida (23.1 percent). In 2010, the number of vacant housing units in Cape Coral accounted for 23.0 percent of the total, which was double the percentage of vacant units in 2000, but still lower than the 30.0 percent of vacant units that were in Lee County in 2010.  The most significant variance between Cape Coral and Lee County was 
	Figure 2.6  Housing Occupancy, 2000-2010 
	Total Housing Units 45,653 +72.9% 78,948 
	% Housing Units Occupied 89.3% -13.8% 77.0% 
	% Housing Units Vacant 10.7% +115.0% 23.0% 
	% For Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use 6.2% +37.1% 8.5% 
	% Units Owner-Occupied 80.0% -7.5%% 72.5% 
	Total Housing Units 245,405 +51.2% 371,099 
	% Housing Units Occupied 76.9% -9.0% 70.0% 
	% Housing Units Vacant 23.1% +29.9% 30.0% 
	% For Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use 69.5% -19.7% 55.8% 
	% Units Owner-Occupied 76.5% -7.2% 71.0% 
	Total Housing Units 7,302,947 +23.1% 8,989,580 
	% Housing Units Occupied 86.8% -4.3% 82.5% 
	% Housing Units Vacant 13.2% +4.3% 17.5% 
	% For Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use 6.6% +0.7% 7.3% 
	% Units Owner-Occupied 70.1% -2.7% 67.4% 
	% Units Renter-Occupied 29.9% +2.7% 32.6% 
	Density 
	Considering the recent growth experienced by Cape Coral, population density has become an important characteristic to monitor. In 2010, Cape Coral’s population density was considerably greater than Lee County’s and more than three times that of Florida. Similarly, housing density in Cape Coral surpassed both Lee County and the State. 
	Tapestry Segments 
	An alternative approach to understanding a community’s demographics is to use Tapestry segmentation. Tapestry segmentation is an integrated look at an area’s population based on over sixty socioeconomic data points. The data points are aggregated into 65 segments that represent typical lifestyles and spending habits. At a national scale, each segment represents approximately 2 to 3 percent of the population. 
	-

	A total of 55.5 percent of Cape Coral’s population falls into one of these five categories. 
	Figure 2.7  Population Density 2010 
	People who are part of “The Great Outdoors” typically are older couples with active lifestyles, and are similar to “Midlife Constants” but slightly more affluent. These groups usually own single-family homes with substantial yards, and are likely have more general recreation needs such as access to community parks and trails. Members of the “Great Outdoors” may also have a greater desire for nature-based recreation such as hiking and boating. 
	“American Dreamers” are younger families from a diversity of backgrounds, many of whom are foreign-born and/or of Hispanic origin. This group is similar to “Up & Coming” families, who are also young families but are slightly less diverse and more affluent. Both of these groups typically have needs for youth sports programming, playgrounds, rectangle fields, diamond fields, and picnic areas/community centers that can host family gatherings. 
	The fifth segment, “Rustbelt Traditions,” is more mixed, with a variety of married couples and single adults living in older developments of single-family homes. Free time in this segment is typically spent at home with family, and recreation needs are modest. 
	Area (Sq. Miles) 2010 Density (Pop./Sq. Mile) 2010 Total Housing Units/Sq. Mile 
	Cape Coral 134.0 1,254.2 662.5 
	Lee County 764.5 788.7 473.0 
	State of Florida 350.6 167.6 
	53,624.76 

	Figure 2.8  Tapestry Segments 
	Median Household 
	Segment Name Percent of City Median Age 
	Income 
	The Great Outdoors 13.4% 46.3 $53,000 
	American Dreamers 12.0% 31.8 $48,000 
	Up & Coming Families 10.1% 30.7 $64,000 Midlife Constants 10.1% 45.9 $48,000 Rustbelt Traditions 9.9% 38.4 $49,000 
	Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
	Demographics for the City of Cape Coral are defined by growth, youth and density.  The combination of weather, water and affordability have resulted in “meteoric growth” from the year 2000 population of 102,286 to an estimated 175,229 in the year 2015, or 
	71.3
	71.3
	 percent rate of growth. If this growth continues, the City may need to focus on ensuring that ample and appropriate facilities, activities, and programs are provided to meet the growing needs and desires of new residents—while maintaining the quality of services that existing residents are accustomed to. This suggests that the City has a need to expand access to park land, facilities, and programs. 

