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ABSTRACT

This paper discusses what | have accomplishedangsed, and learned during the last 3 years of my
Citizen Scholar project. The focus of this projesabn the funding of youth athletics in the Farreyil
Prince Edward County area. This document explgresifically how localities in the state of Virginia
allocate funding to various uses versus recreatiaghlighted is the town of Bedford which has a
successful recreation department and how Farnogitepares in spending and recreation programs
provided.

INTRODUCTION

As a division | athlete | believe in the importaredegiving the opportunity of athletics and recreatto
everyone, especially underprivileged youth. Idifaient of my role as a Cormier Citizen Scholar, |
have chosen to work on a four-year project thatiges on this belief. The Center for Cormier Citizen
Scholars is a scholarship program which providesgisating students the opportunity to enrich thei
undergraduate experience while contributing tobtbiterment of society. During the last three yéars
have worked in conjunction with my mentoring fagutiember, Mrs. Gilfillan, to plan, organize, and
carry out my project. Upon completion of the pobjeam required to present my project to the Basrd
Visitors of Longwood University in the final semesbf my senior year. This paper is a draft of what
will be presenting in the spring of 2008 to the fioba

| chose to study the recreation programs, spediifithe youth athletics, offered in the town ofraille
and the surrounding county of Prince Edward. | hexgerienced first hand the benefits of youth #ittge
throughout my childhood and feel very strongly tixatry child should have the opportunity to
participate in athletics while growing up. Uponiwrrg at Longwood University, located in Farmville,
VA | began to learn about the youth programs insilveounding area, or at the time, the lack thére o
There is currently no town or county run youth etiics program, but there is a YMCA youth athletics
program as well as the Prince Edward Farmville YidAgsociation (PEFYA) run youth athletics
program. Although both of these programs receiveesamount of funding from the town of Farmville,
they are still private organizations. Within thetlgear the town of Farmville has hired a recreatio
director who is implementing various youth prograsuh as, dance, double Dutch, arts and craftls, an



many other activities. This recreation departmsmoimprised of a sole individual and a small retwaa
room, with no traditional youth athletics offered.

FIRST SURVEY

In the first two years of the project | chose tadstthe current youth athletic organizations wtdch
available in the area, the YMCA and PEFYA. Afteirdppreliminary research to find out what exactly
each of the programs had to offer, | chose to smjffocus towards the satisfaction level which the
citizens of the town and county have with thesggmms. In order to measure the satisfaction | éecid

to survey students and/or parents of local pulslimel system, Prince Edward County—the elementary,
middle, and high school. Once the process of argdktie survey was completed, | had to obtain agrov
by various authority figures. This included the estitendent of Prince Edward County Schools and Dr.
Laws of Longwood University Human and Animal SultlgeiResearch Review Committee. Additionally,
I met with the Superintendent and the General Manafjithe town of Farmville to receive input on the
guestions asked.

This resulted in 2700 surveys being distributetheoschools with a request to hand out to the stsde
and have them completed and returned to my schaiblamx or the principal of the respective school.
This initial set of surveys was passed out clogbacend of the school year and thus the respatse r
was extremely low. Subsequently it was decide@tadminister the surveys at the beginning of the: ne
school year and the response rate dramaticallgésed. Out of the 2700 surveys administered thrandec
time, 232 were returned giving a response ratel @@, providing data that | analyzed. | worked in
conjunction with a faculty member, Dr. Flanigan,ontad experience in SPSS—an analytical software
program to draw some conclusions from the data.

Once the data had been entered, various compamsrasexplored and numerous descriptive statistics
were determined. The basic conclusions drawn tfosndata are that the main reasons for dissatisfac
with the current youth athletic programs relatéattk of money, lack of time, and lack of transptioia

to be able to participate. In addition many respmtsl desired additional sports not currently atéélan
the area.

SECOND SURVEY

After this exploration of the satisfaction leveltb& current youth athletic programs | shifted mgus to
study other localities and how they run their resipe recreation programs. There were two sets of
surveys sent out—25 in each set for a total off@D20 in total were completed and returned. A oafpy
the cover letter and survey can be found in AppeAdand B. | chose the localities to survey prihari
based on population size—any locality that is withil,000 population range of Farmville; Farmville
having a population of 6,845. | chose localitiesirseveral states including, Virginia, North Canrali
South Carolina, Georgia, Tennessee, West VirgWane, Delaware, Florida, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, and Kentucky.

