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Executive Summary
The Montrose Recreation District (MRD) Parks and Recreation Master Plan will be a first for the
agency. It is designed to guide decision making for MRD administration, operations,
maintenance and future capital projects. This plan will provide specific goals and objectives for
the next five years and create an extended vision for the next ten years and beyond.
Past, Present and Future – The Planning Text
The Montrose Recreation District 2004/2005 Parks and Recreation Master Plan will formulate a
plan to utilize information from the 2004 MRD/City of Montrose Needs Assessment along with
continued input from the public and staff to develop a 5-year plan for facility and program
development. Additionally, current MRD and City of Montrose program and facility inventories,
financial analysis, and potential partnerships have been used to set obtainable short, medium and
long term goals for facility and program development.
What We Want
The Montrose Recreation District was formed in 1956 to build and operate a summer swimming
pool. Today the MRD has a 17,000 square foot indoor aquatics center (built in 1987), three parks
that have multiple sports fields, restrooms, concessions stands, a stocked fishing pond, gazebo
and nature trails. Until 1972, MRD had no full-time employees. Today MRD has 13 full-time
employees and a service area of approximately 500 square miles. The growth of the District has
coincided with that of the population growth of City of Montrose and the surrounding areas.
Demographics
The MRD has estimated 2004 population of 27,661 and a projected population of 32,204 for 2010
and 36,792 for 2015, according to Colorado Division of Local Government. The County has
somewhat higher population of people 55 years and older than that of the average of the State of
Colorado and the Nation. The average household income is less than that of the State of Colorado
and the Nation with approximately 65% of households earning less than $50,000 annually.
Community and Stakeholder Input
Prior to this Master Plan project, the MRD worked with the City of Montrose to conduct the
2004/2005 Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment study. Copies of that study are available
from the MRD. The results from that study were utilized in this Master Plan process and are
summarized in Section D. following.
Major Survey Findings Included:
 85% of respondents rated MRD facilities as good to excellent
 88% of respondents rated MRD programs as good to excellent
 Walking and biking trails rated as “most important” by the respondents
 Indoor facilities such as; indoor recreation centers, indoor fitness and exercise facilities and
nature areas/wildlife habitats rated as the “highest unmet need” by the respondents.
In addition to the community input process during the Needs Assessment Study, three additional
stakeholder meetings were held during the initial portion of this Master Plan. The three meetings
consisted of two general public meetings open to the community and one meeting dedicated to
soliciting input from the Montrose Recreation District staff and the MRD Board.

What We Have Now – An Overview
A function of the Master Planning process is to identify the primary providers of recreation
services that community members utilize. This requires not only understanding the facilities and
programs of the MRD, but also of the other agencies in the District that include the City of
Montrose and the Montrose County School District RE-1J.
MRD Facilities:
 35 acres of parkland that includes:
o Tennis Courts
o Sand Volleyball Courts
o Softball Fields
o Multi-Use Fields
o Restrooms
o Concessions Stands
o Fishing Pond
o Gazebo
o Nature Trails
City of Montrose Facilities:
 212.45 acres of parkland
 12.35 miles of trails
 Baseball/Softball Fields
 Inline Skating Rink
 Skate Park
 Disc Golf Course
RE-1J School District
 Gyms used by the MRD for programming
 Classrooms used by the MRD for programming
 Climbing Wall used by the MRD for programming
 Community Track
 Multi-use Fields
Montrose County
 Indoor Sports Programming Space
 BMX

Programming
The Montrose Recreation District seeks to be the major provider of active youth and adult,
beginning and recreational level activities, rather than competitive level activities, in the
community. Activities offered by the MRD include:
 Baseball - Youth
 Softball – Youth/Adult
 Basketball – Youth/Adult
 Volleyball – Youth/Adult
 Tennis – Youth/Adult
 Soccer – Youth/Adult
 In-Line Hockey – Youth/Adult
 Lacrosse (Fall 2005) – Youth
 Flag Football - Adult
Aquatics also play a major role in MRD programming. The MRD aquatics center supports the
entire community, and beyond, seeking aquatics leisure and recreation activities such as:
 Lap swimming,
 Open swimming,
 Family fun nights,
 Fitness classes,
 Swim and diving lessons
 Water safety & Lifeguard classes
Drawing on the diverse needs of the community, the MRD also looks to offer many options for
personal enrichment. In addition, a collaborative partnership with the MRD and the City of
Montrose allows the MRD to offer senior specific programming at the Pavilion Senior Center.
Trends
National, regional and local research helps the MRD determine trends in facilities and programs
support data supplied by the MRD. Highlights of these trends findings include:
 Sports played on a ball field/diamond are experiencing a decline in player participation (as is
reflected in MRD participation rates).
 Sports played on multi-purpose/soccer/football turf fields are experiencing an increase in
player participation (also reflected in MRD participation rates).
 There will be a higher demand for multi-purpose turf fields than ball fields for future sport
facility development.
 The need for diverse senior programs will also be necessary as the more active “baby boomer”
moves into this age group.
 The current trend in facilities is toward a “one-stop” facility to serve all ages. Larger multipurpose centers can help increase cost-recovery, promote retention, and encourage cross-use
by multi-generational families and those interested in a variety of offerings.

How We Manage
Current Funding Sources
The funding used by the MRD to maintain and operate facilities and offer a diverse array of
programming is primarily derived from Property Taxes levied at 2.95 mills generating $655,846 in
2005. An additional levy of .630 mills, generating $140,062 in 2005, for General Obligation
Swimming Pool Refunding Bonds is also available but this funding expires in 2006.
Secondary tax revenues are generated from a Specific Ownership Tax that is based on the number
of new vehicles sold within the boundaries of the MRD. This tax is projected to generate $127,500
in 2005.
Other funding sources include:
 Program Fees
 Scholarships
 Facility rentals
 Concessions
 Grants
 Advertisement
Cost Recovery - Cost recovery is an important indicator of performance and responsible use of
public tax dollars. For this Plan, cost recovery is defined as the amount of funding generated
from non-capital resources for the Montrose Recreation District (resources not from tax subsidy).
The average total Cost Recovery for management of MRD (2002 to 2005) is 40.05%. This means
that MRD is recovering 40.05% of the total operating revenue through fees and alternative
funding. This recovery rate is relatively in-line compared to other recreation districts nationwide
(averaging 25-50%).
Internal Controls and Issues - Strong internal operations reflect in the quality of services an
agency provides. The MRD prides itself on how the community views them and the services they
provide. As the MRD looks to and expands its facilities and program offerings it will be
important to have the tools in place to ensure success.
Future Facility Needs - Throughout the community and staff input process several facilities
needs were identified as being critical for the MRD to continue to meet the needs of the
community. Below are the top identified needed facilities.
 Community/Recreation Center
 Outdoor Spray Ground
 Walking and Biking Trails
 Administration Building
 Maintenance Building
Alternative Funding
Economic conditions within the region vary with time and MRD must explore the best means of
achieving its goals towards maintaining and operating programs and athletic fields on an
ongoing basis. Alternative funding methods such as donor programs, volunteerism, grants,
sponsorships and partnerships are available to help fund and enhance facilities and programs.

Primary Planning Philosophies, Opportunities and Tools
It is important for the leadership of the MRD to provide the right tools in order to create
efficiencies within the organization. Systems that better track current practices, long and short
term capital expenditures, future land needs and the marketing of services will need to be in
place. The following systems can be examined by the MRD to enhance future operations.






Creation of a Life Cycle Costing Assessment
Development of a Land Acquisition Policy
Planning for Information Management and Technology
Plans to Establish Maintenance Staffing Levels and Standards
Creation of Strong Branding and Identity for Montrose Recreation District

Great Things to Come – Recommendations and Action Plans
Mission Statement
The Montrose Recreation District’s purpose is to provide, manage, and maintain
quality recreational facilities, programs, and services, which will enhance the
learning
and leisure
opportunities
that promote
a wholesome
community.
The preceding
summary
of the
sections contained
in this Master
Plan document
have provided an
overview of MRD operations and facilities, the methodology of this planning process, along with
findings form the variety of tools used to gather information on needs, resources, administration,
operations and maintenance of MRD holdings, resources, programs and responsibilities.
Guiding Themes
Throughout this planning process, four primary guiding themes emerged repeatedly and in
conjunction with most elements of the plan, current needs, future goals, and the action and
implementation plan. These themes flow through and affect all Action Themes and
Recommendations.
Expansion: The development of additional active recreation facilities and fields, support for trail
development and connectivity and support facilities are desired and expected by the community in
order to meet and maintain current and expected levels of satisfaction.
Organizational Management: The creation of a policy and procedures manual that will define how
the need for new programs and facilities be determined, internal communication channels, role of
leadership in decision making and create consistency throughout the organization.
Optimal and Efficient Use of Space, Land and Partnerships: Growing demand for leisure and
recreation services has created the need for the MRD to maximize use of its resources without
overusing them to the point of degrading the experience for the user. Continued partnership
development with the City of Montrose and the School District will help provide additional
resources for use by the MRD. Additionally, working with Montrose County to create a land
dedication policy for new development will help provide recreation service to MRD residents
outside of the City limits of Montrose.
Cost Recovery and Funding: The MRD usually recovers close to or more than 100% of its direct
cost in providing its programs and services. However this cost recovery does not include indirect
costs including facilities, maintenance staff, coordinator staff and administrative staff. Including
indirect costs reduces overall cost recovery to 40.05%. It is important for the MRD to develop a
Pricing and Cost Recovery Philosophy that reflects the values of the community and the
responsibility it has to the community. This philosophy will be of great importance if the MRD
moves forward in the development of new programs or a community/recreation center, and as it
determines how much it is willing to subsidize operations.
The following section gives a summary of the Recommendations included in the Master Plan.
Details on each recommendation can be found in Section IV of the Master Plan.
Action Theme One: Expansion

Recommendations
1.1 – Conduct a Community/Recreation Center Feasibility Study
1.2 – Create a Land Acquisition policy:
1.3 – Support Trail Development
1.4 – Create MRD Support Facilities
1.5 – Add Other Facilities
Action Theme Two – Organizational Management
Recommendation
2.1 – Create a Policy and Procedures Manual
Action Theme Three: - Partners Are A Necessity
Recommendations
3.1 – Create and Implement a Partnership Policy
3.2 – Maximize Partnerships with City of Montrose and Montrose County School District
Action Theme Four: We Can Always Do Better
Recommendations
4.1 – Establish Life Cycle Costing Assessments
4.2 – Create an Information Management and Technology Plan
4.3 – Create Maintenance Standards
4.4 – Develop Better Branding for the Montrose Recreation District
4.5 – Implement a 5-Year Master Planning Schedule
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Past, Present and Future – The Planning Context
The Montrose Recreation District (MRD) Master Plan is designed to be a planning tool to be
utilized for the next five years, and create an extended vision for the next ten years and beyond.
A. Vision and Mission
Mission Statement
The Montrose Recreation District’s purpose is to provide, manage, and maintain
quality recreational facilities, programs, and services, which will enhance the
learning
and leisure
opportunities
thatallpromote
a wholesome
community.
In order
to achieve
the goals
of this plan,
constituents,
including
MRD Board, staff and

other stakeholders, must be in agreement in regards to the vision and Mission Statement for
the agency.
B. Purpose of the Plan
The Montrose Recreation District 2004/2005 Parks and Recreation Master Plan will formulize
a plan to utilize information from the 2004 MRD/City of Montrose Needs Assessment along
with continued input from the public and staff to develop a 5-year plan for facility and
program development. Additionally, current MRD and City of Montrose program and
facility inventories, financial analysis, and potential partnerships have been used to set
obtainable short, medium and long term goals for facility and program development.
Additionally, this plan helps define MRD’s role as a recreation provider and its relationship to
City and County of Montrose. Critical success factors include:
1. Development of MRD Board and staff understanding of Master Planning process.
2. Discussion with each MRD staff member individually about his/her needs, vision, and
concerns.
3. GRASP™ analysis of level of service of MRD and City facilities.
4. Understanding and identification of the citizen’s recreation needs.
5. Understanding of what recreation needs are not being met.
6. Identification of short, medium, and long range goals for facility and program
development.
7. Creation of an Action Plan matrix based on the Plan recommendations.
8. Creation of a well-written communication document that articulates the Plan.
C. History of the Department
This is the first Master Plan for MRD. The Montrose Recreation District was formed in 1956 to
build and operate a summer swimming pool. Today the MRD has a 17,000 square foot indoor
aquatics center built in 1987, three parks that have multiple sports fields, restrooms,
concessions stands, a stocked fishing pond, gazebo and nature trails. Until 1972, MRD had no
fulltime employees. Today MRD has 13 full-time employees and a service area of
approximately 500 square miles. The growth of District has coincided with that of the
population growth of City of Montrose and the surrounding areas.
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What We Want – Our Community and Identified Needs
Creating direction and vision for the Montrose Recreation District requires understanding of the
community’s make-up for which they serve. Additionally, creating direction and vision must
include open and honest input from the community so the MRD can utilize this information to
help focus its resources on facilities and programs that are in demand. Trends in leisure and
recreation on a local, regional and national level also help drive the decision making process of
the MRD.
A. Community Profile and Demographic Study
Service Area and Population
The primary service area for this analysis will be the City of Montrose in Montrose County,
Colorado. This unique city that comprises 11.5 square miles is located in the center of the
Uncompahgre Valley on the Western Slope of Colorado and is a transportation crossroads
with U.S. Highways 50 and 550. Additionally, the Montrose Recreation District will be used
as a secondary service area. The estimated population for the City of Montrose in 2004 was
15,351 people according to the Colorado Division of Local Government CTF District
Estimates. The estimated 2004 population for the Montrose Recreation District was 27,661.
Age Distribution
The following breakdown is used to separate the population into age-sensitive user groups
and to retain the ability to adjust to future age-sensitive trends.


Under 5 years: This group represents users of preschool and tot programs and facilities,
and as trails and open space users, are often in strollers. These individuals are the future
participants in youth activities.



5 to 14 years: This group represents current youth program participants.



15 to 24 years: This group represents teen/young adult program participants moving
out of the youth programs and into adult programs. Members of this age group are
often seasonal employment seekers.



25 to 34 years: This group represents involvement in adult programming with
characteristics of beginning long-term relationships and establishing families.



35 to 54 years: This group represents users of a wide range of adult programming and
park facilities. Their characteristics extend from having children using preschool and
youth programs to becoming empty nesters.



55 to 64 years: This group represents users of older adult programming exhibiting the
characteristics of approaching retirement or already retired and typically enjoying
grandchildren.



65 years plus: This group will be doubling in 14 years. Programming for this group
should positively impact the health of older adults through networking, training and
technical assistance, and fundraising. Recreation Centers, senior centers and other
senior programs can be a significant link in the health care system. This group generally
also ranges from very healthy, active seniors to more physically inactive seniors.