	The median age for Cape Coral in 2010 was 42.4 years, a 0.6 percent increase from the year 2000 median age of 41.6. This median age is younger than that for Lee County (45.6) but older than that for Florida (40.7).  Corresponding to the younger median age in Cape Coral than Lee County, Cape Coral had a higher percentage of households with individuals under age 18 (32.3 percent compared to 25.2 percent), and a lower percentage of households with individuals over age 65 (30.7 percent compared to 38.4 percent)
	In 2010, Cape Coral’s population density was considerably greater than Lee County’s and more than three times that of Florida.  Similarly, housing density in Cape Coral surpassed both Lee County and the State. As the City continues to grow and density increases, the City will be challenged to increase the amount of park land, facilities, and programs with increasingly less land available for acquisition. 
	2.3
	2.3
	Inventory 

	The City of Cape Coral owns and operates 43 parks and recreation facilities totaling approximately 829 acres. These parks and recreation facilities are organized into four classifications: regional parks, community parks, neighborhood parks, and specialty parks. Specialty parks include athletic facilities, attractions, boat ramps, and golf courses. Following are descriptions of these park classifications as described by the 2013 Florida Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), the 2010 City 
	Regional Parks 
	The Florida SCORP defines a regional park as a park that is designed to serve two or more communities. The 2010 City of Cape Coral Parks and Recreation Master Plan describes a regional park as a large resource-based park of 200 acres or greater. The identified recreation uses are primarily passive and includes activities such as water-based recreation, camping, fishing, trails, nature study and education, gardens, and play areas. The location of a regional park is dependent on the availability of high quali
	The City of Cape Coral contains one regional park, Four Mile Cove Ecological Preserve, totaling 365 acres. 
	Community Parks 
	The Florida SCORP defines a community park as a park located near major roadways and designed to serve the needs of more than one neighborhood. The 2010 City of Cape Coral Parks and Recreation Master Plan and Comprehensive Plan further note that a community park should contain a variety of active recreational uses such as community centers, ball fields, tennis courts, racquetball courts, picnicking, trails, boat ramps, beaches, boardwalks, fishing and swim areas, and is often a gathering place for area resi
	The City of Cape Coral contains two community parks totaling 59 acres: Lake Kennedy Community Park and Yacht Club Community Park. These 
	community parks contain six of the City’s nine indoor recreation facilities. These nine facilities provide City residents with approximately 88,302 square feet of indoor recreation and cultural space. They include two senior centers, one youth center, an arts studio, a gymnasium, and six indoor facilities that offer indoor recreation and meeting space. 
	Neighborhood Parks 
	The Florida SCORP defines a neighborhood park as a park that serves the population of a neighborhood and is generally accessible by bicycle or pedestrian walkways. The 2010 City of Cape Coral Parks and Recreation Master Plan describes a neighborhood park as a park that is typically less than 5 acres in size. It suggests that locating a neighborhood park adjacent to an elementary school is desirable because they serve the same population, share compatible land uses, and contain recreation facilities that are
	The City of Cape Coral contains 10 neighborhood parks totaling 59.65 acres. 
	Specialty Parks 
	Specialty parks typically describe parks that do not fit into any one category or provide a single-purpose use. The City of Cape Coral’s specialty parks include athletic facilities, boat ramps, cultural facilities, and environmental parks. Specialty parks comprise 74 percent of the City’s park land. 
	The City of Cape Coral contains 23 specialty parks totaling approximately 346 acres. Unique facilities include a BMX bicycle course and a park for flying model planes. 
	Within the City’s 43 parks, there are a variety of recreation facilities. Figure 1.9 contains an inventory of the City’s Parks and Recreation Facilities listed alphabetically by park name. 
	Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
	While the City of Cape Coral was not originally envisioned as the dynamic, multi-generational city it has become today, it has a traditional park system structure based on the National Parks and Recreation Association (NRPA) classification system established in the mid-20th century. This structure is typical of suburban communities all across the country. Although Cape Coral follows this typology, it has a uniquely high amount of parks and acreage identified as specialty parks. Because of the sprawling natu
	William “Bill” Austen Youth Center 
	Figure 2.9  City of Cape Coral Parks Inventory Map 
	Figure
	Figure 2.9  Park Inventory 
	Art Studio/Admin Bldg (Com.ctr) 2.20 13,641 Recreation Centers 1 1 
	Bernice Braden 9.80 
	Specialty Parks 
	1 
	11 
	Burnt Store Boat Ramp 4.50 Boat Ramps 11 15 1 1 
	Burton Memorial Park 8.50 
	Athletic Fields 1 1 1 
	11 
	1 
	11 
	4 
	1 
	Caloosa Park 15.00 Athletic Fields 2 1 1 1 3 
	Camelot Park 6.40 
	Neighborhood Parks 1 1 
	1112 2 11 
	2 
	1 
	Four Freedoms Park 3.20 5,790 Neighborhood Parks 1 1 
	1 24 
	13 
	Four Mile Cove Eco. Preserve 365.00 Regional Park 1 1 1 12 1 2 1 2 
	Giuffrida Park 3.70 
	Neighborhood Parks 1 
	1104 2 1 
	2 
	Horton Park 5.00 Specialty Parks 1 1 1 3 1 1 
	Jason Verdow Park 5.50 
	Athletic Fields 1 1 1 
	141 1 1 
	3 
	Jaycee Park 8.00 Neighborhood Parks 2 1 1 41 6 3 3 1 
	Jim Jeffers Park 18.50 
	Neighborhood Parks 1 1 1 
	123 3 1112 
	4 
	1 
	CHAPTER 2 
	Joe Stonis Park 7.40 Neighborhood Parks 1 1 1 12 3 2 1 1 2 
	Koza/Saladino Park 11.00 
	Athletic Fields 1 1 1 
	4 
	11 
	4 
	Figure
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	23 
	Figure 2.9  Park Inventory, continued 
	2.4
	2.4
	 Existing Level of Service Analysis 