These states were chosen because they were lacdbedEastern United States. Although there are fa
more than 50 localities that are within the 1,00pwation range to that of Farmville, many of the
localities did not have recreation departmentstashe surveys to or | could not find an addressend
the survey to, so | had to include more statelerstudy then initially planned. In the surveyduired
about several areas relating to how the localdferated their respective recreation programs. The
primary topics included: programs available, thalifzes, number of employees, after school proggam



funding—independent or joint with the county, pramr costs, and financial assistance for participants
The returned surveys provided an understandingwfdifferent localities run their recreation progia
and demonstrated the ability of small towns ané<ito run successful recreation programs.

Upon gaining this insight into other localities aheir recreation departments, | became interéatbdw
much localities, specifically in Virginia, are spimg on recreation. In addition, | wanted to see ho
much is spent on recreation in relationship to sswaher variables. These variables included:lloca
revenue per capita, percentage of families thatilivpoverty, percentage of individuals that lime i
poverty, law enforcement and traffic control pepita, correction and detention, percentage of the
population under 18, and percentage of the populdtetween 5-17 years of age. In studying these
variables, | created questions which were then areshvthrough determining correlations.

QUESTIONS

If the local revenue per capita increases doetothie or city or county increase the amount it
spends per capita on parks and recreation?

If the percentage of families that live in poveirtgreases does the town or city or county increase
the amount it spends per capita on parks and rtEmn@a

If the percentage of individuals that live in payencreases does the town or city or county
increase the amount it spends per capita on parksegreation?

Is there a correlation between how much a towritgror county spends on parks and recreation
per capita and how much they spend on law enfornearel traffic control per capita?

Is there a correlation between how much a courgnd® on parks and recreation per capita and
how much they spend on correction and detentiorcggita?

If the percentage of population that is under tpe @f 18 increases does the town or city or
county increase the amount it spends per capifsades and recreation?

If the percentage of population that is betweeraties of 5-17 increases does the town or city or
county increase the amount it spends per capif@des and recreation?

Is there a correlation between how much a towritgroc county spends on parks and recreation
per capita and how much they spend on educationgpita?

In addition | also composed lists ranking the ldiesd based on these variables to gain an undelisan
of how Farmville compared to other locations.
The following scale was used to evaluate theseelaiions:

Correlation | Negative Positive

Small -0.291t0-0.10 0.10 to 0.29
Medium -0.49 t0 -0.30 0.30 to 0.49
Large -1.00 to -0.50 0.50 to 1.00

[2]

ANSWERS AND EXPLANATIONS

Question #1.

If the local revenue per capita increases doetothie or city or county increase the amount it speper
capita on parks and recreation?

When studying the counties there was a positivgelaorrelation of 0.81, correlation coefficient
of variation is 0.6546

When studying the towns there was a small postiwveelation of 0.17, correlation coefficient of
variation is 0.0282



My hypothesis before analyzing the data was thaag very likely that as revenue per capita ina@das
the amount spent per capita on parks and recreataid as well increase. | formed this notion based
the fact that typically wealthier localities havetter recreation programs because better recreation
programs in most cases cost more.

The correlation between the variables on the golenel is 0.81 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.6546. This shows tB&t46% of the change of dollar amount per capitant
on parks and recreation can be attributed to dattasunt per capita of local revenue. This mearts tha
65% of the time, if the dollar amount of local reue per capita increases the dollar amount petecapi
spent on recreation increases.

In contrast, the correlation between the variableghe town level is very weak showing that onl§226
of the change of dollar amount per capita spengasks and recreation can be attributed to dollaywarh
per capita of local revenue. This means that 2.8%eotime, if the dollar amount of local revenuer p
capita increases the dollar amount per capita spergcreation increases.

The conclusions that can be made from this dataatrdefinite, because they are solely relatiorship
between variables and not cause and effect. But wha&an conclude is that for counties, as local
revenue per capita increases so does the amotiid 8gent per capita on parks and recreation. ddes
not hold true for towns due to the lack of a relaship.

Question #2

If the percentage of families that live in poveirigreases does the town or city or county incréase
amount it spends per capita on parks and recré&ation
»= When studying the counties there was a medium ivegearrelation of -0.47, correlation
coefficient of variation is 0.2253
» When studying the towns there was a medium negatiuelation of -0.37, correlation
coefficient of variation is 0.1399

My hypothesis before analyzing the data was thaas very likely that as poverty levels
increased the amount spent per capita on parkseangation would decrease. | formed this notiothan
basis that higher poverty levels would constitutesger local revenue and therefore less funding fo
recreation. Regardless of what my hypothesis ivamuld be more logical for a locality to spendm@o
money on recreation if there were an increasedepéaige of its families living in poverty. This is
because in order to participate in a recreatioiviggtfor example youth athletics, there are feéwst have
to be paid by the participants. If a family is figi below the poverty level they will likely not lagle to
afford to pay those fees and thus the recreatipartiment will have to do one of two things, either
subsidize the fee for the child participating ovés the cost to all participants. Regardless ofcWwhi
method is used the recreation department would teawerease the funding per capita.