Population Breakdown and Comparisons
Sources for the population breakdown include the ESRI Business Information Solutions 2004
Demographic Profile and the Colorado Division of Local Government 2004 CTF District
Estimates. For the purpose of this analysis, the total population for the City of Montrose
(15,351) and the Montrose Recreation District (27,661) provided by the CTF District Estimates
were utilized. Population breakdown by age, as shown in Figure 1, and comparisons, as
shown in Figure 2, were provided by the ESRI 2004 Demographic Profile for the City of
Montrose. It is assumed that the population breakdown of the Montrose Recreation District is
similar to that of the City of Montrose.
Figure 1: Population Breakdown – City of Montrose/Montrose Recreation District (2004)
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Figure 2: Population Comparisons – City of Montrose, State of Colorado and U.S. (2004)
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Population Comparisons
According to ESRI Business Information Solutions, the State of Colorado has a slightly
younger population when compared to the United States. Conversely, the population of the
City of Montrose is considerably older. The City has several significant differences among
age categories when compared to the US and the State of Colorado. Most notably is the age
category of ’65 years plus’ where Montrose has a ten percent greater proportion of population
than the US. Other age categories having significant differences when compared to the US are
’24 to 34 years’ and ’35 – 54 years’ have a four and five percent fewer proportion of population
respectively. The median age in 2004 for the City of Montrose is 41.2. The average for the
State of Colorado is 35 and the Nation’s average is 36.
Gender
The 2004 population estimate for the City of Montrose consists of 47.9% male and 52.1%
female. Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions
Race (2005)
Statistics gathered from ESRI Business Solutions provide the race breakdown for the City of
Montrose. The population of Hispanic Origin makes up 18.2% of the total population.
Race
White Alone
Black Alone
American Indian Alone
Asian Alone
Pacific Islander Alone
Some Other Race Alone
Two or More Races
Hispanic Origin (Any
Race)

City of Montrose
89.3%
0.4%
0.9%
0.7%
0.1%
6.9%
2.7%
18.2%

Educational Attainment (2000)
Degree
Some College, No Diploma
Associate
Bachelor’s
Master’s/Prof/Doctorate
Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions

City of Montrose
24.0%
3.7%
14.1%
7.1%

Household Income
According to ESRI Business Information Solutions, the estimated median household income for
the City of Montrose in 2004 was $38,113. Per capita income was $21,216.
Figure 3: Household Income – City of Montrose compared to the State of Colorado and the
United States (2004)
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The largest share of households (18.6%) earns less than $15,000, followed next by those earning
$35,000 to $49,999 (18.3%). 17.7% earn $50,000 to $74,999, while another 14.9% earn $15,000 to
$24,999. 12.6% earn $25,000 to $34,999, and 9.5% of the population earns $75,000 to $99,999. The
smallest percentage of the population earns 100,000 or more (8.5%).
The City of Montrose’s household income differs significantly from that of the State of Colorado
and the US in that the City has 12% fewer population in the categories of ‘$100,000 or more’.
The City also has significantly fewer population in the $75,000 to $99,999’ category. The City
has a significantly greater proportion of population earning ‘under $15,000’ and between
$15,000 and $24,999 compared to the State of Colorado and the US. The City of Montrose is
within a few percentage points of State and National earnings in the categories between $25,000
and $74,999.
Household Size
The 2004 average household size in the City of Montrose is 2.26 people. Nationally, the average
size is 2.58 and in the State of Colorado it is 2.52.
Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions

Employment
The estimated employed work force (population 16 years and over) in the City of Montrose is
95.2% of the work force. Industries providing employment: Educational, health and social
services (16.1%); retail trade (14.7%); construction (13.3%); arts, entertainment, recreation,
accommodation and food services (11.7%).
Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions and http://www.city-data.com/city/Montrose-Colorado.html

Population Forecasts
Although we can never know the future with certainty, it is helpful to make assumptions about
it for economic reasons. Using the average annual growth rate (2.4% - 2005, 3%-2010, 2.8%2015) from the Colorado Division of Local Government for Montrose County, GreenPlay
calculated population projections for the City of Montrose and the MRD using a compound
interest equation. The City of Montrose looks to grow from its current 2005 projected
population of 15,719, to 18,548 in 2010 and to 21,516 in 2015. The MRD as a whole look to grow
from its current 2005 projected population of 28,324, to 33,423 in 2010 and to 38,771 in 2015.
MRD population figures below include City of Montrose population.
Figure 4: Population Projections through year 2015
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Additional Information
The United Health Foundation has ranked Colorado 13th in its 2004 State Health Rankings. It
dropped from 9th in 2003. The State’s biggest strengths include a low prevalence of smoking,
low prevalence of obesity, a low number of limited activity days per month, a low rate of cancer
deaths, and a low rate of deaths from cardiovascular disease. Some risk factor statistics for
Colorado include:



Community Environment: Prevalence of violent crime, lack of health insurance, and
occupational fatalities.



Health Policies: Percent of Health Dollars for Public Health (% of health expenditure) is
3.2 which is down from 4.4 in 2003. Per Capita Public Health Spending ($ per person) is
$24 which is down from $28 in 2003.

B. Community and Stakeholder Input
Prior to this Master Plan project, the MRD worked with the City of Montrose to conduct
the 2004/2005 Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment study. Copies of that study are
available from the MRD. The results from that study were utilized in this Master Plan
process and are summarized in Section D below.
In addition to the community input process during the Needs Assessment Study, three
additional stakeholder meetings were held during the initial portion of this Master Plan.
The three meetings consisted of two general public meetings open to the community and
one meeting dedicated to soliciting input from the Montrose Recreation District staff and
the MRD Board.
General Public Meetings
During the two general public meetings, the participants were shown a short presentation
that described the master planning process and what would be taking place. After the
presentation, the participants were asked to identify strengths, weaknesses and key issues
of the Montrose Recreation District services, facilities, and operations. Below lists the
strengths, weaknesses, and key issues as reported by the attendees:
Strengths
 Partnerships with other entities
 Variety of offerings
 Reasonable prices
 Staff receptive to needs of associations
 Existing facilities well maintained
 Locations are good
 MRD staff
 Bike trails well-maintained
 Tennis lessons popular
 District organized athletics for use
 Executive Director (Dean Palmquist) is a solid collaborator
 Strong Board of Directors
 Good maximization of resources
Weaknesses
 Lack of money for everything
 Conservative community when it comes to taxes
 Lack of facilities, i.e., indoor, soccer (turf areas), tennis
 Need to share with schools
 No gym space
 Lack of space to provide adult programming that isn’t late at night
 Need trail connections








Too many summer activities at the pool (over crowded)
Need to look at easements
Bathrooms need better maintenance
Lack of parks outside of city limits
Needs areas (indoor and outdoor) for teens
Lack of teen/youth/arts & crafts programming

Key Issues
 What is the relationship with District and the City?
 Retirement population may not want to support additional facilities
 All programs and facilities should be accessible to everyone
 Population growth – How to plan ahead?
 Gain unified vision for MRD and community
 Measure capacity and anticipated need
 Include the “no new taxes” population
 Things for teens to do
 Aquatics facility beyond capacity
 May not have a good political support network for established cohesiveness to help
fulfill MRD needs
 Challenge to find activities in winter
Staff and Board Meetings
During the staff and Board meeting, the attendees were presented with the information
obtained at the general public meetings and asked to discuss the comments. The staff and
Board felt the public input was fair and fairly accurate.
Prior to this meeting the MRD staff conducted an internal Strengths, Weaknesses
Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) Analysis for the Administration, Maintenance,
Marketing and Recreation Divisions. The consultant team summarized those meetings
and identified common strengths and weaknesses between the divisions and presented
the following findings:

Table 1: MRD Summary of Strengths & Weakness
Strengths
Good public image
Staff longevity
Staff diversification
Community relations
Productive
Cost effective/efficient

Weaknesses
Consistent/Updated policies and procedures
Communication for department to department
Communication between all staff
Image/Branding (Tied to City)
Part time staff customer service training
Lack, or need of updating, of job descriptions/duties/manuals

Staff and board members supported these findings as the strengths that make the MRD a
quality provider of leisure and recreation services and the weaknesses that need to be
corrected in order to grow and meet the demands of the community.
Based on the Needs Assessment information, the general public meetings, and the MRD
internal SWOT Analysis several key issues were indemnified and presented to the staff
and board members. Those key issues are identified below:
Table 2: MRD Key Issues
Key Issues
Need for indoor spaces and facilities
Image and identification
Relationship with county, city, schools and others
Determining where the MRD focus should be
Dealing with population growth
New taxes are difficult to pass
Staff and board members agreed that these key issues are the major items facing the MRD.
C. Needs Assessment – March 2005
The City of Montrose and the Montrose Recreation District conducted a Community
Attitude and Interest Survey during February and March of 2005. This survey was
created and administered to help establish priorities for future parks and recreation
facilities, programs, and services within the community. A total of 658 surveys were
completed and the results of the random sampling of households yielded 95% level of
confidence with a precision of +/- 3.9%.
Summary of Survey Findings
Overall, respondents that have visited both City of Montrose and MRD facilities rated
their condition as good (66%) to excellent (19%). In addition, programs offered by MRD
rated as good (59%) to excellent (29%). This positive response by the survey respondents
demonstrates that a solid base has been built to expand programs and services.

Facility Needs
As with most communities in Colorado and the United States, walking and biking trails
rank high as need in the City and MRD. Trail systems have become an important
component in a community’s infrastructure by providing the ability to walk or ride a bike
without the safety concern of traveling on major streets or highways.
The “Highest Unmet Need” activity types that respondents indicated would require an
indoor venue. These types of spaces would include:






Indoor swimming pools/waterparks
Indoor cultural facilities
Indoor fitness and exercise facilities
Indoor recreation center (may include some or all of the facilities listed here)
Senior recreation center

Outdoors spaces also received interest. Besides walking and biking trails, respondents
expressed a need for other passive facilities that included:






Natural areas/wildlife habitats
Small neighborhood parks
Greenway areas
Large community parks
Off leash dog areas

Development and Planning
When ask about willingness to fund facilities with tax dollars, respondents were
consistent with what they expressed as high priority needs. The top four facilities that
they were most willing to fund with their tax dollars were:





Walking and biking trails
Indoor community/recreation center
New outdoor amphitheater
Purchasing land for passive usage

In summary the message sent by both the respondents of the survey, participants in the
general public meeting, and staff and board members was that:





Parks are in good to excellent condition,
Current program offerings are of good to excellent quality
There is a need for indoor recreation space
There is a need for additional outdoor passive areas.

It should be noted that in a 1994 survey of 700 Montrose residents a public recreation
center, nature center, and amphitheater were identified as priorities for future planning
by the City of Montrose (Source: 1994, City of Montrose Comprehensive Plan) As of this
report the City has not built these facilities.

A complete report containing survey results can be obtained from the MRD.
D. Additional Input – Outdoor Spray Ground Survey, Summer 2004
In the summer of 2004, the MRD conducted a survey concerning the need for an outdoor
spray ground. The number of respondents to the survey totaled 132 and the majority
favored a spray ground as a component of a leisure pool more than a stand alone feature.
An indoor leisure pool ranked 6th in the 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey as what
respondents would use most often in an indoor facility.
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What We Have Now - An Analysis of Facilities, Programs and Spaces
A function of the Master Planning process is to identify the primary providers of recreation
services that community member utilize. This requires not only understanding the facilities
and programs of the MRD, but also of the other agencies in that include the City of Montrose
and Montrose County School District RE-1J. This section summarizes the available recreation
resources and the agency that provides them.
A. District Facilities and Services
MRD owns and maintains the following facilities:







The Montrose Aquatics Center – This facility is 17,000 square feet and was built in
1987. The center has four pools including an outdoor lap pool with a slide, a kiddy
pool with water features, an indoor lap pool, and a warm water therapy pool. There is
also a four lighted court tennis complex adjacent to the aquatics center.
Holly Park – A five acre park built in 1973 that includes lighted tennis courts, a lighted
softball field, two sand volleyball courts, outdoor basketball and racquetball courts,
open areas, and a maintenance/restroom/concession building. This facility is one of
the oldest in MRD.
Ute Parks – A six acre park that includes two lighted softball fields, two slow pitch
batting cages, and a combined maintenance, restroom and concession building.
McNeil Sports Complex – A twenty four acre complex that includes five multi-use
fields (one lighted), restrooms, concessions, a stocked fishing pond, a gazebo, and
nature trials. MRD offices and maintenance facilities are also located on this property.

B. City Facilities and Services
Parks
The City of Montrose maintains a variety of parks. These parks range from small pocket
parks (1 to 3 acres in size), neighborhood parks (3 to 10 acres), and larger community
parks (20 plus acres). The City maintains a total of 212.45 acres of parks. The City Parks
support eight playgrounds, twelve horseshoe pits and one sand volleyball court.
The growth of the City of Montrose has brought new residential developments. City land
dedication policies require new parks to accompany these new developments. Recently
the City has brought the MRD to the table for input to help identify priorities concerning
future park amenities. Information contained in this plan and the 2004/2005 Parks and
Recreation Needs Assessment can assist this collaborative effort to meet the passive park
needs of the community and the active programming spaces desired by the MRD.
Trails
The City also maintains 12.35 miles of pedestrian and biking trails that run throughout the
city. The largest concentration of connected trails is located along the Uncomphare River
with connections to Sunset Mesa, Baldridge Park, Holly Park, McNeil Fields, and Ute
Park. The next longest connection of trails travels through the City and heads toward new
developments east of town. The balance of trails mainly supports new developments but
lacks connectivity to the overall trail system.