	There is no industry standard or regulation regarding how a community should establish LOS for parks and recreation services. Both the NRPA and the Florida SCORP have discontinued the use of traditional population-based LOS standards such as acres and facilities per 1,000 residents. 
	Instead, cities are encouraged to conduct community-wide needs assessments and benchmark themselves against other similar communities in order to establish their own LOS standards. NRPA has developed its benchmarking website PRORAGIS, and SCORP publishes regional LOS averages around the state to assist local communities in establishing their LOS. 
	For the City of Cape Coral, four different LOS methods were used to determine how well the City’s parks and recreation system is meeting residents’ needs: 
	• 
	• 
	Acreage LOS: Measures the quantity of parkland acreage that is available per 1,000 residents 

	• 
	• 
	Indoor Recreation Facility Square Footage LOS: Measures the quantity of indoor recreation center square footage per capita 

	• 
	• 
	Facilities LOS: Measures the number of residents that have access to a single recreation facility such as a soccer field, baseball field, pool, etc. 

	• 
	• 
	Access LOS:  Illustrates where in the city residents have access to a park or recreation facility within a given distance from their home 

	Acreage Level of Service 
	The City’s Comprehensive Plan establishes a total LOS target of 8.5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. This target LOS is spread across the four park classifications that the City uses. Figure 2.10 illustrates these targets per park classification. 
	Based on the City’s 2015 population estimates, Figure 
	2.11
	2.11
	 on the following page suggest that the City needs an additional 660 acres to meet the City’s established LOS standard of 8.5 acres per 1,000 population. It would also need 336 acres of regional park land, 291 acres of community park land, and 291 acres of neighborhood park land. Once the City reaches its buildout population of 400,000, the City will need 2,570 acres: 1,235 acres of regional Park land, 741 acres of community park land, and 741 acres of neighborhood park land. The City appears to have a surp

	Figure 2.10  Cape Coral LOS Targets 
	Acres per Service 
	Park Classification 
	Population 
	8.5 
	8.5 
	acres per 1,000 

	All Parks 
	population 
	4 acres per 1,000 
	Regional park 
	population 
	2 acres per 1,000 
	Community park 
	population 
	2 acres per 1,000 
	Neighborhood park 
	population 
	0.50
	0.50
	 acres per 1,000 

	Specialty parks* 
	population 
	*
	*
	 Includes athletic fields, environmental parks, aquatic facilities, and golf courses 