The correlation between the variables on the col@wi is -0.47 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.2253. This shows tBat53% of the change of dollar amount per capitant
on parks and recreation can be attributed to peagerof families living below the poverty level.i$h
means that 22.53% of the time, if the percentadaroflies living below the poverty level increashs
dollar amount spent per capita on parks and rdoreafll decrease.

The correlation between the variables on the tawvellis -0.37 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.1399. This shows th&t99% of the change of dollar amount per capitan
on parks and recreation can be attributed to ptagerof families living below the poverty level.i$h



means that 13.99% of the time, if the percentadaroflies living below the poverty level increashs
dollar amount spent per capita on parks and rdoreatfll decrease.

The conclusions that can be drawn from this daanat as significant due to weaker relationships
between the data sets. This data however doestsladit is highly unlikely that as a localities
percentage of families living under the povertyelemcreases the localities dollar amount per eapitl
increase—on the contrary it will most likely desea

Question #3

If the percentage of individuals that live in payencreases does the town or city or county ineege
amount it spends per capita on parks and recré&ation
= When studying the counties there was a medium ivegerrelation of -0.47, correlation
coefficient of variation is 0.2236
= When studying the towns there was a small negatiwelation of -0.29, correlation coefficient
of variation is 0.0836

My hypothesis for these variables is consisteri wit hypothesis explained in question number two.

The correlation between the variables on the col@visi was -0.47 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.2236. This shows tBat36% of the change in dollar amount per cajpitans
on parks and recreation can be attributed to ptagerof individuals living below the poverty lev&his
means that 22.36% of the time, if the percentagediViduals living below the poverty level incress
the dollar amount spent per capita on parks angaé&on will decrease.

The correlation between the variables on the tawallis -0.29 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.0836. This shows tB&86% of the change of dollar amount per capitnsp
on parks and recreation can be attributed to p&gerof individuals living below the poverty levéhis
means that 8.36% of the time, if the percentagedividuals living below the poverty level increasthe
dollar amount spent per capita on parks and reoreafll decrease.

The conclusion that can be made on the county,lailtblbough not definite, there is a strong enough
relationship to state that it is very unlikely tlifathe percentage of individuals living in poveitgcreases
then the amount spent per capita on parks andatémmewill increase. On the town level, it is muble
same conclusion although the correlation was netragg it is still significant enough to statetthas
very unlikely that as one variable increases thermowill increase as well.

Question #4

Is there a correlation between how much a towritgrot county spends on parks and recreation per
capita and how much they spend on law enforcenmmehtraffic control per capita?
= When studying the counties there was a large pesitirrelation of 0.658, correlation coefficient
of variation is 0.4332
= When studying the towns there was no correlatich wiresult of 0.09, correlation coefficient of
variation is 0.00799

The reasons for exploring this possible correlatias the possibility that if a locality spent maneney

on parks and recreation that they possibly wouldelia spend less money on law enforcement andctraff
control—thus a negative correlation. This reasomnvag based on the fact that youth participating in
athletics “can improve behavior and concentratinativation and attendance and even academic



achievement” [1]. All of these factors would standeason to decrease the need for law enforcement
and therefore reduce dollar amount spent per ¢ahitto less petty crimes and other costly offense

The correlation between the variables on the colevisl is 0.658 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.4332. This shows that32% of the change of dollar amount per capitans
on parks and recreation can be attributed to tHardmmount per capita spent on law enforcement and
traffic control. This means that 43.32% of the tjifi¢he dollar amount spent per capita on parksd an
recreation increases so does the dollar amount ppegapita on law enforcement and traffic control

The correlation between the variables on the t@wvelt is 0.09 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.00799. This showsttbaly 0.799% of the change in dollar amount peitea
spent on parks and recreation can be attributdeketdollar amount per capita spent on law enforeg¢me
and traffic control. This means that 0.799% oftihee, if the dollar amount spent per capita on pankd
recreation increases so does the dollar amount ppewapita on law enforcement and traffic control

Once again, the conclusions that can be made fieata are not definite based on the fact thet e
solely relationships and not cause and effect.dButhe county level, nearly half of the time if timount
spent on parks and recreation increases so doashent spent on law enforcement and traffic cdntro
This data contradicts what | would have thougHid¢dhe outcome based on my logic, because |
hypothesized that as dollar amount spent per capifzarks and recreation increased the dollar atnoun
spent per capita on law enforcement and traffidrobmould decrease (due to the positive impact of
increased recreational programs). In contrastiefaionship between these two variables was
nonexistent on the town level.