Athletic Fields and Other Facilities
The City maintains three multi-use fields on Sunset Mesa and owns three baseball fields
and one softball field that is maintained by the City and Montrose Little League.
Additionally the City has 2.5 basketball courts located in City Parks and also maintains the
inline skate rink, skate park and disc golf course located in Clifford E. Baldridge Regional
Park and Cerise Regional Park.
Future Development
The City has many recreation projects outlined in its 2004 to 2009 Six Year Capital
Improvement Plan. They include new park development, open space land acquisition,
trail linkage, and new park improvements.
The City’s top priority is the development of the 110 acre Cerise Regional Park. The
Montrose Recreation District is in partnership with the City to develop 10 acres of the
Cerise property for an open multi-purpose recreation turf area and a two acre soccer field.
The MRD will provide maintenance staff and support in the form of labor and equipment
to assist the City’s park staff in construction of the Field. Additionally, the MRD will
provide a payment of $30,000 in cash or equivalent, to be used in the construction of the
Fields. The MRD will maintain and program most uses of these areas during the
“growing season”, approximately March 1 through October 31. (Please refer to the MRD
office for more detailed information on this Intergovernmental Agreement between the
MRD and the City of Montrose.)
Additionally, the development of Cerise Regional Park will help meet the needs of the
community by providing new trails, an outdoor education center, a picnic area, and a
natural living history area.
At the time of this study, the City had begun development of the Cerise property and
MRD is expecting to be able to program activities on the multi-use turf area and the soccer
fields no later than Fall of 2006.
C. School Facilities – RE-1J School District
The City of Montrose has one high school, two middle schools, and five elementary
schools. MRD has access to the gyms, multi-purpose rooms, climbing wall and classrooms
for recreational programming use at these facilities. MRD receives use of the gyms and
classrooms for a fee. The High School running track that was partially funded by MRD is
available for community use at no charge.
D. Montrose County
Montrose County also plays a role in recreational opportunities in the area. The BMX
track located on the County Fairgrounds property is maintained and operated by the local
BMX Club. The county also allows use of its exhibit hall to the MRD for programming
purposes such as inline hockey and youth basketball.

E. Federal Lands
Federal lands located near the Montrose Recreation District also create many recreation
opportunities for the community. Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument,
Gunnison National Forest, Uncompahgre National Forest, the Uncompahgre River, the
Gunnison River, Ridgway Reservoir, and Blue Mesa Reservoir are close in proximity and
provide a wealth of outdoor recreation public lands opportunities.
F. Other Major Facility Focus Areas
The City of Montrose and the surrounding areas have experienced tremendous growth
over the last 15 years. Population projections indicate continued growth. New
community developments inside the City limits along with new county developments
(located within District boundaries) will continue to create further demand on MRD for
recreation services.
Currently land dedication requirements for parks, trails, and open spaces exist for new
developments within the City limits of Montrose. However, these dedications are not
required for new developments on county land that is outside of the City limits yet within
the boundaries of the MRD. This presents a problem for MRD as the District is expected
to fill the needs for parks, trails and open space.
G. Summary of Recreation Facility Providers in the MRD
Montrose Recreation District
Being true to its goal to be the primary provider of active recreation opportunities in the
community, the MRD maintains and programs high quality venues that include an indoor
aquatics center and numerous baseball/softball and multi-use fields. The addition of the
active turf area in the newly developed Cerise property will enhance the MRD’s
programming opportunities.
City of Montrose
Based on the current park inventory the City of Montrose maintains, the City is and
should remain the primary provider of these passive spaces. With its land dedication
requirements, the City should be able to continue to provide playgrounds, benches, picnic
shelters, trails and open turf spaces to meet the demand of the growing population.
School Facilities – RE-1J School District
Unless the MRD can expand its facilities to include ample gymnasium, multi-purpose
room and classroom space, school facilities will play a vital role to the MRD and the
community. The School District remains the primary provider of these spaces and
although past reciprocal use agreements between the MRD and the School District have
been dissolved (some exceptions apply) the MRD will still need to look to the School
District to meet many of its programming needs.
H. Programming (Sports, Aquatics & Fitness)
The Montrose Recreation District seeks to be the major provider of active, beginning and
recreational level activities, rather than the competitive level activities, in the community.
The MRD has a traditional offering of youth and adult sports geared toward participants

seeking a variety of programming opportunities. MRD sports programming also
consistently draws participants from Olathe, Naturita, Nudea, Ouray, Telluride, Delta,
Gunnison and Ridgway. The activities MRD offers include:









Baseball - Youth
Softball – Youth/Adult
Basketball – Youth/Adult
Volleyball – Youth/Adult
Tennis – Youth/Adult
Soccer – Youth/Adult
In-Line Hockey – Youth/Adult
Lacrosse (Fall 2005) – Youth

Aquatics also play a major role in MRD programming. The MRD aquatics center supports
the entire community, and beyond, seeking aquatics leisure and recreation activities. The
MRD aquatics center is also home to the Montrose Marlins, a non-profit competitive youth
swim club and also serves as home to the high school swim teams and physical education
classes. Current aquatics offerings include:







Lap swimming,
Open swimming,
Family fun nights,
Fitness classes,
Swim and diving lessons, and
Water safety & Lifeguard classes

The MRD also offers several youth and fitness programs to the community that includes:







Tae Kwon Do (ages 6 & up),
Jui-Jitsu & Sambo,
Tai Chi,
Cardio kickboxing, and
Yoga
Climbing Wall

Trends
The tables below show the team sports participation trends from 1992 to 2004.
Table 3: MRD Adult Sports Participation Trends
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Adult Sports
Adult sports participation rates closely resemble national trends. The number of
participates in MRD adult softball dropped significantly for 1996 to 2000 but seems to
have leveled off. This is similar to national trends that show a 25% decrease in softball
participation from 1987 to 2003. MRD adult volleyball teams have seen a steady drop in
numbers since 1997. This also reflects a national trend that shows a 14% decrease in hard
court volleyball participation from 1987 to 2003. MRD adult basketball has seen a steady
participation rate for the last several years. Nationally, participation in basketball has
remained steady with only 0.8% decrease since 1987.

Source: Sporting Goods Manufactures Association

Table 4: Youth Sports Participation Trends
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Youth Sports
Youth participation in MRD sponsored activities also follows some of the national trends.
Youth baseball and softball has seen a decline in participation rates since 1995. However,
it should be noted that trends have moved upward in 2002 and declined in 2003 and 2004.

Youth basketball participation has remained steady which is similar to the national trends
while volleyball participation has remained low since its first offering in 1998. New youth
sport offerings such as in-line hockey and skateboarding attracted a higher number of
participants at first but has since decreased slightly.
Trends and the needs for Athletic Fields
SGMA Sports Participation Trends
The information below was taken from the Superstudy of Sports Participation conducted
by American Sports Data, Inc. in January 2002. Information was gathered by a mail panel
resource of 25,000 households with a 58.7% response rate and reprinted by the Sporting
Goods Manufacturers Association.
Figure 5: Sports Participation Trends for Multi-use fields

SGMA Sports Participation Trends
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Source: Sporting Goods Manufactures Associations International Sports Participation Topline Report 2004
* Includes indoor and outdoor soccer until 2002. In 2003, amount shown is net soccer participation with 4.563
million indoor and 17.679 million outdoor soccer participants.

Figure 6: Sports Participation Trends for Ballfield Sports
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Other Sports Trends Sources
The following summaries were taken from the website of each sport’s official governing
body.
Ultimate Frisbee
The Ultimate Players Association (UPA) is the Governing Body for the sport of Ultimate
Frisbee in the United States. Ultimate is a young sport with its invention in 1967 with its
first official rules being recorded in 1970. According to the UPA, over 100,000 people are
playing Ultimate in the U.S., and it is one of the fastest growing sports in the World.
Worldwide, Ultimate is played in 42 countries by hundreds of thousands of men and
women, girls and boys. In 2004, the UPA had 17,500 members with youth accounting for
12%, college 50%, and regular 38%. 5% of members are under 18, 57% are between 19 and
27, 35% are between 28 and 42, and 3% are 43 years of age or older. 65% of members are
male, 35% female. The UPA reports that 83.5% members play Ultimate at least three times
per week.
Source: UPA. www.upa.org

Lacrosse
According to an article in the Denver Post (May 10, 2005), Lacrosse is gaining ground in
Colorado. The University of Denver is ranked No. 12 in Division I, the Colorado
Mammoth professional lacrosse team’s attendance of 17,035 fans per game is far above the
National Lacrosse League regular-season average of 9,885 per game, and since the
sanction of Lacrosse into the Colorado High School Activities Association (CHSAA) in
1999, the number of student athletes participating in the sport has risen 60% (2,141 players
to 3,427 players). This season the CHSAA says there are 41 boys teams and 32 girls teams
officially, but more are on the way. Additionally, a survey done by the U.S. Lacrosse
National Headquarters in Baltimore, noted that Colorado and Utah have produced the
biggest increase of player of all ages in the entire nation since 2001.
Source: Delander, B. The Denver Post. “Lacrosse gains ground with Coloradoans” May 10, 2005, 12D

Soccer
According to the Colorado High School Activities Association, boys and girls soccer
participation has experienced 13.4% growth in 2003-04 from the 1998-99 season. 32 sports
summer monster league teams with 14 players/team.
Source: Delander, B. The Denver Post. “Lacrosse gains ground with Coloradoans” May 10, 2005, 12D and Sports
Monster

Baseball
According to the Colorado High School Activities Association, baseball experienced only a
2.5% growth in the 2003-04 season from the 1998-99.
Source: Delander, B. The Denver Post. “Lacrosse gains ground with Coloradoans” May 10, 2005, 12D

I. Programming (Cultural, Special Interest & Seniors )
Drawing on the diverse needs of the community, the MRD looks to offer many options for
personal enrichment. Selections range from language to arts and crafts classes,
photography to instructional courses. Classes the community can seek to expand or
enhance their passions include but are not limited to:










Conversational Spanish
Conversational German
Intro to Bridge
Computer classes
Arts and Crafts
Fly fishing instruction
Motorcycle riding instruction
Archery
Dance

A collaborative partnership with the MRD and the City of Montrose allows the MRD to
offer senior specific programming at the Pavilion Senior Center. The center is open five
days a week and MRD program offerings include:












Trips
Aging issue topics (in conjunction with the Volunteers of America )
Arts and Crafts
Dance
Billiards
Horseshoes
Senior night out
Shuffleboard
Computer classes
Yoga
Pilates

Current Trends in Programming
In order to plan and manage effectively, it has become essential to stay on top of the
current trends impacting the field of parks and recreation programming. Some of the
national trends that are most pertinent to the Montrose Recreation District are:

















The biggest trend is not an activity but the fact that the “Baby Boomers” are now
reaching and exceeding the age of 50. In becoming “seniors”, this cohort is once again
affecting how leisure activities are redefined for the “senior market”.
Most Baby Boomers will never become “seniors” or use traditional “Senior Centers” as
they have been previously programmed. Research has shown a movement away from
“senior” related programs such as bridge and shuffleboard since many boomers
associate these with being old.
Baby Boomers continue to increase their focus on exercise, fitness and leisure lifestyle
activities that provide better quality of life, including an emphasis on natural and
passive outdoor activities.
The top three sports nationwide are exercise walking, swimming and aerobic exercise
for adults.
America is dealing with an unprecedented level of obesity and it has become a
national health crisis. Fortunately the State of Colorado is the least obese state in the
union, but it is still an issue that needs to be dealt with.
With MRD’s diverse age population, programs need to be available at lunchtime,
nights and weekends to service all age groups.
National trends show a demand for programs to be less structured, with shorter length
sessions and more drop-in activities.
The current trend in facilities is toward a “one-stop” facility to serve all ages. Larger
multi-purpose centers can help increase cost-recovery, promote retention, and
encourage cross-use by multi-generational families and those interested in a variety of
offerings.
Partnerships for new facilities, programs, and maintenance are becoming more
popular and expected by the taxpayers. MRD population should expect efficient use
of tax dollars and innovative funding methods to create the facilities they need and
want.
There is an increased trend towards “green practices”, with stakeholders expecting an
emphasis on recycling, conservation, best building practices, control of invasive
species, energy efficiency, increased green space, more tree canopy, and other natural
improvements.

Summary of Programming and Trends
The data provided by the Superstudy of Sports Participation and several other sources
mentioned in this trends report indicate that sports played on a ball field/diamond are
experiencing a decline in player participation as is reflective in MRD participation rates.
Whereas, sports played on multi-purpose/soccer/football turf fields are experiencing an
increase in player participation that is also reflected in MRD participation rates. It is
reasonable to predict that there will be a higher demand for multi-purpose turf fields than
ball fields for future sport facility development.

For cultural and special interest programming, keeping a pulse on the interests of the
community will be important. Monitoring participation rates and seeking feedback and
altering class offerings may be necessary to meet the needs of as much of the community
as possible. The need for diverse senior programs will also be necessary as the more
active “baby boomer” moves into this age group.
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I. How We Manage – Analysis of Findings
The management of the Montrose Recreation District requires not only attention to capital
assets, facilities and program offerings, but also to the management practices, funding and
planning methods. This section gives an overview of these finding.
A. Finances and Traditional Funding
This planning process reviewed MRD’s past and projected budget performance including
an analysis of current budget procedures, revenue generation, fees, and charges.
Current Funding Sources
The MRD currently collects funds through a variety of sources. The primary sources of
funding that pay for MRD operations
 Property Taxes
 Specific Ownership Taxes
 Program Fees
o Aquatics
o Other
 Miscellaneous
o Rental
o Concessions
o Grants
o Brochure Advertisement
o Sponsorships
Property Taxes
The MRD receives the bulk of its revenues through the collection of Property Taxes levied
at 2.95 mills. Projected Property tax revenues for 2005 are $942,037 which increased to
3.306. An additional levy of .630 for General Obligation Swimming Pool Refunding Bonds
generates an additional $140,062 for the MRD. These bonds mature in 2006 and the
revenue will cease. Property Tax revenues have increased an average of 6.8% a year since
2002.
Specific Ownership Taxes
The MRD receives a Specific Ownership Tax is base on the number of new vehicles sold
within the boundaries of the MRD. Revenues derived from this tax are projected to
$127,500 for 2005. Specific Ownership Tax revenues have increased an average of 1.5% a
year since 2002.
Program User Fees
Program user fees are collection of entry fees or program registration. Funds collected are
primarily used to offset direct operating expenses to provide services to MRD residents.
Scholarships
Working with the Montrose Youth & Community Foundation, the MRD is able to secure
funds to be applied to a scholarship program for youths needing financial assistance. The
number of youth receiving scholarships has fluctuated over the years but on the whole has
increased and looks to grow in the years ahead.