	Figure 2.11  Cape Coral Acreage LOS Analysis 
	Total park acreage 8.50 829.60 (660) (2,570) 
	1,489.45 
	3,400.00 

	Regional park 4.0 365.00 700.92 (336) (1,235) 
	1,600.00 

	Community park 2.0 59.00 350.46 (291) 800.00 (741) 
	Neighborhood park 2.0 59.65 350.46 (291) 800.00 (740) 
	Specialty park 0.5 345.95 87.61 258 200.00 146 
	Indoor Recreation Facility Level of Service 
	Indoor recreation center space is equally important as total park acreage, especially considering Florida’s hot summer months and inclement weather. Industry benchmarks suggest that agencies should provide 1.5 square feet of indoor recreation center space per capita. Figure 2.12 compares the City’s existing indoor recreation center square footage to this target. Based on the City’s 2015 population estimates, Figure 2.12 suggests that the City needs an additional 174,542 square feet of indoor recreation cent
	Figure 2.12  Cape Coral Acreage LOS Analysis 
	City of Cape Coral indoor 
	1.5 88,302 262,844 (174,542) 600,000 (511,698) 
	recreation center space 
	Facilities Level of Service 
	Each community must establish its own standards for Facilities LOS, expressed as the number of facilities required to serve the population. The City of Cape Coral’s Comprehensive Plan contains target facilities LOS for twenty different recreation facilities. Figure 2.13 lists these targets and uses 2014 and city buildout population estimates to determine needs and surpluses. Based on the City’s existing facilities LOS targets and 2015 population estimates, it appears that the City is deficient in most recre
	Figure 2.13  Cape Coral Facilities LOS Analysis 
	Basketball goals 2,500 16 70 (54) 160 (144) 
	BMX bicycle course 400,000 1 0 1 1 0 
	Boat ramp lanes 10,000 7 18 (11) 40 (33) 
	Bocce courts 30,000 6 6 0 13 (7) 
	Diamond field sports 4,000 33 44 (11) 100 (67) 
	Exercise course 50,000 17 4 13 8 9 
	Golf course 100,000 1 2 (1) 4 (3) 
	Gridiron - soccer 10,000 13 18 (5) 40 (27) 
	Gridiron - football 20,000 6 9 (3) 20 (14) 
	Horseshoe pits 15,000 10 12 (2) 27 (17) 
	Picnic tables 725 347 242 105 552 (205) 
	Playgrounds 10,000 24 18 6 40 (16) 
	Racquetball courts 25,000 2 7 (5) 16 (14) 
	Senior center 50,000 2 4 (2) 8 (6) 
	Shuffleboard courts 25,000 2 7 (5) 16 (14) 
	Swimming pools 50,000 1 4 (3) 8 (7) 
	Tennis courts 7,500 10 23 (13) 53 (43) 
	Volleyball courts 25,000 -7 (7) 16 (16) 
	Nature trails (miles) 50,000 -4 (3) 8 (8) 
	Bicycle/Jogging paths 0.56 miles per 
	17 98 (81) 224 (207) 
	(miles) 1,000 
	Access Level of Service 
	Similar to other LOS metrics, each community must determine its own standards.  Access LOS may be determined based on recreational lifestyles, land use patterns, transportation networks, population densities, and/ or other variables. 
	While the City of Cape Coral’s Comprehensive Plan does not specify any access LOS standards, the 2010 Parks and Recreation Master Plan used a 1-mile access LOS for neighborhood parks and a 3-mile access LOS for community parks. Informed by these standards and industry best practices, the following access LOS analysis parameters were established to conduct an access LOS analysis of the City’s park system: 
	• 
	• 
	All parks 1 mile, 2 miles, and 3 miles 

	• 
	• 
	Neighborhood parks 1 mile, 2 miles 

	• 
	• 
	Community parks 3 miles, 5 miles 

	• 
	• 
	Recreation centers 3 miles, 5 miles 

	• 
	• 
	Athletic facilities 3 miles, 5 miles 

	• 
	• 
	Playgrounds 1 mile, 2 miles 

	Figures 2.14 – 2.26 show where the gaps are in the community based on the above noted access LOS analysis. The results vary significantly by the different distances. For example, using a traditional access LOS parameter of 1 mile to reach a park does not provide equitable access of park land for City residents. Using an access LOS parameter of 2 or 3 miles does achieve equitable access. Using 5 miles access LOS parameters for athletic fields also achieves equitable access to parks. The rest of the access LO
	Figure
	Jim Jeffers Park 
	Figure 2.14  Access LOS - All City Parks, 1 Mile 
	P
	Figure