Question #5

Is there a correlation between how much a courdpdg on parks and recreation per capita and how
much they spend on correction and detention patacap
= When studying the counties there was not a coioelatith a result of 0.09, correlation
coefficient of variation is 0.0073

The reasoning for exploring this relationship isgistent with the logic stated in question numbérie
hypothesis is the same with an expected negativelaton.

The correlation between the variables on the colevisl is 0.09 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.0073. This shows tB81073 % of the change of dollar amount per capita
spent on correction and detention can be attribtatélde dollar amount spent on parks and recreation
This constitutes a lack of correlation betweenviduigables and thus no relationship.

The results of this correlation show that thenedssignificant relationship between the two varstdnd
thus there is no data to say that as parks andat@n per capita increases, correction and detepgr
capita will decrease.

Question #6

If the percentage of population that is under tpe @f 18 increases does the town or county incrisgse
amount it spends per capita on parks and recré&ation
= When studying the counties there was a small pesitbrrelation of 0.19, correlation coefficient
of variation is 0.03689
= When studying the towns there was a no correlatitim a result of 0.059, correlation coefficient
of variation is 0.0034.



Through my study of recreation departments anghthgrams which they offer | have observed that the
majority of recreation departments’ funds are deddo youth based programs. So from this obsenvati
I hypothesized that if a locality had a greatercpatage of its population under the age of 18 then
would allocated more of its resources to parksranckation.

The correlation between the variables on the colevsl is 0.19 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.03689. This showsttB®89 % of the change of dollar amount per capita
spent on parks and recreation can be attributdeetpercentage of the population below the ag&of 1
This constitutes a small correlation between th@btes and thus a weak relationship.

The correlation between the variables on the t@awvellis 0.059 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.0034. This shows th&84% of the change of dollar amount per capitatp
on parks and recreation can be attributed to theeptage of the population below the age of 18s Thi
signifies a lack of correlation between the vagatdnd thus no relationship.

The conclusion that can be made from this dataaisthere is a small possibility that on the codetel
there is a relationship between the variables. iBhi®t consistent with my hypothesis, for | wohke
thought that counties would have greatly considénedercentage of their population which is urider
when determining how much they would allocate teation. On the town level there is no relatiopshi
between the two variables at all; completely opeosi what | would have thought.

Question #7

If the percentage of population that is betweerathes of 5-17 increases does the town or countgase
the amount it spends per capita on parks and rt&mn@a
» When studying the counties there was no correlaifdh095, correlation coefficient of variation
is 0.0091
= When studying the towns there was no correlatich wiresult of 0.0028, correlation coefficient
of variation is 0.000084

My hypothesis for the relationship between theseariables is much the same as my hypothesis in
guestion #6. In addition, | expected that thesevamables, parks and recreation and percentatieof
population between 5-17, would have a strongetiogiship then the previous, under 18 years of dge,
to the fact that majority of the children that papate in recreation are in this age range. infed this
notion based on the fact that very few programdail@red to children who are under five yearsgd a
and thus this section of the population would rifetat how much a locality spends on youth based
programs.

The correlation between the variables on the colevisl is 0.095 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.0091. This shows th&@ % of the change of dollar amount per capitnsp
on parks and recreation can be attributed to theepéage of the population between the ages of 5-17
This constitutes a lack of correlation betweenvidigables and thus no relationship.

The correlation between the variables on the tawvellis 0.0028 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.000084. This showatt.0084% of the change of dollar amount per aapit
spent on parks and recreation can be attributdtetpercentage of the population between the ages o
17. This, as well constitutes a lack of correlati@iween the variables and thus no relationship.

In conclusion, the results did not support my higests; rather they completely contradicted it othbo
the county and town level. There is a greaterigaiahip between parks and recreation and the pegen



of the population under 18 than there is betweekspand recreation and the percentage of the popula
between the ages of 5-17.