Miscellaneous
Other sources of revenue include facility rentals, concessions, grants, sponsorships and
brochure advertisement to name a few.
In 2005, MRD has estimated approximately $479,000 in program and miscellaneous fees
for 2005. This figure is approximately 39% of the MRD operating budget. A compilation
of previous year’s collections and revenues and cost recovery percentages is shown in the
table below.
Table 4: Summary of Non Tax Revenues and Expenses

Non Tax Revenues
Interest income, Grant Revenue,
Rentals, Aquatics, Concessions
Recreation Programs
% Change from previous year
Expenses
Personnel, Insurance & Benefits,
Operating, Transfers to CIP,
Transfers to Debt Service
% Change from previous year
Cost Recovery

2002 Actual 2003 Actual

2004
Actual

2005
Estimate

$435,355

$430,816

$441,260

$479,194

2002
Actual

-1.0%
2003
Actual

+7.2%
2004
Budget

+4.0%
2005
Budget

$1,016,531

$1,081,569

$1,152,623

$1,221,057

42.8%

-6.8%
39.9%

-4.0%
38.3%

+2.3%
39.2%

B. Cost Recovery
Cost recovery is an important indicator of performance and responsible use of public tax
dollars. For this Plan, cost recovery is defined as the amount of funding generated from
non-capital resources for the Montrose Recreation District (resources not from the General
Fund or tax subsidy). The average total Cost Recovery for management of MRD (2002 to
2005) is 40.05%. This means that MRD is recovering 40.05% of the total operating revenue
through fees and alternative funding. This recovery rate is relatively in-line compared to
other recreation districts nationwide (averaging 25-50%).
Pricing and Cost Recovery
Revenue is predominantly derived from user fees and, at times, from minor grants,
sponsorships, and donations. Program fees can be based on community values, market
demand, comparative pricing, direct and indirect program costs, and overall operation
costs. The following definitions of direct and indirect costs provide insight into the
pricing guidelines.
Direct costs: includes all the specific, identifiable expenses associated with providing
a service. Examples include officials, building rentals, uniforms, awards and
equipment and supplies directly related to the service.

Indirect costs: encompasses support, such as the maintenance, salaries for
administration/coordinators/directors, postage, copying, etc.
MRD Programming and Direct Costs
The Montrose Recreation District has a goal to recover direct costs for all of its
programming except for some of the youth programs which are grant supported. As
indirect costs increase the MRD adjusts its fees to cover those costs. Direct costs include:
(Where applicable)











Officials
Gym/Facility Supervisors
Medicare
Building Rental
Telephone
Uniforms
Maintenance Supply
Program Equipment
Awards
Safety Medical

Direct costs do not include maintenance staff salaries or recreation coordinators staff
salaries. The table below shows the average cost recovery, by program type, for actual
revenues and expenditures for 2002 and 2003 and budgeted revenues and expenditures
for 2004 and 2005.

Table 6: Cost Recovery for Direct Costs
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MRD Programming and Indirect Costs
The Montrose Recreation District operates with the philosophy that property tax dollars
cover indirect costs which includes maintenances staff salaries, recreation coordinators
staff salaries and executive staff salaries.
Developing a Pricing and Cost Recovery Philosophy
Developing a Pricing Philosophy, based on the Pricing Pyramid Model (Figure 1), will
help identify consensus for the District as to what participants should be charged for
programs. This will provide a fair, equitable, and simple fee structure that allows for a
comprehensive operation that is financially feasible, sustainable, and affordable while
providing outstanding service. Developing a Pricing Philosophy will involve examination
of the types of programs offered and what segment of the population these programs are
serving to determine:
Who benefits from the service?
Is it the community in general or only a specific segment of the community benefiting
from the service? Is it serving youth, adults, seniors, or people with disabilities? The
Pyramid Model provides insight regarding the group benefit levels and whether the
individual/group receiving the service generates the need and should bear the cost of
providing the service.

Some questions that should be addressed are:
 Will the full cost fee pose a hardship for specific users?
 If so, are there methods in place to ease these situations of financial hardship (i.e.,
scholarships, sponsorships, sliding scale fees, etc.)?
 To what degree do community values support taxpayer subsidy of the cost of
service for certain special needs individuals? For example, is the community
supportive of subsidizing services for disabled or low income people?
 To what degree should indirect costs be applied to program and facility fees?
 How will the fee level impact demand for the service? For instance, will fees
increase demand because they are reasonable, affordable, and have perceived
value or will they decrease demand because they are too high, due to necessity or a
misunderstood market range.
Figure 7: Pricing Pyramid Model

Current Funding Recommendations
First, The MRD needs to agree upon cost recovery goals that will help plan for programs
and facilities usages (present and future) to be priced adequately to help offset expenses.
Should the MRD decide to increase cost recovery there are several philosophies of thought
that can be used.




Adjusting program fees based on the Pricing Pyramid Model
Adjust fees to reflect maintenance cost where applicable
Adjust fees to reflect costs of Recreation Coordinators

The development of the Cerise property is good example of facility expansion that may
decrease cost recovery based on increased maintenance costs to maintain the 10 acres of
active turf area and the soccer field. This increased maintenance costs may be greater than
revenues that can be generated by program revenues.
The second recommendation includes directing more formalized energy and resources
towards alternative funding sources such as grant procurement, partnerships for capital
projects such as a community/recreation center, and more formalized sponsorship

program. This more formalized approach could be in the form of additional staff or
expanding of existing staff person’s responsibilities.
C. MRD Operations - Meeting the Needs of the Community
The Needs Assessment Survey showed that the Montrose Recreation District is
performing well with the facilities and services that it delivers to the community. Of the
respondents that had visited District sites, 66% rated them in good condition and 19%
rated them in excellent condition. Of the respondents who had participated in District
programming, 59% rated the experience as good and 29% rated the experience as
excellent.
Strong dedication to providing quality facilities and programs resonates throughout every
level of the MRD staff. This dedication creates a staff that is productive and diversified
and has the ability to “step in” as needed. A lean operational budget means that staff
must find cost effective ways to conduct business. Staff longevity has also created a
strong base for the operations of MRD as the average length employment is nearing 10
years.
D. MRD Operations - Internal Controls, Issues and Future Facility Needs
New Programming
As the demographic portion of this report indicates, the population of the City of
Montrose and other parts of the Montrose Recreation District are growing at a fast pace .
Types of facilities and programs that are sought by new residents may differ from what is
currently offered. Moreover, new leisure and recreation trends may drive different needs.
It is very easy to focus on programs that have worked for a number of years, especially if
they are still drawing enough interested participants to justify the programs continuation.
Starting new programs, based on community demand and/or trends, can be risky due to
the inability to predict their success. Some staff feel that getting new programs off the
ground is difficult due to some senior staff members’ unwillingness to take risks. It seems
that an approach, such as that being taken by the new lacrosse program, would be to “test
the waters” with introductory skills classes or drop-in opportunities that would help the
staff gage the initial interest. If the interest seems great then the programming
opportunities can be expanded.
The following criteria should be examined when developing new programs:
 Need: outgrowth of a current popular program, or enough demonstrated demand to
successfully support a minimal start (one class for instance)
 Budget: accounting for all costs and anticipated (conservative) revenues should meet
cost recovery target established by MRD
 Location: available and within budget
 Instructor: available and within budget
 Materials and supplies: available and within budget
 Marketing effort: adequate and timely opportunity to reach intended market, within
budget (either existing marketing budget or as part of new program budget)

Additionally, it is important that all departments such as maintenance, administration,
recreation staff (coordinators, leader and supervisors) be involved in new program and
facility development.
Policies and Procedures
Consistent delivery of policies and procedures can be difficult due to a growing
population and increased demand for facilities and programming. Each new facility
and/or program that is developed may create the need for new policies and procedures.
The ability of staff to refer to and take direction from a consistently enforced District
Policies and Procedure Manual is lacking. Currently, the MRD has an employee manual
that deals with working conditions, compensation, vacation, promotions, and discipline to
name a few, but does not fully outline policies that affect the District and its operations.
The MRD also has many Board policies that deal with budget adoption, income and
expenditures. Additionally, some Board policies set the basis for the employee manual.
MRD policies that deal with participant liability and health issues, participant
behavior/discipline issues, and refund policies are also included but are very vague.
What is lacking are strong procedures and special circumstance identification that would
allow staff to make decisions in a consistent manner. This comprehensive policy and
procedures manual would also include a fee policy that would assist in determining fees
and formation of criteria that would help develop new facilities and programs.
Communication
Internal communication is extremely important for efficient operations of any agency. It is
easy for divisions to focus on their needs and not communicate these needs to other
divisions in a timely manner. This communication is especially crucial between recreation
coordinators and maintenance personnel. Better communication between these two
divisions is needed to better understand current conditions and demand of facilities and
potential or upcoming maintenance issues. Other communication issues that seem of
most concern to the MRD deal with program scheduling changes, program additions or
expansions , grievances and complaints, and policy and procedural changes.
Staff meetings that have a defined agenda such as discussing roles and responsibilities for
upcoming events, new program development, current program issues, and maintenance
issues can be an effective communication tool. The effectiveness of these meetings,
however, is dependent on consensus or a final decision made by the Executive Director.
Email has replaced “the memo” in today’s written form of communication between
departments. The ease of which many other people can be copied and informed about
ongoing operational issues makes this an efficient internal communication tool. However,
follow-up is key to successful communication and it should not be assumed that just
because you send an email that it will be read and/or interpreted as an action item for the
recipient.

Leadership
The successes of the MRD are many and can be attributed to all levels of personnel within
the agency. Continued strong leadership from MRDs’ Board, Director, and
Superintendents will be essential to the growth of MRD. Supporting staff, in general, see
MRD’s leadership as supportive and strong community advocates. Interviews with staff
have revealed the following suggestions to improve leadership:





District Board needs to meet more than once a month due to the need to address a
large number of issues
Development of policies and procedures that would aid support staff in dealing with
minor issues
Upper management should deal more with internal operational issues and let support
staff handle issues related to programming
As circumstances dictate, leadership has to make a decision and stand by it

Summary of Internal Controls and Issues
Strong internal operations reflect in the quality of services an agency provides. The MRD
prides itself on how the community views them and the services they provide. As the
MRD looks to and expands its facilities and program offerings it will be important to have
the tools in place to ensure success. Below is a summary of potential changes that may
enhance internal operations.




Develop a criteria that should be examined when developing new programs
Develop and implement a comprehensive policy and procedures manual
Develop a criteria that would identify proper flow of communication

MRD Community Facilities Needs
Throughout the community and staff input process several facilities needs were identified
as being critical for the MRD to continue to meet the needs of the community. Below
summarizes the top identified facilities needed.
Community/Recreation Center
In both the 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey and the public meetings the most
important facility need expressed was an indoor community/recreation center. The MRD
staff also expressed the need for this type of facility.
Indoor community / recreation centers are continually gaining in popularity in the State
of Colorado and the United States. Smaller communities in the state such as Gypsum and
Carbondale have begun the process of building new centers and the City of Fort Morgan
will go to the voters in November to determine whether or not sales tax should be
increased to fund construction and operational cost of a new center.

Community/recreation centers are becoming the center pieces of communities and are
designed to promote multi-generational use through a wide variety of uses that can
include:











Walking and jogging track
Weight and cardiovascular areas
Aerobics and fitness spaces
Warm water leisure pools
Gymnasiums
Cultural Spaces
Dedicated senior spaces
Dedicated teen/youth spaces
Arts and crafts rooms
Multi-purpose community rooms

In addition to identifying a community/recreation center as a high priority facility,
respondents to the survey also said they would vote for (49%) or might vote for (17%)
funding construction and operations of a new center through tax increases.
This is not to say that going before the voters for a tax increase to support a
community/recreation center would be an easy sell for the MRD. Public input has
indicated that the Montrose community has a strong contingent of residents who oppose
new taxes of any kind.
The MRD has identified potential sites for a new community/recreation center but this
information will not be released as part of this study due to potential real estate
speculation.
Outdoor Spray Ground
In a survey conducted, in the summer of 2004, by the MRD concerning the need for an
outdoor spray ground, a majority of the respondents expressed a need for this type of
facility. Respondents favored a spray ground as a component of a leisure pool rather
than a stand alone feature. A new spray ground could be an added addition to the
current aquatics center or be considered as a component of a new community/recreation
center.
Additional Aquatics Components and Current Pump System
Currently the MRD has one pump system to cover both the indoor and outdoor pool and
has trouble regulating the system for either pool or even more difficulties when both
pools are in operation. If a new component, such as outdoor spray ground, be added to
the aquatics venue, a new pump system will be needed. However, a separate pump
system to operate the indoor pool and outdoor pool is needed regardless of the potential
additions of new aquatics components.

Walking and Biking Trails
As with most communities surveyed around the country in regards to the most important
facility needs, walking and biking trails rank the highest as the most important need in
the 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey. Although the MRD does not fund nor
maintain walking and biking trails in and around the City of Montrose it is important that
it is cognizant of this need and support trail development wherever possible. Support
can come in the form of:




Ensuring that trail connectivity is available through MRD owned property should it be
required,
Funding support to the City to build and maintain walking and biking trails.
Overall support for walking and biking trail development in both the City of Montrose
and Montrose County

Sports Fields
The addition of the 12 acres of active turf area on the newly developed 110 acres Cerise
property will benefit the MRD in many ways. First it will relieve some of the demand on
McNeil fields and the outfield turf on the baseball/softball fields at Ute Park and Holly
Park. Secondly, it will allow for the expansion of current outdoor sports programming
and the development of new outdoor sports programming and further support the MRD
goal of being the primary provider of active recreation opportunities.
Several other opportunities exist for the MRD to develop sports fields within the City of
Montrose parks system should the need arise and a partnership agreement can be formed.
Parks such as Laraza, Buckley, Rotary, American, Fox and others possess open turf areas
that may be suitable for certain levels of outdoor athletic sports. This would be especially
true for younger development youths leagues and sports skill clinics. It will be important
for the MRD to track current participation rates and outdoor sports field trends to:



Anticipate future demand to ensure the MRD has the sports fields required to meet
community needs,
Identify parcels of land that could be purchased and developed by the MRD for
outdoor athletic field sports,

Tennis Courts
The City of Montrose has a strong contingent of tennis players that are passionate about
their sports and the quality of the MRD tennis facilities. The MRD maintains eight tennis
courts, four located in Holly Park and four located adjacent to the aquatics center. Two
additional courts were recently added adjacent to the courts located at the aquatics center
and are operated and maintained by the school district. The primary user of the tennis
courts is the Montrose Tennis Association and Montrose High School. An additional two
courts are at Oak Grove Elementary School are scheduled to be resurfaced in 2005 but this
is not for certain. At this time the courts are unplayable.
From the stand point of typical capacity-based standards for tennis courts (1 court per
every 2000 people) it would seem that the MRD has a shortage of tennis courts based on
the estimated 2004 MRD population of 27,661. However, based on standards that indicate

that the service radius for tennis courts is typically less than one mile, the number of
tennis courts currently available should be ample for the population contained within the
City limits of Montrose and those willing to travel from outside the District.
However conflicts arise during the school year when the Montrose High School boys and
girls use these courts for matches and practices and in the summer when the MRD
schedules tennis programs. During these times opportunities for the Montrose Tennis
Association to play is diminished. (The School District pays the MRD $1,000/yr for the
maintenance of the tennis courts at the Aquatics Center) Additionally the tennis courts at
Holly Park are in need of resurfacing and thus magnifying the need for additional courts
in the eyes of the Montrose Tennis Association. It is important for the MRD to continue to
keep the current tennis court inventory in good condition in order to meet the demand of
all the organizations using them. As the population increases and if demand continues to
grow then the MRD will need to consider building additional courts.
New Facilities and the Need for Staffing
In many cases adding new facilities will create the need for additional staffing. A new
recreation center will necessitate the need for new staffing that may include
administrative staff, programming staff, front desk staff and custodial and maintenance
staff to name a few. New sports fields or trails may necessitate the need for additional
maintenance staff. It will be important for the MRD to account for staffing needs when
planning any future facilities.
MRD Support Facilities
The MRD is in need of its own support facilities in order to better serve the community.
Those facilities are a new administration office and new maintenance building.
Administration Building
The current administration building is a converted house (circa 1900) located adjacent to
McNeil Sports Complex that offices the Executive Director, Recreation and Maintenance
Superintendents, Administrative Assistant, Recreation Leader and all Recreation
Coordinators except the Aquatics and Senior Coordinators. Offices are small and shared
in some cases and the building lacks conference/meeting room space for staff meetings. If
the MRD moves forward with a campaign to build a new community/recreation center,
ample administration space should be designed into the building.
Maintenance Building
Currently the building that houses the maintenance department is unheated and
unplumbed. Working conditions can become harsh during the winter and summer
months. As current demand for MRD facilities grows and new facilities are brought
online the need to upgrade maintenance tracking systems, increase the number of staff
and improve overall working conditions will become a necessity. The MRD should look
to obtain the capital monies needed to build a new maintenance building within the next
five years.