	Figure 2.15  Access LOS - All City Parks, 2 Miles 
	Figure
	Figure 2.16  Access LOS - All City Parks, 3 Miles 
	Figure
	Figure 2.17  Access LOS - Neighborhood Parks, 1 Mile 
	Figure
	Figure 2.18  Access LOS - Neighborhood Parks, 2 Miles 
	P
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	Figure 2.19  Access LOS - Community Parks, 3 Miles 
	P
	Figure

	Figure 2.20  Access LOS - Community Parks, 5 Miles 
	P
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	Figure 2.21  Access LOS - Recreation Centers, 3 Miles 
	P
	Figure

	Figure 2.22  Access LOS - Recreation Centers, 5 Miles 
	P
	Figure

	Figure 2.23  Access LOS - Athletic Facilities, 3 Miles 
	Figure
	Figure 2.24  Access LOS - Athletic Facilities, 5 Miles 
	P
	Figure

	Figure 2.25 Access LOS - Playgrounds, 1 Mile 
	Figure
	Figure 2.26 Access LOS - Playgrounds, 2 Miles 
	P
	Figure

	Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
	All the LOS analysis techniques completed suggest that the City of Cape Coral is in need of additional parks and recreation facilities. Specifically, these facilities include: 
	• 
	• 
	Park land, particularly for regional, neighborhood, and community parks 

	• 
	• 
	Indoor recreation center space 

	• 
	• 
	Boat ramps lanes 

	• 
	• 
	Diamond field sports 

	• 
	• 
	Golf courses 

	• 
	• 
	Gridiron soccer fields 

	• 
	• 
	Gridiron football fields 

	• 
	• 
	Horseshoe pits 

	• 
	• 
	Playgrounds 

	• 
	• 
	Racquetball courts 

	• 
	• 
	Senior centers 

	• 
	• 

	• 
	• 
	Swimming pools 

	• 
	• 
	Tennis courts 

	• 
	• 
	Volleyball courts 

	• 
	• 
	Nature trails 

	• 
	• 
	Bicycle/Jogging paths 

	Additionally, the City should use the Parks Master Plan process to review and revise its facilities LOS standards to ensure that these standards are consistent with the parks and recreation vision desired by City residents. Similarly, the City should look to establish access LOS standards for parkland and facilities. 
	2.5
	2.5
	 Benchmarking 

	Although each community should establish its own standards for LOS, it is sometimes useful to compare standards to state and national averages. 
	Figure 2.27 compares the national median LOS of agencies with similar population density as the City of Cape Coral to the City’s acreage LOS target, 2015 acreage LOS, and buildout Acreage LOS. 
	This comparison suggests that the City’s target acreage LOS of 8.5 is lower than the 12.1 national median acreage LOS of agencies with similar population densities. Based on the City’s 2015 population, it appears that the City’s acreage LOS is almost half of the City’s target and if the City does not acquire any more parkland by buildout, the acreage LOS will fall to one-fourth of the City’s target. 
	Figure 2.28 compares available NRPA PRORAGIS database national median facilities LOS standards to the City of Cape Coral’s facilities LOS standards.  When compared to NRPA’s PRORAGIS database, it appears that the City’s existing facilities LOS standards are lower than the national median for every compared facility type except basketball courts, senior centers, and golf courses. 
	Figure 2.29 benchmarks the City of Cape Coral’s outdoor facilities to available Florida SCORP facilities LOS for agencies in Florida’s southwest region. 
	Figure 2.27 National Median LOS Comparison 
	National acreage LOS median for 
	agencies with population density’s 
	12.1 
	between 500 to 1,500 per square mile 
	(acres per 1,000 residents) 
	City of Cape Coral acreage LOS target 
	8.5 
	(acres per 1,000 residents) 
	City of Cape Coral 2015 acreage LOS (acres per 1,000 residents) 4.7 
	City of Cape Coral buildout acreage LOS 2.1 
	(acres per 1,000 residents) 
	Figure 2.28 NRPA PRORAGIS Facilities LOS Benchmarking 
	City of 
	National 
	Cape Coral 
	median LOS                        
	Facilities 
	Comprehensive 
	(1 per X 
	Plan LOS  (1 per 
	persons) 
	X persons) 
	Diamond fields 3,333 4,000 
	Rectangle fields 8,124 
	    Soccer fields 10,000 
	    Football fields 
	20,000 
	Playgrounds 3,899 10,000 
	Dog parks 53,915 
	-