Question #8

Is there a correlation between how much a courdgndg on parks and recreation per capita and how
much they spend on education per capita?
» When studying the counties there was a large pesitirrelation of 0.52, correlation coefficient
of variation is 0.2736

The reasons for studying these two variables wagsedf a county spent more on education per capita
would they, then, spend more on parks and recrepto capita. It is possible that if a county spgead
high amount on education per capita then they wbaltikely to spend more on parks and recreation
because they already demonstrate that they plagghavalue on the children in the area. And if iBithe
case than they would be more likely to support>xqerditure, parks and recreation, that provideshyou
athletics.

The correlation between the variables on the colevisl is 0.52 which when converted into the
coefficient of variation is 0.2736. This shows tB#t36% of the change of dollar amount per capitant
on parks and recreation can be attributed to tHardmmount per capita spent on education. Thismsea
that 27.36% of the time, if the dollar amount sgaatt capita on parks and recreation increasese® do
the dollar amount spent per capita on education.

The results of this correlation do support my hiests in that there is a strong positive
relationship between the two variables. But basethe previous two correlations between parks
and recreation and percentage of population uri#eage of 18 and parks and recreation and
percentage of population between the ages of Bag#easoning that | based my hypothesis on
does not stand true. This is because there wawd to be a relationship between parks and
recreation and percentage of children betweendbs af 5-17, which are school aged children,
to support the logic. The results solely show thatlocality increases the amount they spend on
education they also increase the amount they spempérks and recreation.

FARMVILLE

As stated earlier, the focus of my study is thertdwarmville where my University is located.
During my first year at Longwood | became concerwét the lack of recreational programs. In order t
understand where Farmville stands in relationshigther localities that | considered (see above), |
included below a chart which shows various varigble addition | have ranked Farmville in compainis
to other towns; the ones which are included in Miggs 2006 Comparative Report of Local Government
Revenues and Expenditures. These ranking tablesecéound in Appendix C.

Parks, Law Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
L ocal Recreation, of of of Families of
Parksand | Enforcement . : i L
Revenue . and . ; Population | Population living Individuals
Population Recreation | and Traffic L
Per Cultural . under 18 | between 5- below living
. . Per Capita | Control Per
Capita Per Capita . year s of 17 years of Poverty below
Capita
age age Level Poverty




L evel

Farmville

$955.22

6,845 $9.22 $2.73 $274.83 14.7% 10.3% 19.9%

22%

Of the 35 towns with data, Farmville is ranked' higghest in terms of local revenue per capita at
$955.22.

Of the 35 towns with data, Farmville is rankéti®west in terms of dollar amount spent per
capita in the area of parks, recreation and culemachment at $9.22.

Of the 34 towns with data, Farmville is ranké8l@west in terms of dollar amount spent per
capita in the area of parks and recreation (cdlemechment is omitted) at $2.73.

Of the 35 towns with data, Farmville is"lFighest in terms of dollar amount spent per cdpita
the area of law enforcement and traffic control.

Of the 36 towns with data, Farmville is rankédl@west in percentage of population that is
under the age of 18.

Of the 36 towns with data, Farmville is rankétdMghest in percentage of families that are living
below the poverty level.

Of the 36 towns with data, Farmville is rankédhighest in percentage of individuals that are
living below the poverty level.

In addition | have included in the Appendix D arthehich includes Farmville and several other
localities for means of comparison. This chartudels Marion, Ashland, Prince Edward County,
Christiansburg, Bedford County, Lexington, and Bedf the county averages, the town averages, &nd th
United States averages. The reasons for choosisg tbcalities are as follows:

Marion:
o Significantly lower local revenue per capita bgmsficantly higher parks, recreation, and
cultural per capita and parks and recreation pgitaa
o Higher parks and recreation but lower law enforcetnamd traffic control.
o High poverty level; similar to that of Farmville.
Ashland:
o Similar population and lower local revenue per tapi
Prince Edward County:
0 The county in which Farmville is located
Christiansburg:
o Closest local revenue per capita to Farmville.
Bedford County:
0 The county in which Bedford is located
Lexington:
o Extensive information on its effective recreatiangram from a returned survey.
o Similar size to Farmville.
Bedford:
o Extensive information on its effective recreatiangram from a returned survey.
o Similar size to Farmville.

COMPARISON BETWEEN FARMVILLE AND BEDFORD

The reasons for choosing the city of Bedford asraparison to Farmville is the proficient

recreation program which Bedford offers to itszgtis. Bedford has successfully developed a program
that provides its citizens with a various programmch include youth programs, adult programs, senio
citizen programs, family events, and community ésefBedford has also collaborated with the cotmty
offer these programs to a greater number of ciiizewell as utilizing the area school systemslitigs.