Summary of Future Facility Needs
First and foremost it has been continually expressed both in the past and with the most
recent 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey that there is a need of additional indoor
recreation space and the MRD should further study this issue. Additionally, support for
trails, especially connectivity of existing trails needs to be a priority with the MRD.
Continually monitoring the needs for future sports fields and sensitivity towards the
condition of tennis courts should also be an ongoing process. Future planning to support
MRD staff with proper and functional operating spaces should be addressed.

E. Alternative Funding
The following schematic outlines the variety of forms of alternative funding that may be
available for procurement by the District.
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Funding Strategies
The following section summarizes potential funding sources that could enhance capital
expenditures for development and/or contribute to maintenance budgets for the support
of MRD’s programs and facilities. The economic conditions within the region vary with
time and MRD should explore the best means of achieving its goals towards maintaining
and operating programs and athletic fields on an ongoing basis.
Potential Program and Facility Development Funding Strategies
Philanthropic
Defined as the concept of voluntary giving by an individual or group to promote the
common good and improve the quality of life. Philanthropy generally takes the form of
donor programs, capital campaigns, and volunteers/in-kind services.
The time commitment to initiate a philanthropic campaign can be significant. The current
District’s resources that could be dedicated to such a venture appear to be limited. If this
option is deemed possible by MRD, it is recommended that it be outsourced to a nonprofit or private agency experienced in seeking funding of this type.
Friends Associations - These groups are formed to raise money typically for a single
focus purpose that could include a park facility or program that will better the
community as a whole as well as its group’s special interest.
Volunteers/In-Kind Services - This can be considered an indirect revenue source
because persons donate time to assist MRD in providing a product or service on an
hourly basis. This can reduce MRD’s cost in providing services plus it builds
advocacy for the system.
To manage a volunteer program, typically an agency dedicates a staff member to
oversee the program for the entire District. This staff member would then work
closely with the Human Resources Personnel, as volunteers are another form of
staffing a program, facility or event.
Grants
Grants are used primarily as a way to supplement funding already received. For
example, grants can be used for program purposes, planning, design, and seed money.
Due to their infrequent and unreliable nature, grants are normally looked at as a way to
fund a specific venture and should not be used as a continuous source of funding.
General Purpose Operating Grants- When a grant maker gives your organization an
operating grant, you can use it to support the general expenses of operating your
organization. An operating grant means the fund provider supports your
organization’s overall mission and trusts you to make good use of the money.
Program or Support Grants - A program or support grant is given to support a
specific, connected set of activities, with a beginning and an end, specific objectives

and predetermined costs. Listed below are some of the most common types of
program or support grants:


Planning Grants—When planning a major new program, you may need to
spend a good deal of time and money conducting research. You may need to
investigate the needs of your constituents, consult with experts in the field, or
conduct other planning activities. A planning grant supports this initial project
development work.



Matching Grants – Many grant makers will provide funding only on the
condition that your organization can raise an amount equal to the size of the
grant from other sources. This type of grant is another means by which
foundations can determine the viability of an organization or program.



Seed Money or Start-up Grants—these grants help a new organization or
program in its first few years. The idea is to give the new effort a strong push
forward, so it can devote its energy early on to setting up programs without
worrying constantly about raising money. Such grants are often for more than
one year, and frequently decrease in amount each year.



Management or Technical Assistance Grants—Unlike most project grants, a
technical assistance grant does not directly support the mission-related activities
of the organization. Instead, it supports the organization’s management or
administration and the fundraising, marketing, financial management, etc.



Program-Related Investments (PRIs)—In addition to grants, the Internal
Revenue Service allows foundations to make loans—called Program-Related
Investments (PRIs)—to nonprofits. PRIs must be for projects that would be
eligible for grant support. They are usually made at low or zero interest. PRIs
must be paid back to the grant maker. PRIs are often made to organizations
involved in building projects.

Types of Grants Available
Federal Sources:
Information on current and archived Federal Register Grant Announcements can be
accessed on the Internet at: www.tgci.com/funding/fedTodayAR.asp. For information on
government product news and procurement visit GovPro at www.govpro.com. Another
resource is the Foundation Center's RFP Bulletin Grants Page on Health at:
www.fdncenter.org/pnd/rfp/index.jhtml. Also try www.fedgrants.gov for a listing of
federal grant opportunities.

Colorado State Sources:
Conservation Trust Fund:


Capital Improvements – Funds from the state’s conservation trust fund can be used to
make capital improvements to recreation facilities. This is an option when converting
Tier C level fields into Tier B level fields.



Maintenance - Funds from the state’s conservation trust fund can be used for
maintenance if the facility was originally built with Conservation Trust Fund dollars.

Great Outdoors Colorado:
 Local Government Grants – Competitive grants are awarded to counties,
municipalities and special districts to acquire, establish, expand, and enhance park,
outdoor recreation and environmental education facilities. Projects include ballfields
and sports complexes.


Planning & Capacity Building Grants – Competitive grants that help develop plans to
preserve or enhance open space, parks and outdoor recreation or to help build the
capacity of organizations to do so.

The Montrose Recreation District has utilized GOCO grants in the past by being the fiscal
agent for the community track located at the High School and the tennis courts located at
the Aquatics Center. Additionally the MRD has been a matching partner for several
projects that include; improvements to facilities at the Montrose County Fairgrounds and
the City of Montrose’s skatepark and inline skating rink located in Baldridge Park.
Corporate Sponsorships, Naming Rights and Advertising Sales
This revenue-funding source allows corporations to invest in the development or
enhancement of new or existing facilities in a park and recreation system in return for
exposure of some kind. Sponsorships are also highly used for programs and events.
Corporate Sponsorships - Research indicates that there are many opportunities for
sponsorships within sporting-type facilities. Comparable rates and limited advertising
opportunities strengthen the District’s market share and make this a viable alternative
funding resource.
Naming Rights - Many cities, towns and counties throughout the country have
successfully sold the naming rights for newly constructed facilities or when renovating
existing buildings. Additionally, newly developed and renovated parks have also been
successfully funded through the sales of naming rights. Generally the cost for naming
rights offsets the development costs associated with the improvement. People
incorrectly assume that selling the naming rights for facilities is reserved for professional
stadiums and other high profile team sport venues. This trend has expanded in the
recent years to include public recreation centers and facilities as viable naming rights
sales opportunities.

Naming rights can be a one-time payment or spread out with a fixed payment schedule
over a defined period of time. During this time the sponsor retains the “rights” to have
the facility named for them. Also during this time, all publications, advertisements,
events, and activities could have the sponsoring group’s name as the venue. Naming
rights negotiations need to be developed by professionals so as to ensure a proper
agreement that benefits all agents in the contractual obligation and provides remedies to
change or cancel the arrangements at any time during the agreement period.
Sponsorship Opportunities for MRD
MRD could create and adopt a sponsorship policy that would allow the agency to target
individuals, groups, and companies that may have an interest in having naming rights on
a portion of, or the entire facility, such as the Holly Park, Ute Park, the Aquatics Center
and potential future facilities. The policy would stipulate all types of sponsorship
opportunities and could be structured to provide remedy for MRD to cancel agreements if
they were deemed unsuitable for the agency.
Please see Appendix A for a sample Sponsorship Policy.
Advertising Sales
Advertising sales is a viable opportunity for revenue through the sale of tasteful and
appropriate advertising on park and recreation related items such as the program guides,
scoreboards, outfield fences and other visible products or services that are consumable or
permanent, and that expose the product or service to many people. The Sign Code in the
city should be reviewed for possible areas for adherence or revision.
Partnerships with other public and non-profit organizations
Another viable option is partnerships with local governments and non-profit service
providers such as youth sports organizations. Many communities around the country
have created such partnership to build new facilities, renovate existing assets and for long
term maintenance. Within the Montrose Recreation District a large number of potential
partners exist including the City of Montrose, RE-1J School District, the County, sports
program providers, public land owners such as the BLM, and other non-profit
organizations such as the Boys and Girls Club. Further discussions pertaining to
partnerships can be found below.
City of Montrose
By far, the largest collaborative partner with the Montrose Recreation District is the City of
Montrose. MRD’s relationship with the City is strong and includes many agreements that
benefit both agencies. The most recent collaborative agreement revolves around the
development of the 110 acre Cerise Regional Park. The MRD will provide maintenance
staff and support in the form of labor and equipment to assist the City’s park staff in
construction of the Field. Additionally, the MRD will provide a payment of $30,000 in
cash or equivalent, to be used in the construction of the Fields. The MRD will maintain
and program most uses of these areas during the “growing season”, approximately March
1 through October 31. Other City owned facilities used by MRD include the multi use
fields on Sunset Mesa.

MRD also utilizes other City maintained facilities such as the Disc Golf Course, skatepark,
and outdoor inline skating rink. Additionally, many of the City’s Parks have large areas
of open turf that might be suitable for MRD programming. The importance of the
working relationship between the MRD and the City cannot be understated.
Currently both agencies work together to meet the leisure and recreational needs of the
community. As the City and the MRD continues to grow the need for a more definitive
partnership agreement may be in order to ensure high quality programs and services. A
major component in continuing to expand this partnership will be to identify additional
collaborating opportunities that may help provide an ongoing synergistic working
relationship in terms of resources, community contributions, knowledge, and political
sensitivity.
Montrose County School District RE-1J
The MRD utilizes many school facilities for programming purposes. These facilities
include school gymnasiums, classrooms, community running track, High School climbing
wall and turf fields. In turn, the School District utilizes MRD facilities such as the indoor
swimming pool, tennis courts and softball fields.
Up until June of 2003 the MRD and the School District had a reciprocal use agreement that
allowed use of the other’s facilities at no charge with the exceptions of a $1,000 yearly
maintenance fee for the tennis courts adjacent to the Aquatics Center. In July of 2004, the
School District altered this agreement and now charges MRD a facility use fee, just as they
would any other customer/agency. Realizing the initial financial impact on the MRD, the
School District instituted the following addendum to its Facility Use Policy in regards to
MRD use of school facilities:






Track and Fields fee is waived for use of the Montrose Community Track.
Track and Fields fee is waived for fields used where in-kind services (goals, striping)
are donated for soccer use.
Usage fees waived when program is run in association with 21st Century and summer
school programs.
2 hour minimum requirement for usage of gyms is waived
MRD will receive a 60% discount on the new fee structure until June 30 th, 2005 and a
30% discount until June 30th, 2006. No further discounts will be granted after this date.

It is the School District’s contention that MRD’s use of school facilities was costing
approximately $75,000 a year in staffing, utilities, and wear and tear and therefore justifies
the need to begin charging use fees. The School District is aware of the positive
contribution the MRD makes to the City of Montrose and will continue to work with the
MRD to enhance leisure and recreation opportunities. However, it is the School District’s
hopes in time that the MRD can build its own facilities and wean its use of the School
District’s facilities.
As a result of the above policy changes, the MRD has begun charging fees to the School
District for use of their facilities with the exception of the tennis courts in which the School
District will continue to pay a $1,000 per year maintenance fee.

A copy of the Montrose County School District RE-1J, Facility Use ~ Policy and Standards
along with the Montrose Facility Use Policy can be found in Appendix B
Black Canyon Boys and Girls Club
The Black Canyon Boys and Girls Club has been in business for the last 5 years meeting
the needs of youth in Montrose and Olathe. The Montrose Recreation District plays an
important role along with the Boys and Girls Club by providing after school and summer
programs. As the Boys and Girls Clubs President says, “The Club and Recreation District
recognizes the diverse strengths of the two organizations and works hard to ensure there
is no duplication of services.” The Boys and Girls Clubs of Montrose and Olathe have a
combined daily average attendance of over 100 youth.
The Boys and Girls Club is a valid player in the development of a new
community/recreation center. With the growth in membership, the club is in need of a
facility and will need to plan to build its own venue if a partnership with MRD is deemed
to be unfeasible.
The Boys and Girls Club can offer design and coordination services to help with meeting
the programming spaces needed by the Club. The club can also help with funding in
several ways.





Conduct a Capital Campaign to raise construction funds for a new center. This may
pose a conflict as the Boys and Girls Club might be seeking funds at the same time the
MRD would be putting tax measures on a ballot.
Lease space at a new recreation center. The Club could sign a long term lease with
MRD for space needed for their operations.
Develop a collaborative partnership with the MRD when seeking grant opportunities
to secure funds for construction, operational or programming for a new center.