	Tennis courts 4,413 7,500 
	Basketball courts 7,526 5,000 
	Indoor recreation 
	24,804 
	-

	center 
	Swimming pools 33,660 50,000 
	Senior center 50,000 50,000 
	Golf course (population per 9 26,288 200,000 holes) 
	Figure
	Joe Stonis Park Exercise Path 
	Figure 2.29 Florida SCORP Facilities LOS Benchmarking  
	Southwest City of  Need Need/Surplus to 
	Need/Surplus to 
	Need based on 
	Outdoor facility region LOS Cape based on meet Southwest 
	meet Southwest 
	participants at 
	type (X/1000 Coral participants region LOS in 
	region LOS at 
	city buildout 
	participants) facilities in 2015 2015 
	buildout 
	Baseball fields 0.85 15 16.38 (1.38) 37.40 (22.40) 
	Outdoor basketball 
	0.86 8 13.56 (5.56) 30.96 (22.96) 
	courts 
	Football fields 0.48 6 7.57 (1.57) 17.28 (11.28) 
	Golf (# of holes) 1.94 18 67.99 (49.99) 155.20 (137.20) 
	Tennis courts 1.46 10 33.26 (23.26) 75.92 (65.92) 
	Soccer fields 0.45 13 7.89 5.11 18.00 (5.00) 
	Outdoor swimming 
	0.09 1 4.42 (3.42) 10.08 (9.08) 
	pools 
	Paved trails 
	0.11 17 8.67 8.33 19.80 (2.80) 
	(miles) 
	Saltwater boat 
	0.16 7 7.01 0.01 16.00 (9.00) 
	ramps (lanes) 
	Picnicking (tables) 3.95 347 269.94 77.06 616.20 (269.20) 
	Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
	The benchmarking analysis suggests that the City‘s existing parks and recreation LOS standards are low compared to national benchmarks. Specific standards that appear to be low include: 
	• 
	• 
	Parkland 

	• 
	• 
	Diamond field sports 

	• 
	• 
	Rectangle fields - soccer 

	• 
	• 
	Rectangle fields - football 

	• 
	• 
	Playgrounds 

	• 
	• 
	Swimming pools 

	• 
	• 
	Tennis courts 

	When compared to regional standards, it appears that the City of Cape Coral likely needs additional baseball fields, outdoor basketball courts, football fields, golf holes, tennis courts, and outdoor 
	swimming pools. 
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	Use: Uses, Activities, and Sociability 

	Barth Associates and City staff visited the City’s parks to evaluate existing conditions during a two-day period in February 2016.  Parks were evaluated using the following criteria: 
	Access: Proximity, Access and Linkages 
	• 
	• 
	Visibility from a distance. Can one easily see into the park? 

	• 
	• 
	Ease of walking to the park. Can someone walk directly into the park safely and easily? 

	• 
	• 
	Transit access. Is there a public transit stop nearby? 

	• 
	• 
	Clarity of information/signage. Is there signage that identifies the park, and/or signage that provides additional information for users? 

	• 
	• 
	ADA compliance. Does the site generally appear to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) laws for accessibility? 

	• 
	• 
	Lighting. Is the park lighted appropriately for use at night? (if applicable) 

	Comfort: Comfort and Image 
	• 
	• 
	First impression/overall attractiveness. Is the park attractive at first glance? 

	• 
	• 
	Feeling of safety. Does the park feel safe at the time of the visit? 

	• 
	• 
	Cleanliness/overall quality of maintenance. Is the park clean and free of litter? 

	• 
	• 
	Comfort of places to sit. Are there comfortable places to sit? 