The chart below depicts the basic elements of Bdifaecreation program. (As mentioned earlieg, th
Town of Farmville has a brand new program congistiha sole employee and no facility.)

BEDFORD’S RECREATION PROGRAM

Programs Available

Facilities

Number of Full-Time
Employees
Type of Government

Who is Allowed to Participate

After School Programs
Transportation

Programs Funding
Dollar Amount of Total Fiscal

Year Budget to Recreation
Total Budget for Fiscal Yr.

County Funding

Percentage of County
Funding

Funding for Transportation

Difference in Fees Based on
Region

Low-income Assistance &
Qualifications

Source for Assistance

Amount of Total Budget to
Fund Low-income
Assistance
Promote Low income-
Assistance

Promote, by What Means

To Participate in Athletics,
Flat Rate or Pay as One Goes
Pay as you go, how much
Difference in fees based on

Bedford, VA
Trips (ex. Snow Tubing), Baseball/Softball/Tee-ball, Teen Dance, Football,
Fishing Clinic, Sports Clinics, Youth Tennis, Hook-a-kid on golf, Basketball,
Self-Defense, Girls Volleyball, Youth Cheerleading, Special Events (Easter
Egg Hunt, Spooktacular), Mountain Bike Race, Movie Night, Pitch hit run
6 parks, Walking trails, Baseball/Softball Fields, Shelters, Football Fields,
Playgrounds, Liberty High School, Bedford Middle School, Bedford
Elementary School, Outdoor Basketball Courts, 5 Tennis Courts

10

Collaborate with county for special events
Youth Programs-only allowed for those children in the elementary school
zone; all other activities open to city and county
Yes
No-only for trips
Small grants (NFL Grant), Team Sponsors, Donations; but mostly through the
city recreation budget

903,700

44,996,875
Yes, Bedford County provides funding when doing joint programs

less than 1%
fees charged for the trip
youth athletics- county residents $10 non resident fee

Residents fill out an application and decision is based on their household
income

through fiscal year budget-just absorb the cost

less than 1%

Yes
through program brochure that is sent through the schools 3 times a year

pay as on goes

city residents $20, county residents $30
$10 for county residents



region
% of participants receiving

some form of financial

assistance

less than 1%

COMPARISON TABLE OF BEDFORD AND FARMVILLE

Parks, Law Percentage | Percentage | Percentage per cg?tag
L ocal Recreation, of of of Families .
Revenue . and Parks a_nd Enfor cement Population | Population living l nd!v!dual
Population Recreation | and Traffic living
Per Cultural , under 18 | between 5- below
. ; Per Capita | Control Per below
Capita Per Capita . yearsof | 17 years of Poverty
Capita Poverty
age age Level
Level
Farmville | $955.22 6,845 $9.22 $2.73 $274.83 14.7% 10.3% 19.9% 22%
Bedford | $1,461.96 6,091 $175.53 $125.42 $340.29 21.6% 16% 15.4% 13
Town
Average $832.77 -- $94.36 $88.04 $173.50 - - -- -
United
Sates -- -- - - -- 25.7% 18.9% 9.8% 12.4%
Average

As seen in the chart above, the town of Farm\liglightly larger, by a margin of 754 people, tiizeat of
the city of Bedford; making Bedford an ideal siaestudy.
* The local revenue per capita in the city of Bedfisrdignificantly higher--$1,461.96 versus that

of Farmville which is $955.22; giving Bedford a &#d¢cevenue per capita of 153% of that of

Farmville.

* The parks, recreation, and cultural per capitééndity of Bedford is immensely higher--$175.53
versus that of Farmville which is $9.22; givingdBard a local parks, recreation, and cultural
that is 19 times that of Farmville
The parks and recreation per capita in the citgexfford is also immensely higher--$125.42
versus that of Farmville which is $2.73; giving Bard a local parks and recreation that is nearly
50 times higher than that of Farmville.

DISCUSSION

Although some of the difference in the amount sjpenparks, recreation, and cultural and parks and
recreation can be attributed to the fact that Betfas a significantly higher local revenue periteaip
does not justify the extent of the difference betwéhe two localities. For comparison, lets adjnst
amount of the two variables—parks, recreation,@ntliral and parks and recreation—into percentages

of local

revenue per capita.