Other Potential Partners
Many other potential partners exist that the MRD could develop relationships with to help
provide leisure and recreation activities to the community:
Montrose County
Current dealings with Montrose County are limited however the two agencies do work
together in utilizing each agency’s equipment when necessary. The MRD supported a
Montrose County GOCO grant to fund new restrooms at the County Fairgrounds by
committing $5,000 towards the project. In turn the County has promised similar support
for future MRD projects. Support between the two agencies for projects such as these
should continue when appropriate to benefit both parties.
Private Companies
Companies with a District or City connection might want to purchase naming rights to a
specific sports field or new facilities such as a recreation center. Developers may be
enticed to build sports fields in exchange for permitting or zoning approvals. Currently

the MRD partners with private companies such as Russell Stover Candies, Montrose
Memorial Hospital, Pepsi Bottling Company and local restaurants to name a few.
Private Citizens and Groups
Partnerships with private citizens can provide benefits for the MRD and should be
encouraged through a formal agreement that is communicated and equitable for all
potential partners. The MRD partners with many citizen groups and sports organizations
for special events held throughout the year such as:






MTA Tennis Tournament (Montrose Tennis Association)
NFL Punt, Pass and Kick Competition (Montrose Youth Football League)
Rockies Baseball Skills Challenge (Montrose Little League)
Black Canyon Sprint Triathlon (Montrose Marlins Swim Club & BCST Committee)
Youth Health Expo (Western Colorado Individual Practice Local Medical Agencies
Association and Montrose County School District RE-1J)

Other opportunities exist for the MRD to help meet the demand of the community. An
example, a potential partnership with private citizens might be the creation of dogs parks
where as the maintenance might be split between the MRD and citizen groups. Dog parks
ranked high as a need in the 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey.
Partnerships with Other Local and Regional Agencies
The MRD has been successful in creating partnerships with many local and regional
agencies. This is especially true in the many special events the MRD organizes each year.
Partnering agencies cover a wide spectrum of community services such as special events:





Cerro Summit Winter Carnival (Rotary Club)
Youth Appreciation Day (Rotary Club)
Health Fair Promotion (Montrose Memorial Hospital)
Mountain Madness Skateboard Series – (Colorado Skate Park Group)

Summary of Alternative Funding Options
In summary, the MRD is already creating positive partners. The creation of a Partnership
Policy that outlines how and with whom partnerships should be created, along with
implementation systems that allow for negotiation, monitoring and optimal use of shared
and available resources will allow the MRD to maximize its partnership possibilities.
A “Sample Partnership Policy” can be found in Appendix A.
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Primary Planning Philosophies, Opportunities and Tools
It is important for the leadership of the MRD to provide the right tools in order to create
efficiencies within the organization. Systems that better track current practices, long and
short term capital expenditures, future land needs and the marketing of services will need
to be in place. The following systems can be examined by the MRD to enhance future
operations. Additionally this section includes the GRASP™ analysis that will demonstrate
Level of Service currently provided by the MRD and future Level of Service requirements
based on inventory and need.
A. Life Cycle Costing Assessment
A Life Cycle Costing Assessment could build on current MRD inventories and add a
component related to the condition of each facility and the anticipated number of
years to major renovation or replacement. The goals of this assessment would be to
gain a better understanding of deferred maintenance needs that have not been met and
to develop a strategy for renovating or replacing facilities. The life cycle cost would
include a review of field conditions, picnic shelters, all site furnishings, field turf,
fencing, comfort, athletic courts and lights, athletic field lights and other site
furnishings. Roads, parking lots, and other infrastructure systems should also be
analyzed.
Historical replacement data can be used as a guide in developing life cycle
assessments. This provides the MRD with a reflection of how often items have been
cycled out during periods of high capital funding and lower levels of funding.
Benefits of Implementing Life-Cycle Costing Tracking Systems





Creates a better estimating system for developing the annual capital budget and a
five-year Capital Improvements Plan (CIP).
Provides a mechanism for making budget adjustments when necessary capital
funds are unavailable by providing cost and lifecycle inventory for all facility
types.
Will be a valuable tool for facility analysis, and will aid in deciding which facilities
will not be replaced due to the high cost of duplicate facilities and high operating
cost of facilities.

The MRD has a capital improvement budget that also acts as an Equipment Repair and
Replacement budget but mostly focuses on CIP project. A Life Cycle Costing
Assessment will improve future impacts of both CIP and Equipment Repair and
Replacement.
B. A Land Acquisition Policy
With potential of the MRD needing to develop new facilities to meet demand of
citizens that live outside of the City of Montrose City limits but still within the
boarders of the MRD, the ability to acquire land is important. Public input has
indicated that citizens outside the City limits are lacking parks and other amenities
due to the fact that Montrose County does not have land dedication requirements for
developers of these types of facilities. Additionally, as the population grows within

the MRD boundaries, more facilities will be needed to meet leisure and recreation
demands.
In order to move forward and create a detailed Land Acquisitions Policy, a committee
made up of representatives from staff, the MRD Board, other relevant commissions,
and interested citizens should be formed to examine current practices, identify
challenges and develop recommendations and policy for acquiring lands for
additional MRD facilities.
Some of the specific items that a Land Acquisition Policy can address include:









Implementing a process that addresses the impact of new residential development
on the delivery of MRD programs and services,
A fair system that requires land dedication, facility development or money in lieu
of facility development, or land dedication should be established as each new
resident adds to the demand for parks and recreation resources.
The policies developed to address growth and development issues can be
formulated within the framework of the County’s zoning code and site
development regulations. They must also be within the framework of Colorado
state law.
Any policies developed would need to provide mechanisms that allow the MRD to
become proactive in securing property, including purchasing options on targeted
sites, paying for the first right of refusal to purchase property or to secure
properties viewed as critical for protection or development.
Policies could be developed that address the need for passive parklands and public
spaces that protect sensitive environmental areas, historic structures, and
important viewsheds.

Benefits of this approach include:





Coordinated land acquisition strategies that respond to the impacts of growth and
community needs;
Maximizing potential partnerships by establishing flexible acquisition policies;
Improving the ability to buy target properties by creating proactive policies for
land acquisition;
Creating measurable standards for the implementation of a public spaces plan that
is tied to population and development patterns of the MRD.

C. Information Management and Technology
Functions of information management (IM) are to create a flow of information that
allows the MRD to effectively manage data. IM can provide tools to manage personal
information (email, internet registration), operational information (maintenance
scheduling, inventory, GRASP™ data), administrative information (human resources,
accounting) and departmental information (program scheduling). The MRD has some
IM components in place and should seek to expand IM capabilities to assist staff in
managing multiple data sources.

Web Site and Internet Registration
According to the 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey only 5% of the respondents
said they would prefer to use the MRD website to learn about programming
opportunities. One of the main reasons the Website may be underutilized is the
inability for people to register for programs on-line. According to a recent Nielson
poll, 67.8% of the population has use of the internet either at home or in the office. The
internet has become a convenient tool for people to purchase goods and services. The
MRD needs to develop an on-line registration process as a way to increase registration
for programs that will in turn increase visits to the MRD Website where people can
find out more about the program offerings.
Additionally, all printed material, signage, emails, forms, newsletters should reference
the MRD website as an informational resource.
D. Maintenance
Maintenance of MRD facilities is key. Findings from the 2004/2005 Needs Assessment
Survey indicate a high level of satisfaction from the public related to the current
maintenance levels. As the MRD holdings and program offerings have grown, it has
become increasingly necessary to coordinate the maintenance staff, daily tasks,
reporting and monitoring, and appropriate funding resources for maintaining the high
level of maintenance.
Maintenance Staffing Levels and Standards
Although survey results showed the MRD has maintenance standards that are
considered to be good to excellent, maintenance practices have been left more to the
memory of the maintenance staff than being written procedures in the form of
maintenance guidelines and procedures manual.
A Maintenance Guidelines Manual could be a written document or in the form of
digital maintenance program that allows for computerized tracking and task allocation
based on set of standards within the system. The system works by using standards for
each task and parcel. These standards can be broken down by components found
throughout the MRD system and must have a method of addressing size and number
of components. For example, baseball or soccer fields can vary greatly in size based on
the age group that uses the facility. Other variables include the type of turf; whether
the turf is irrigated; the facility’s use as a game field or practice facility, etc. After these
variables are identified, the number of staff hours required for mowing, fertilization,
weed control, edging, layout, etc. can be established and overall averages for facility
components established. Staff time projections can then be developed for each facility.
Utilization of the inventory, that is part of this plan, can estimate cost of maintenance
activities.

Benefits of this Approach






Improved staffing projections for new and existing facilities;
Improved cost and budgeting projections for new and existing facilities based on
recorded historical data;
Improved maintenance at facilities resulting in safer conditions;
Improved scheduling of maintenance activities: and
Improved ability to apply maintenance cost to programming fees.

E. Branding and Identity for Montrose Recreation District
Understanding who the MRD is and what its responsibilities are is a confusing matter
for the local tax payers. Public meetings confirmed that some community members
are not aware that the MRD was not a City of Montrose run agency, that the City of
Montrose was within MRD boundaries, what facilities are under MRD control or
where the actual boundaries of the MRD are located. The MRD needs to create a
branding and identity program that separates itself from the City of Montrose.
Components of the program might include:




A signage program that clearly identifies that “This facility is brought to you by
your tax dollars and the Montrose Recreation District “
A “Did You Know” section in the seasonal program guide and Website that
describes what the MRD does and doesn’t do.
A “Did you Know” hand out to be available at the administration office, aquatics
center, special events or to be handed out by staff as circumstances arise.

This type of branding program can help positively separate the MRD from other
agencies but also be used to promote the MRD as the primary active recreation
provider in the area. The more this message is delivered, the more people will look to
the MRD for their leisure and recreation needs and support MRD through funding
and in the development of new facilities.
F. GRASP™
The GRASPTM Level of Service Analysis
As part of the Montrose Recreation District Parks
and Recreation Master Plan, one tool that was
utilized is the examination of “Level of Service”
(LOS). This tool allows for analysis of the
inventory, location, distribution and access to
parks and recreation. They are categorized based
on “relevant” categories for this plan, but as
described below, these categories or “components” can be further examined as needed
for any type of planning process or analysis in the future.
It is important to note that the GRASPTM analysis is just one of the many tools used in
the planning process, but it is very helpful in that it provides quantitative and easily

graphically portrayed planning information that can be utilized in the overall
comprehensive analysis of needs, findings and recommendations.
Background on GRASPTM
The traditional means of measuring Levels of Service (LOS), often called the NRPA
(National Recreation and Parks Association) Standards method, was typically based
on providing X number of facilities or acres per 1,000 population (or “capacity”). This
methodology was developed in the 1970s and 80s. The methodology is not completely
accurate for the majority of public agency usage, particularly urban jurisdictions. Even
NRPA officials are now calling this standards methodology “obsolete”. It has been,
however, used extensively, and therefore we provide these historic comparisons as
part of this plan.
In order to find a way to standardize that is accurate, implementable and can be
benchmarked, this plan includes an enhanced approach using the Geo-Referenced
Amenities Standards Program (GRASPTM). This new methodology gives much better
results, more useful information, and better quality comparative data. This
methodology would have been very difficult in years past, but given the wonders of
modern technology and GIS products, it is now achievable and reliable. This
methodology builds on the traditional NRPA standards incorporating capacity, but
can track not only the quantity, but quality of amenities and components of an entire
parks, recreation, and/or open space system. After years of research on many public
projects by three key firms: GreenPlay, LLC, Design Concepts and Geowest, this
new Level of Service methodology has emerged that is being accepted nationally as a
better methodology for analysis.
The GRASPTM technology applies to individual components, such as basketball
courts, as well as to overall facilities such as neighborhood and community parks. A
new methodology for measuring level of service, both at the neighborhood level and
community-wide has been utilized as part of this Master Plan. It begins by replacing
the traditional classification of parks with a classification of the individual components
within parks and open space according to their functions.
Computerized Geographic Information Systems allow inventoried data to be
organized, analyzed, and presented quickly and efficiently in a variety of ways. By
thinking of the components within the parks, trails, and recreational facility system as
an integrated whole that provides a service to residents, it is possible to measure and
quantify the net Level of Service provided.

The Level of Service provided by the components within the parkland infrastructure
depends primarily upon several characteristics of the components. Some components
depend more on one characteristic than others. The objective is to see that the correct
balance of these characteristics exists within the community:
The range of features and facilities available to meet the desires of the population,
i.e., a combination of courts, athletic fields, and other active recreation facilities,
along with passive features such as benches, picnic tables, etc.
 The quantity and capacities of the various features within the system
 The quality of the features
 The location and distribution of features within the community


Level of Service is then depicted on a quantified measurement spreadsheet (see the
Levels of Service for Community Recreation Components tables in Appendix C) and
visually portrayed graphics (See Maps – Appendix D) of how well the community is
served by the relevant components. This quantification system provides a benchmark
against which a community can determine how it is doing in providing services in
relation to the community’s goals, presently and over time.
Levels of Service Analysis
An analysis of the existing parks, open space, trails and recreation system was
conducted in order to determine how the system is serving the public. Levels of
Service (LOS) are typically defined in parks and recreation master plans as the
capacity of the various components and facilities that make up the system to meet the
needs of the public. This is often expressed in terms of the size or quantity of a given
facility per unit of population, for example, 1 tennis court per 1000 persons would
equal a LOS of 1.0.
The plan for Montrose goes beyond the typical analysis described above by applying
the GRASP™ methodology. In this methodology, capacity is only part of the LOS
equation. Other factors are brought into consideration, including quality, condition,
location, comfort, convenience, and ambience. To do this, parks, trails, recreation, and
open space are looked at as part of an overall infrastructure made up of various
components, such as playgrounds, multi-purpose fields, and passive areas. The ways
in which the characteristics listed above affect the amount of service provided by the
components of the system are explained in the following text.
Quality

The service provided by anything, whether it is a playground, soccer
field, or swimming pool is determined in part by its quality. A
playground with a variety of features, such as climbers, slides, and
swings provides a higher degree of service than one with nothing but
an old teeter-totter and some “monkey-bars”.

Condition

The condition of a component within the park system also affects the
amount of service it provides. A playground in disrepair with unsafe
equipment does not offer the same service as one in good condition.
Similarly, a soccer field with a smooth surface of well-maintained grass

certainly offers a higher degree of service than one that is full of weeds,
ruts, and other hazards.
Location

To be served by something, you need to be able to get to it. The typical
park playground is of more service to people who live within easy
reach of it than it is to someone living all the way across town.
Therefore, service is dependent upon proximity and access.

Comfort

The service provided by a component, such as a playground, is
increased by having amenities such as shade, seating, and a restroom
nearby. Comfort enhances the experience of using a component.

Convenience Convenience encourages people to use a component, which increased
the amount of service that it offers. Easy access and the availability of
trash receptacles, bike rack, or nearby parking are examples of
conveniences that enhance the service provided by a component.
Ambience

Simple observation will prove that people are drawn to places that
“feel” good. This includes a sense of safety and security, as well as
pleasant surroundings, attractive views, and a sense of place. A welldesigned park is preferable to poorly-designed one, and this enhances
the degree of service provided by the components within it.