	• 
	• 
	Protection from bad weather. Is there shelter in case of bad weather? 

	• 
	• 
	Evidence of management/stewardship (interior and exterior). Is there visual evidence of site management both in the exterior of the site and interior of a building if there is one present? 

	• 
	• 
	Ability to easily supervise and manage the park or facility (interior) Are staff able to visually see and supervise the entrance and major program areas of a recreation center? 

	• 
	• 
	Condition and effectiveness of any equipment or operation systems. Is the equipment and/or operating system in good condition? 

	• 
	• 
	Mix of uses/things to do. Is there a variety of things to do given the type of park? 

	• 
	• 
	Level of activity. How active is the park with visitors? 

	• 
	• 
	Sense of pride/ownership. Is there evidence of community pride in the park? 

	• 
	• 
	Programming flexibility. How flexible is the park in accommodating multiple uses? 

	• 
	• 
	Ability of facility to effectively support current organized programming. Is the site meeting the needs of organized programs? 

	Sustainability: Environmental Sustainability 
	• 
	• 
	Stormwater management. Is green infrastructure present to help manage stormwater? 

	• 
	• 
	Multi-modal capacity. Is the park accessible by many modes of transportation? 

	• 
	• 

	Buildings: Buildings and Architecture (If a building is present on the site) 
	• 
	• 
	Image and aesthetics. Is the building attractive? 

	• 
	• 
	Clarity of entry and connection to the park. Is the building integrated into its surroundings? 

	• 
	• 
	Interior finishes, furniture, and equipment. Are the furnishings and equipment inside the building of good condition and quality? 

	• 
	• 
	Building enclosure. Is there any obvious need for repairs to the building shell? 

	• 
	• 
	Building systems. Are all mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems in working order? 

	Each of the sites was scored on the above questions using a scale of 1 to 5 (Figure 2.30): 
	• 
	• 
	1.0 – 2.9 = Not Meeting Expectations (red) 

	• 
	• 
	3.0 – 3.9 = Meets Expectations (orange) 

	• 
	• 
	4.0 – 4.9 = Exceeds Expectations (light green) 

	• 
	• 
	5.0  = Far Exceeds Expectations (dark green) 

	Scores were assigned based on an evaluation of the site and the buildings compared to other sites in the City. Although the process of scoring is inherently subjective, multiple evaluators were present to discuss each score and reach consensus. The purpose of the scoring was to establish an understanding of how the park system rates in terms of quality and its ability to serve users. Figure 1.30 provides a summary chart of the park system’s average scores. 
	Implications for the Parks Master Plan 
	Almost all of the City’s parks scored in the range of 
	3.0
	3.0
	 – 3.9 (meeting expectations) with a system-wide average score of 3.5. The highest scoring parks were Jaycee Park, Joe Stonis Park, and Lake Kennedy Community Park and Senior Center. These parks scored particularly well in the category of Uses, Activities, and Sociability. They all contained a mix of things to do, enjoy high levels of activity, and display a high sense of pride and ownership from residents who use the facilities. They also provide flexibility in programming while effectively supporting orga

	The lowest scoring park was Storm Football Complex. This park scored lower than the rest of the parks in all the categories with particularly low scores in the sub-categories of comfort of places to sit, mix of uses/ things to do, and stormwater management. Besides 
	the bleachers, the park had limited seating areas throughout the park and had few activities and uses other than the football fields. The fields in the park have drainage issues and during rain events pond easily which limit use of the fields.  
	The lowest scoring criteria for the system included Proximity, Access and Linkages and Buildings/ Architecture, both with an average score 3.2. Low scores in Proximity, Access, and Linkages are typical of suburban parks and recreation systems that have traditionally focused on vehicular access rather than bicycle, pedestrian, and/or transit access. Many of Cape Coral’s park buildings are older, and while the City does a decent job of using limited existing resources to maintain them, their appearance is dat
	The highest scoring criteria for the systems included Comfort and Image and Environmental Sustainability, both with an average score of 3.6. Overall, the City is maintaining the parks and ensuring that they are clean and managed properly. Although many of the parks and buildings are older and dated, the City has done a good job of looking for ways to enhance the sustainability and efficiency of the operating systems in the parks. One particular example is the energy savings captured in the William “Bill” Au