0.97% of Farmville’s local revenue per capita Is@dted to parks, recreation and cultural.
12.01% of Bedford’s local revenue per capita iscdted to parks, recreation and cultural.
Resulting in Bedford still spending over 12 timkattof Farmuville.
0.29% of Farmville’s local revenue per capita Ieedted to parks and recreation. 8.58% of

Bedford's local revenue per capita is allocatedarks and recreation. Resulting in Bedford still
spending nearly 30 times that of Farmville



Farmville has a larger percentage of its familieind under the poverty level than Bedford doesaby
margin of 4.5%. Farmville also has a higher permgatof its individuals living under the poverty éév
than Bedford does; with 8.7% higher. The reasobitgind comparing these to variables is to show the
need for the locality to spend more on recreatias to its participants not having the finances to
participate in activities. It is my thinking thdita locality has a higher percentage of its citizand
families living under the poverty line then theywla have to spend more on recreation to provide
programs at no or a lower cost.

An additional variable to compare is how much dachlity is allocating to law enforcement and tiaff
control. Farmville is spending $274.83 per capitdaw enforcement and traffic control and Bedfced i
spending $340.29 per capita. When we adjust tltegercentages of local revenue, Farmville is
allocating 28.77% of its local revenue per capitéatv enforcement and traffic control while Bedfasd
allocating slightly less with 23.28%. Although thigference does not appear to be that signifidant
Farmville were to adjust its percentage of locakraie allocated to law enforcement and traffic ant
of that of Bedford, 23.28%, it would be $222.38 papita. The difference between the current amount
that Farmville allocated to law enforcement anffit@ontrol, $274.83 per capita, and the adjusted
amount of $222.38 per capita is a difference of &bper capita. This amount would make a huge
difference in the ability for Farmville to run acessful recreation program. To understand thergiffice
currently Farmuville is allocating a total of $18@85 to parks and recreation, if they were to redhe
amount they spend on law enforcement and traffitroband allocated the difference to parks and
recreation the adjusted total of parks and re@ratiould be $377,707.10.

POTENTENTAIL AREAS OF FURTURE RESEARCH

In trying to analyze and compare recreational sipgnoly Farmville and similar localities, furthereas
of study that would appear to be interesting are:

e Crime rates vs. Recreation

» Crime rates vs. Law Enforcement and Traffic Control

» Crime rates vs. Correction and Detention

CONCLUSION

| undertook this study because | wanted to gaiateebunderstanding of how localities determine how
much to allocate to recreation. | also wanted totsmv Farmville compares and ranks to other towas a
cities. I've learned that there is no simple equratf how a locality determines how much they will
spend on recreation and that the variables whibbught would have effected spending on recreation
fact do not. By studying the ranking tables, | heaaized how little Farmville does spend on retiosa

in comparison to other towns, and in addition, much more they allocate to other expenditures. It
would be very interesting to understand how Faredécides how much to assign to each expenditure,
and the logic behind each one.



APPENDIX A

October ¥ 2006

Dear Recreation Director,

As a division | athlete | believe in the importaradegiving the opportunity of athletics and recreatto
everyone, especially underprivileged youth. Idifatent of my role as a Cormier Citizen Scholar, |
have chosen to work on a four-year project thati$es on this belief.

Currently, | am working on a project that investegahow a community organizes and provides
recreational programs, with an emphasis on theifignahd methods enabling low-income individuals to
fully participate.

To this end, | am researching and comparing hoalikies of similar size to that in which my univigys
is located run their recreational programs. In otdealo this, | have developed a short survey @iggr
recreational facilities and programs, which | arkig various localities to complete. Your governinisn
one of the twenty-five that | am investigating.

For your convenience, | have enclosed the 23 durestirvey, along with a self-addressed stamped
envelope. It should take you only about fifteen ués to complete.

Your locality’s information is very critical for thsuccess of my research. For this reason, | hopane
willing to participate and would appreciate youturaing your completed survey to me by Octobet. 31
While each locality’s information will be strictigonfidential, | would be happy to share the overall
results of my research with you.

If you have any questions, please contact me vaileatiem152@longwood.edar by phone at
(336)392-4992. Thank you again for your time.

Sincerely,



Leigh Mascherin
Cormier Citizen Scholar

enc.
APPENDIX B
Longwood Ctizen Schol ars
Topic: Recreation Programs Offered

1. Please describe the programs available

2. Please describe the recreation facilities

3. Is transportation provided by the government for participates?

4, Are there full-time recreation employees? If yes, how many?

5. Is the recreation program run as a joint program with another government?

6. Who is allowed to participate in the recreational activities — only the governments’ own
citizens? Or are the programs available to any citizen outside that specific government
area?

7. Does the recreation department include after schools programs?

Topic: Financial Support of Recreation



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

How are the recreational programs funded?

What is the total government budget for the fiscal year?