In the methodology used for Montrose’s Level of Service analysis, each of the various
components found within the park system was evaluated for its quality and condition.
The geographic location of the component was also recorded. Capacity also is part of
the LOS analysis, due to the fact that the quantity of each component is recorded as
well.
The methodology uses comfort, convenience and ambience as characteristics that are
part of the context and setting of a component. They are not characteristics of the
component itself, but when they exist in proximity to a component they enhance the
value of the component. This will be explained further in the next section.
By combining and analyzing the value of each component, it is possible to measure the
service provided by the entire park system from a variety of perspectives and for any
given location. This was done for Montrose, and the results are presented in a series of
maps and tables that make up the GRASP™ analysis of the study area.
Technical Process – GIS & GRASPTM
First, the consultant team reviewed the existing GIS dataset to identify layers that
would clearly support the Parks and Recreation Master Plan effort.
Then in April 2005, members of GreenPlay LLC and Design Concepts visited all of the
parks and lands owned by the Montrose Recreation District and the City of Montrose.
GPS points were collected for all park locations as well as the components found in
each park. In addition, component conditions were recorded and site photos were

taken. Each component was given a score to indicate how well it met expectations for
its intended function. Scores ranged from 1-3 with 1 = low/poor, 2 = average/good, 3
= high/excellent. The scores were based on both the condition and ability of the
component to meet the needs of the users of the park. Components were evaluated
from two perspectives: first, the value of the component in serving the immediate
neighborhood, and second, its value to the entire community. In addition to the
components’ scores, each park site was given a set of scores to rate its comfort,
convenience, and ambient qualities. These scores were used as modifiers that affected
the scores of the components within the park. The compiled inventory data can be
found in Appendix C.
The included maps in Appendix D for this Plan’s analyses are:
a) GRASP™ Analysis – Park and Recreation Inventory
b) GRASP™ Analysis – Neighborhood Access to All Components – District,
City & Schools
c) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to All Components – District
& City
d) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to Active Components –
District
e) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to Active Components –
District & City
f) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to Passive Components –
District & City
g) GRASPTM Analysis – Community Access to All Components – District
For each map, each inventoried component has been assigned a service radius. This is
the distance from which getting to the component can be accomplished within a
reasonable time frame. For analyzing levels of service from a neighborhood
perspective, a service radius based upon a 10-minute walk was used for each
component and the resulting area has been shaded according to the component’s score
from the inventory. For analyzing levels of service from a community-wide
perspective, a service radius of 2 miles has been used. While it can be assumed that
people may drive from anywhere in the community to use a component that provides
community-wide service, 2 miles is distance within which access feels convenient to
drivers, and is also a distance that is reasonable for bicycling and other forms of
transportation.
The shade or darkness of each component’s service area varies according to its score.
A darker shade indicates a higher score for that component. When the service areas
for multiple components are plotted on a map, a picture emerges that represents the
cumulative service provided by that set of components upon the geographic area.
Where service areas for multiple components overlap, a darker shade results from the
overlap. Darker shades indicate locations that are “served” by more and/or higherquality components. The shades all have numeric values associated with them, which
means that for any given location on a GRASP™ map, there is a numeric GRASP™
Level of Service score for that location and that particular set of components.

Montrose Recreation District – Parks and Recreation Master Plan
GIS & GRASP™ Analysis Technical Process
The Montrose GIS (city and county) datasets were evaluated to identify layers that
would clearly support the Montrose Recreation District Parks and Recreation Master
Plan effort. It was noted that the city and county GIS departments have developed a
very sophisticated, well-built GIS to support map-based projects such as this one.
Principal public GIS layers of interest included (but were not limited to):



Base map details – orthorectified aerial photography, county boundary, surface
waterways, parcels
Project level details – city-owned and district-owned open space properties, open
space owned by other government agencies

Project specific data collected and created by project team staff:


Analysis details – GRASP™ enabled analysis component inventory base and result
layers

The information was compiled and created to conduct the identification and analysis
process. The GIS databases were exported and modified in order to conduct GRASP™
analysis. Some data was altered at the database level only – and only for analysis. No
topology edits were made. Proprietary databases and tools were developed to
generate GRASP™ analysis layers. For this project, the GIS/GRASP™/cartography
work was created using ESRI’s ArcGIS 9.1 and ArcView 3.3 desktop GIS platforms in a
Windows XP Professional environment. All project Shapefiles and Geodatabases have
been managed within the county state plane coordinate system. Updated project GIS
and cartographic data will be provided to the GIS stakeholders upon project
completion.
The GRASP™ enabled dataset is “living” digital data. The Montrose Recreation
District is encouraged to maintain this valuable resource.
Geowest acted as the primary spatial information management consultant on this
project and may be contacted for further information related to the maintenance of
these files – contact@geowestinc.com.
The GRASPTM Maps
The maps can be used to determine levels of service throughout the district from a
variety of perspectives. It is not necessary for all parts of the district to score equally in
the analysis. The desired level of service for any particular location will depend on the
type of service being analyzed, and the characteristics of the particular location.
Commercial and industrial areas might reasonably be expected to have lower levels of
service in many cases than residential areas. Levels of service for high-density
residential areas might be different than those for lower-density areas.

The maps can be used to determine if current levels of service are appropriate in any
given location, and whether or not changes are needed in specific locations to achieve
a desired level of service. If so, opportunities can then be explored to add amenities to
those locations where additional amenities are needed. In some areas, it may be that
the level of service exceeds targets, and decisions can be made as to whether or not
components should be repaired or replaced as they become obsolete. If service levels
for a given location are exceedingly high, it may be that funds that would be normally
used to replace components there can be diverted to other locations with deficiencies
or higher needs.
The GRASPTM maps have been devised to correlate with focus areas or issues that
have emerged during the planning process. For example, the District’s focus and
responsibilities lie primarily with providing recreation programs rather than
providing parks, trails, and open space lands. However, the City of Montrose and the
School District manage numerous parks and schoolyards that contain recreation
amenities, and the District often relies on these to provide the services that it offers.
Therefore, the maps are intended to show how the overall LOS picture looks with and
without the facilities belonging to the City and School District.
a) GRASP™ Analysis – Park and Recreation Inventory
This map provides an overview of the parks within the study area. Facilities
belonging to other providers of parks and recreation services are also shown. The
purpose of the map is to show where the facilities are located, and allow for easy
identification of the names of those facilities, and within which area they are
situated.
b) GRASP™ Analysis – Neighborhood Access to All Components – District, City &
Schools
This map focuses on the level of service provided at the neighborhood level. All
components from the inventory, regardless of who owns them, are scored
according to how they serve the neighborhood and the scores are used to generate
this map. For example, while tournament ballfields with lights may be a great
asset to the community they may not be as desirable an element to the immediate
neighborhood. Therefore, the score for a tournament ballfield will be lower for
purposes of this map than it will be for generating the Community Access to All
Components Map (Map G) The service radius applied to components for the
purpose of generating this map is 1/3 of a mile. As explained earlier, this is the
area within which all points are theoretically within a 10-minute walk.
The darker areas found on this map indicate that service levels for neighborhood
parks and recreation are highest in the areas around Baldridge Park, with the nexthighest levels occurring in the neighborhoods around the fairgrounds, and the area
southeast of downtown between Archmont Park and Columbine School. The
higher LOS around Baldridge Park makes sense because this is where most of the
parks and recreation amenities are found in Montrose.

Remember that in the GRASP™ approach to measuring LOS, service is measured
in terms of how it accrues at a given location based on the components found
around that location. The areas with the highest LOS are those that fall within the
service areas of multiple high-scoring components.
In total, 8,794 acres of land fall within some shade on this map, meaning that 8,794
acres of land are “served” by parks and recreation amenities to some level. Of
these acres that are served, 86% of them have a composite service score of 1 to 25,
based on the scoring system described earlier. For comparative purposes, assume
that a “typical” neighborhood park contains a playground, a picnic shelter, an
open turf area, and a basketball or other court area. If each of these components is
of normal quality (a score of 2), the total component score for the park would be 8.
If the park has benches, shade, and other “modifiers” that raise its score by a factor
of 2, the total score for this park would be 16. Ideally, all residential areas should
be served by some combination of amenities that provide a score of at least 16,
although the combination of components might be different in various
neighborhoods, depending upon the interests, needs and desires of the residents
who live there. In areas where the score falls below this, improvements could be
made to raise the LOS score, either by adding components, or by upgrading or
improving the quality of existing components.
c) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to All Components – District & City
This map is similar to the previous one, but it includes only components that are
owned and managed by the District and the City. It excludes school facilities. The
reason for this is to look at the service provided by those components that are truly
parks and recreation amenities and not dedicated to some other use part or all of
the time. It also is useful to see what effect the school’s facilities have on the
overall LOS.
Comparing this map with the previous one indicates that the schools in Montrose
have relatively little effect on the amount and distribution of parks and recreation
service that Montrose receives. This may suggest that opportunities exist to
increase levels of service in Montrose by increasing the role that schools play in
providing parks and recreation services. At the same time, the map may be
showing that Montrose is able to meet its neighborhood parks and recreation
needs without relying on the schools, assuming that the current LOS is acceptable
to the community.
These maps can be useful to the City as well as the Recreation District, because of
the differing missions of each agency. While the City has primary responsibility to
provide for generalized parks and recreation at the neighborhood level, the District
may want to partner with the City in assuring that parks and other facilities are
available throughout the area in order to provide places for the District to run
programs, such as educational and leisure activities, and also to allow its
constituents to participate in un-programmed activities related to programmed
ones, such as places for youth soccer teams to practice within the neighborhoods.

d) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to Active Components – District
This map should be of primary interest to the District because it shows the level of
service provided by those components that support active recreation, including:
baseball fields, and soccer fields, tennis courts and volleyball pits. Because the
District’s facilities are grouped within a single area, as opposed to being
distributed throughout the district, service is concentrated in the area around the
McNeil Sports Complex. This has both positive and negative aspects. While it
probably makes maintenance and operations easier, it may be less convenient to
those residents of the district who are not able to travel very far to get to the
facilities. In particular, this group could include both seniors and youths who do
not drive a car. While seniors may not be the group most likely to take advantage
of all of the components listed as “active”, seniors are very interested in activities
such as swimming, exercise, etc. Youths who are too young to drive make up a
heavy percentage of active recreation users, including activities such as tennis,
skate boarding, and competitive sports.
e) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to Active Components – District &
City
When City facilities for active recreation are added to the analysis, the map shows
a reasonable distribution of service across the city. The concentration of facilities
in the vicinity of Baldridge Park is still quite evident, but most of the rest of the city
has access to at least some opportunities for active recreation.
f) GRASPTM Analysis – Neighborhood Access to Passive Components – District &
City
This map looks at how components for passive recreation, including open space
and natural areas, combine to provide a level of service for passive recreation at
the neighborhood scale. As on the other maps, Baldridge Park shows up as an area
of concentration, thanks to its natural areas, picnic areas, and other amenities.
However, the map shows that the remainder of the city is at least minimally served
with these amenities as well.
g) GRASPTM Analysis – Community Access to All Components – District
This map shows the effective service coverage of the District’s facilities, using a
radius of 2.5 miles. The 2.5 mile distance represents an area that is within an easy
drive and reasonable bicycle ride. The map shows that the developed portions of
Montrose are fairly well covered, but that as new areas develop out towards the
northwest and south east, there will be an increasing portion of the population that
is outside this service distance. Looking ahead as Montrose continues to grow, the
District may want to partner with the City or County to assure that facilities will be
within easy reach of the new population. This may mean helping the City obtain
land and create facilities in newly developing areas.
The inset map at the top shows the extended service area for the District’s facilities.
The areas within the outer, dark green circle are 15 minutes or less from the District’s
facilities. It can be seen that a large portion of the District lies outside of this circle,
meaning that people living there must drive longer than 15 minutes to get to District

facilities. This will become more important if areas outside of the City begin to grow
in population. These people will be paying for facilities as residents of the District, but
will be served less equitably because they will have to travel further to access the
District’s programs and facilities, unless facilities are created in other parts of the
District.
Levels of Service – Capacities
The spreadsheets in Appendix C show inventory and Level of Service for both active
and passive activities in the Montrose community. The combination of component
count and LOS provides a look at the capacity of the parks and recreation components
in the City of Montrose. The top section of the spreadsheet shows the component
inventory for each provider and totals of all providers. The next section shows the
current LOS of park and recreation services and facilities by comparing quantity to per
1000 population. The resulting number shows what is currently being provided to the
residents of Montrose. The next section shows the amount of growth required to keep
the current LOS as the population grows. For planning purposes we have figured LOS
based on projected population in 5 years and using all providers.
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VII. Great Things to Come – Recommendations and Action Plan
Mission Statement
The Montrose Recreation District’s purpose is to provide, manage, and maintain
quality recreational facilities, programs, and services, which will enhance the
learning and leisure opportunities that promote a wholesome community.

With this mission in mind, this Plan provides recommendation for operating, maintaining,
acquiring, developing and managing MRD facilities for over the next five years, with vision for
the next ten years and beyond.
The preceding sections have provided an overview of MRD operations and facilities, the
methodology of this planning process, along with findings form the variety of tools used to
gather information on needs, resources, administration, operations and maintenance of MRD
holdings, resources, programs and responsibilities.
A summary of the tools utilized to create the following recommendations include:
 Review and integration of findings of the 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey
 Review of MRD Mission Statement, District history, internal SWOT analysis, pertinent
studies and plans, 2002 to 2005 operating and capital budgets, current policy manuals,
facility use agreements
 General public input
 Staff and MRD Board input
 Participation and review by key staff
 Interviews with key partners that include the City of Montrose, Montrose County School
District RE-1J and the Black Canyon Boys and Girls Club
 Collection and analysis of Demographics and Trends information
 Level of Service Analysis Utilizing the GRASP™ Methodology
 An inventory of all MRD and City of Montrose recreation facilities
This Plan is intended to be “dynamic” document that specifically focuses on the next five years,
but also to be adaptable, updatable and flexible as conditions and resources change.
Based on the analysis and review of all of this information, the following Guiding Themes,
Action Themes and Recommendations emerged as recommended primary focus areas for the
MRD for the next five years.