In the coming year, what dollar amount of the fiscal year’s total budget is allocated to
recreation?

Regarding funding for the recreation programs - does more than one government
provide funds. If so, please explain.

If the answer to #11 is yes, what percentage of the recreation program budget (funds,
not programs) is provided by the sponsoring government?

If transportation is provided for users, how is this service funded?

Topic: Cost to Participant and Low-Income Support
If programs are for a region, is there a difference in the fees for the government's own
citizens versus citizens of the region? If so, please explain.

If there is low-income assistance? If so, how does one qualify?

What percentage of participants are receiving some form of financial assistance towards
fees?

Where does the program get the money to support this assistance?

What amount of the recreation budget is used to assist low-income residents to
participate in recreational programs?

Do you promote the fact that financial assistance is available or do participants have to
inquire?

If you do promote this fact, by what means do you do so? (television, newspapers,
bulletin boards at places of business, etc.)

In order to participate in athletics is there a flat rate or does the participant pay for each
activity individually?



22. If a yearly rate, how much is it?

23. If there is a fee per activity, what is the rate per sport?

Name of government:

APPENDIX C

Ranking Tables:

Table 1: Local Revenue Per Capita

Table 2: Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Per Capita
Table 3: Law Enforcement and Traffic Control Pepita
Table 4: Percentage of Population under 18

Table 5: Percentage of Population between 5-17

Table 6: Percentage of Individuals Living Below Bdy Level

Table 7: Percentage of Families Living Below Poyésvel



APPENDIX D

Comparison Table of Several L ocalities

Parks, Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Perce

. Law . C

L ocal Recr eation, of of of Families .

Parksand | Enforcement . . L Indiv

Revenue . and . ; Population | Population living o

Population Recreation | and Traffic liv

Per Cultural . under 18 | between 5 below
. . Per Capita | Control Per bel
Capita Per Capita . yearsof | 17yearsof | Poverty

Capita Pov

age age Level Le

Marion $446.50 6,349 $87.23 $81.77 $188.26 19.4% A%4 13.2% 18

Ashland $749.89 6,619 $27.35 $27.35 $263.79 199% 5% 1 6.9% 10.
Prince

Edward $801.20 20,846 $14.25 $3.81 $42.17 20.29% 15.2% %44.6 18
County

Farmuville $955.22 6,845 $9.22 $2.73 $274.83 14.7% 0.3% 19.9% 2:

Christiansburg $982.42 16,947 $81.33 $80.65 $238.64 23.8% 16.4%  4%6. 8.!

%%‘fﬁ{g $1,040.11 65,033 $40.58 $17.01 $76.57 24% 18.29 52% 7.

Lexington $1,451.54 7,230 $73.57 $23.83 $255.94 11% 8% 2.4% 21

Bedford $1,461.96 6,091 $175.53 $125.42 $340.29 21.69 16% 154% 13
County

Average $1,818.48 - $79.15 $47.05 $137.77 - - - -

Town

Average $832.77 - $94.36 $88.04 $173.50 - - - -

United Sates | __ - - - - 25.7% 18.9% 9.8% 12
Average




APPENDIX E

Graph 1

Town—Iocal revenue per capita vs. dollar amountcagita on parks and recreation
Graph 2

County—Ilocal revenue per capita vs. dollar amqemtcapita on parks and recreation
Graph 3

Town—percentage of families living in poverty dallar amount per capita on parks and
recreation

Graph 4
County—percentage of families living in poverty dsllar amount per capita on parks and
recreation

Graph 5
Town—percentage of individuals living in poverty.dollar amount per capita on parks
and recreation

Graph 6
County—percentage of individuals living in povevy: dollar amount per capita on parks and
recreation

Graph 7
Town—dollar amount per capita on law enforcemeat @maffic control vs. dollar amount
per capita on parks and recreation

Graph 8
County—dollar amount per capita on law enforcenaert traffic control vs. dollar amount
per capita on parks and recreation

Graph 9
County-dollar amount per capita on correction dettntion vs. dollar amount per capita
on parks and recreation



Graph 10
Town—percentage of the population under the ad3afs. dollar amount per  capita on parks
and recreation

Graph 11
County—percentage of the population under thechd® vs. dollar amount per capita on parks
and recreation

Graph 12
Town—percentage of the population between theof§el7 vs. dollar amount per capita on
parks and recreation

Graph 13
County—percentage of the population between teeoh®-17 vs. dollar amount per capita on
parks and recreation

Graph 14
County-dollar amount per capita on education eladamount per capita on  parks and
recreation
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