A. Themes
The Montrose Recreation District is doing many things well related to providing quality
leisure and recreation opportunities to the community. The 2004/2005 Needs Assessment
Survey showed satisfaction levels from the community are exceptionally high for the quality
of parks and programs. The primary challenge in the coming years will be to continue this
level of provision in the future while adjusting to continued population growth, increased
demand for programming and facilities, and changing economics and demographics.
Guiding Themes
Throughout this planning process, four primary guiding themes emerged repeatedly and in
conjunction with most elements of the plan, current needs , future goals, and the action and
implementation plan. These themes flow through and affect all Action Themes and
Recommendations.
Expansion: The development of additional active recreation facilities and fields, support for
trail development and connectivity and support facilities are desired and expected by the
community in order to meet and maintain current and expected levels of satisfaction.
Organizational Management: The creation of a policy and procedures manual that will
define how the need for new programs and facilities be determined, internal communication
channels, role of leadership in decision making and create consistency throughout the
organization.
Optimal and Efficient Use of Space, Land and Partnerships: Growing demand for leisure
and recreation services has created the need for the MRD to maximize use of its resources
without overusing them to the point of degrading the experience for the user. Continued
partnership development with the City of Montrose and the School District will help
provide additional resources for the MRD to utilize. Additionally, working with Montrose
County to create a land dedication policy for new development that will help provide
recreation service to MRD residents outside of the City limits of Montrose
Cost Recovery and Funding: The MRD usually recovers close to or more than 100% of its
direct cost in providing its programs and services. However this cost recovery does not
include indirect costs including facilities, maintenance staff, coordinator staff and
administrative staff. Including indirect costs reduces the MRD overall cost recovery to
40.05%. It is important for the MRD to develop a Pricing and Cost Recovery Philosophy that
reflects the values of the community and the responsibility it has to the community. This
philosophy will be of great importance if the MRD moves forward in the development of
new programs or a community/recreation center, and as it determines how much it is
willing to subsidize operations.

Action Theme One: Expansion
There is a strong documented need for more indoor active recreation spaces such as gyms,
walking/jogging track, weight and cardiovascular areas, leisure pools, senior spaces, and
other spaces.
Recommendation 1.1 – Conduct a Community/Recreation Center Feasibility Study
The 2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey documented a Community/Recreation Center as
the number one needed indoor facility. A Feasibility Study should be conducted to
determine the construction cost and operation costs based on most needed and relevant
programming spaces. Additional elements of this study would typically include:








Building program analysis and conceptual design
Pricing and Cost Recovery Projections
Staffing projections
Market Analysis
Potential Partners
Impact on local private fitness providers
Tax implications for construction and operational cost

Recommendation 1.2 – Create a Land Acquisition policy:
With potential of the MRD needing to develop new facilities to meet demand of citizens that
live outside of the City of Montrose City limits but still with in the boarders of the MRD, the
ability to acquire land is important. The MRD should:









Implement a process that addresses the impact of new residential development on the
delivery of MRD programs and services,
Create a fair system that requires land dedication, facility development or money in lieu
of facility development, or land dedication should be established as each new resident
adds to the demand for parks and recreation resources.
Policies should be developed to address growth and development issues formulated
within the framework of the County’s zoning code and site development regulations.
They must also be within the framework of Colorado state law.
Any policies developed would need to provide mechanisms that allow the MRD to
become proactive in securing property, including purchasing options on targeted sites,
paying for the first right of refusal to purchase property or to secure properties viewed
as critical for protection or development.
Policies could be developed that address the need for passive parklands and public
spaces that protect sensitive environmental areas, historic structures, and important
viewsheds.

Recommendation 1.3 – Support Trail Development
As with most communities surveyed around the country in regards to the most important
facility needs, walking and biking trails rank the highest as the most important need in the
2004/2005 Needs Assessment Survey. Although the MRD does not fund nor maintain
walking and biking trials in and around the City of Montrose it is important that the District
is cognizant of this need and should support trail development where ever possible by other
agencies.
Recommendation 1.4 – MRD Support Facilities
As the MRD grows the need to update support facilities will be necessary to ensure ongoing
high quality level of services. The MRD should build into its next five-year capital
improvements budget the addition of a new administrative support facility and a new
maintenance facility. The need for new administrative support facilities may be satisfied
with the building of a new community/recreation center.
Recommendation 1.5 – Add Other Facilities
As resources become available, the MRD should look to add other facilities that would
enhance the leisure and recreation opportunities for the community. Other facilities might
include increasing the number of a certain type of sports fields or amenity such as a
concession stand or restroom. Other facilities may also include something new that
supports a growing trend in leisure and recreation activities such as an outdoor spray
ground.
Action Theme Two – Organizational Management
Strong dedication to providing quality facilities and programs resonates throughout every
level of the MRD staff. This dedication creates a staff that is productive and diversified and
has the ability to “step in” as needed. A lean operational budget means that staff must find
cost effective ways to conduct business. However, lack of a clear understanding of
organizational standards and expectations can create confusion. The following
recommendations and strategies can help to clarify operations and communicate more
clearly with all levels of the organization:
Recommendation 2.1 – Create Policy and Procedures Manual
Currently, the MRD has an employee manual that deals with working conditions,
compensation, vacation, promotions, and discipline to name a few. The MRD also has many
board polices that deal with budget adoption, income and expenditures. Additionally,
some board polices set the basis for the employee manual. MRD polices that deal with
participant liability and health issues, participant behavior/discipline issues, and refund
policies are also included but are very vague. What are lacking are strong policies,
procedures and special circumstance identification that would allow staff to make decisions
in a consistent manner. The MRD should create a comprehensive policy and procedures
manual that would include:



A criteria that would be examined to determine whether or not a new program should
be brought online or a current program should be expanded.
A criteria that would identify the proper flow of communication throughout the
organization. This would include:





o Program scheduling changes
o Program additions or expansion
o Grievances and complaints
o Policy and procedural changes
A criteria that would define the decision making process. This would include:
o What conditions require executive level or supervisory level decision making (i.e.
purchasing dollar amounts, staff hiring, unresolved issues, program changes)
o Decision making authority limits depending on staff position
A fee policy that would assist in determining fees and formation of criteria that would
help develop new facilities and programs.

Each new facility and/or program that is developed may create the need for new policies
and procedures.
Action Theme Three: - Partners are a Necessity
The MRD has needs to continue to create partnerships with The City of Montrose, Montrose
County School District, Montrose County and other Private, Governmental and non-profit
organizations. These partnerships help leverage funding and other resources for the
community, and will continue to be more and more important. The MRD should proactively plan and set policy for procuring and managing partnerships.
Recommendation 3.1 – Create and Implement a Partnership Policy
MRD should formalize all partnerships in a written format. A Policy should provide an
outline of what types of partnerships are appropriate for the District, the approval and
procurement procedures, steps for partnering, monitoring and evaluation criteria, risk
management and exit strategies if for some reason a partnership does not go as planned.
In addition, during this Partnership Policy formation, it will be important to identify a
system for tracking and identifying all current and potential partners. A “Sample
Partnership Policy” has been provided as part of this planning process.
Recommendation 3.2 – Maximize Partnerships with City of Montrose and Montrose
County School District
The ongoing relationship and partnership with the City of Montrose continues to be strong
and lasting. The most current evidence of this strong relationship is the development of the
Cerise property in which the MRD will take an active role in scheduling recreational
activities and maintaining the active turf portions of the property. The MRD will need to
continue to expand programming as the population grows and should seek to utilize City of
Montrose open turf areas as needed and for appropriate use these spaces allow. The City of
Montrose may prove to be a valuable partner in the development of a new
community/recreation center as it may have available lands suitable for building.
The relationship with the Montrose School District in reality has been transformed from
partnership agreement that had a reciprocal use of facilities to a business agreement where
each agency pays a fee to use the other’s facilities (Some exceptions apply).

Until such time that the MRD builds new facilities, School District gymnasiums and
classrooms are essential to MRD programs. Fees being charged by the School District for
use of their facilities are now passed on to the community in the form of increased program
fees. The MRD should work with the School District to re-establish a new partnership
agreement that creates opportunities for both agencies. Outcomes of this process should
include:








Appointing a staff and Citizen Task Force to work with the Schools staff and appointees
to review all past, existing and future use agreements
Recognizing the different missions of each agency but the need for shared resources
Examining ways to reduce negative impact (wear & tear) on facilities
Examining ways to reduce supervisory staff costs
To create an Inter-Agency Coordination Board
Establishing a timeframe for the implementation and monitoring for agreements
Creating evaluation and enforcement guidelines for both parties

Action Theme Four: We Can Always do Better
All indication point to the MRD needing to expand its leisure and recreation opportunities
for the community based on population growth projections for the area. As the MRD grows
so will the need to develop ongoing systems that help measure success and red flag
potential pitfalls.
Recommendation 4.1: Establish Life Cycle Costing Assessments
A Life-Cycle Costing Assessment could build on current MRD inventories and add a
component related to the condition of each facility and the anticipated number of years to
major renovation or replacement. The goals of this assessment would be to gain a better
understanding of deferred maintenance needs that have not been met and to develop a
strategy for renovating or replacing facilities.
Recommendation 4.2: Create a Information Management and Technology Plan
The MRD has some Information Management (IM) components in place and should seek to
expand IM capabilities to assist staff in managing multiple data sources. Developing an on
line registration process and greater access to the MRD Web Site are two such priority needs
identified in this study.
Recommendation 4.3: Create Maintenance Standards
Although survey results showed the MRD has maintenance standards that are considered to
good to excellent, maintenance practices have been left more to the memory of the
maintenance staff than being written procedures. These informal practices should be
articulated in the form of a maintenance guidelines and procedures manual. Tasks such as
the number of staff hours required for mowing, fertilization, weed control, edging, layout,
etc, can be recorded and overall averages for facility components established.

Benefits of this Approach
 Improved staffing projections for new and existing facilities;
 Improved cost and budgeting projections for new and existing facilities based on
recorded historical data;
 Improved maintenance at facilities resulting in safer conditions;
 Improved scheduling of maintenance activities: and
 Improved ability to apply maintenance cost to programming fees.
 Ability to apply maintenance cost directly to overall program costs
Recommendation 4.4: Create a Stronger Brand for the Montrose Recreation District
A branding program can help positively separate the MRD from other agencies but also be
used to promote the MRD as the primary active recreation provider in the area. The more
this message is delivered, the more people will understand the mission and look to the MRD
for their leisure and recreation needs and support MRD in the development of new facilities.
Components of the program should include:




A signage program that clearly identifies that “This facility is brought to you by the
Montrose Recreation District “
A “Did You Know” section in the seasonal program guide and Website that describes
what the MRD does and doesn’t do.
A “Did you Know” hand out to be available at the administration office, aquatics center,
special events or to be handed out by staff as circumstances arise.

Recommendation 4.5 – Implement a 5-Year Master Planning Schedule
This Master Plan represents the first Master Plan for the MRD. While some agencies
attempt to adopt Master Plans for more than five years it is very difficult to plan accurately
more than five years in advance. Technological advancement, along with changes in needs
and trends, alter greatly over short periods of time. Current programs and facilities have
been developed in a “reactive” manner, due primarily to citizen demand. In order to allow
for a more proactive and managed approach, and knowing that the process is detailed and
involves extensive public outreach, it is recommended that the District should schedule the
update to the by allocating resources to the update starting in 2010.
Since this Public Spaces Master Plan has been created using dynamic land management
tools (including GRASP™ and GIS), the next update should be easier and less timeconsuming, but will still require stakeholder involvement (which should include a statically
valid survey) and needs assessment, along with reexamination of management practices
and the future cost recovery and budget realties.

B. Action Plans – What Happens Next
The Montrose Recreation District is continually striving to keep up with the expectations
and needs of the community. Facilities are heavily used and most programs have high
participation rates. Both have numerous positive impacts including encouraging healthy
lifestyles, promoting social well-being, providing opportunities and facilities for enjoyment,
and enhancing the quality of life.
This Parks and Recreation Master Plan endeavors to provide a guiding mechanism for
continuing to meet existing and future community needs, and expanding the positive
impacts of this portion of MRD services. The strengths of this report stem from the
extensive research, community involvement, analysis of needs, and public review that form
the basis for the recommendations it contains. The recommendations of this Plan are
designed to create goals primarily for the MRD, cultivating:









Focus on consistently meeting and exceeding citizen expectations;
Use of innovative ideas and methods to successfully meet challenges posed by
budgetary, facility and staffing limitations;
A system that benefits residents by increasing services to all age groups and providing
diverse opportunities;
A service agency that sees itself as a viable partner in providing community services;
A stewardship approach to providing high-quality facilities, existing and future,
through judicious use of public funds;
Cooperation and partnerships among the MRD, Montrose County Public Schools, non
profit organizations and the private sector in providing recreational services and
facilities;
A proactive planning process guided by community needs and executable strategies;
and a process for reviewing and updating this document annually.

Ultimately, this plan is designed to serve as a decision-making tool facilitating participation
for the Montrose Recreation District.
Action Strategies are needed to carry out the Parks and Recreation Master Plan
recommendations. The following chart has been developed which summarizes the
Recommendations and includes recommended actions, funding needs where appropriate,
and timing.
Timing
This plan is intended to a 5-year Plan. The following Action Themes Implementation Table
indicates timing based on the start of implementation:





Short-term: immediately or within one- year
Mid-Term: within two-three years
Long-term: within the five years
Ongoing

Montrose Recreation District - Implementation / Action Plan

Recommendation

Timing

Responsibility

Financial Impact

Action Theme One – Expansions
Recommendation 1.1 – Conduct a Community/Recreation Center
Recommendation 1.2 – Create a Land Acquisition policy:

Short Term

MRD, Consultants

$20,000 to $40,000

Long Term

MRD Staff & Board

Staff Time*

Recommendation 1.3 – Support Trail Development

Ongoing

MRD Staff

TBD

Recommendation 1.4 – MRD Support Facilities

Mid Term

MRD Staff

TBD

Recommendation 1.5 – Add Other Facilities

Ongoing

MRD Staff

TBD

Action Theme Two – Organizational Management
Recommendation 2.1 – Create Policy and Procedures Manual

Short Term

MRD Staff & Board

Staff Time

Mid Term
Short Term

MRD Staff & Board
MRD Staff & Board

Staff Time
Staff Time

Action Theme Three – Partners Are a Necessity
Recommendation 3.1 – Create and Implement a Partnership Policy
Recommendation 3.2 – Maximize Partnerships with City of
Montrose and Montrose County School District

Recommendations
Action Theme Four – We Can Always do Better
Recommendation 4.1: Establish Life Cycle Costing Assessments

Timing
Mid Term

Responsibility

Recommendation 4.2: Create a Information Management and
Technology Plan

Mid Term

MRD Staff & Board,
Consultant
MRD Staff, Consultants

Recommendation 4.3: Create Maintenance Standards

Mid Term

MRD Staff & Board

Recommendation 4.4: Brand the Montrose Recreation District

Short Term

MRD Staff

Recommendation 4.5 – Implement a 5-Year Master Planning
Schedule

Short Term

MRD Staff, Consultants

Financial Impact
Staff Time,
Consultant Costs

Staff Time,
Software Costs
Staff Time &
$7,500 to $10,000
for promotion
$40,000-50,000
every 5 years

* Several options exist for allocation of Staff Time. Many of these strategies could be accomplished by assigning the tasks to existing staff, or some
of them may be more efficiently accomplished through hiring of contract staff or consultants, potentially at a lesser cost than hiring or training
existing staff. The allocation of the resources to accomplish these tasks should be conducted during each annual budgeting and workplan cycle.
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