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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction
The citizens of the Evergreen Park & Recreation District place high value in their parks, recreation
facilities, and programs. They recognize the importance of these services as an enhancement to the
quality of life of the community. This commitment is embodied in the District’s strong parks and
recreation system with unique facilities such as Buchanan Park, Buchanan Park Recreation Center,
Evergreen Lake House, and Wulf Recreation Center. While the District can celebrate its parks and
recreation programs and facilities, it faces the ongoing challenge of maintaining a system that is heavily
used, is aging in some cases, and has a limited ability to expand.
This final report for the EPRD Parks and Recreation Master Plan summarizes key findings and
information gathered from the recently completed demographic and trend analysis, public meetings,
and an inventory and analysis of existing parks, facilities, recreation programs, and maintenance
operations. During the Findings Phase of the master planning process, GreenPlay’s consultant team
worked closely with District staff and board from January‐June 2011. A summary of the information
collected, analysis, and key findings follow. Based on the information contained in the Findings
Compilation presentation, an in‐depth recommendation and action plan was developed.

Community Needs Assessment
Engaging the public with sufficient and meaningful mechanisms for input allows for frank and open
discussions about the current state and the future of parks and recreation. To gain valuable insight into
the needs and demands of the community, the public input process included:
 Four focus group/stakeholder meetings – (Two each on March 2nd & 3rd, 2011)
 Three public meetings – (March 10th, May 24th, and September 20th, 2011)
 Web/phone/text survey – (May ‐ June 2011)
 Opportunities to provide input via email
 2010 Community Needs Survey (conducted by Responsive Management)
 Board and staff input
Attendance at focus groups and the public meetings included 86 community and 29 staff members.
Focus Group/Public Meeting Summary
The EPRD provides a wide variety of facilities, programs, and services to EPRD residents. Citizens, as
demonstrated in the 2010 Community Needs Survey, recognize that EPRD staff works to bring a high
level of customer service and exceptional program offerings to a variety of interests and age groups. On
the other hand, many of the park and indoor amenities are beginning to age and are in need of
renovation or replacement.
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Generally, focus group and public meeting participants agree that facilities, programs, and services
offered by the EPRD are diverse and provide a wide variety of recreation opportunities. However, indoor
recreation facilities at the Wulf Recreation Center such as the pool, gymnastics venue, and gymnasium
are being used at or beyond capacity during peak demand times, leaving few opportunities for drop‐in
use or other community interests during those times. Also, with longer winters due to the higher
altitude, athletic field access is limited compared to the greater Denver Metropolitan area. With that
being said, a theme continually brought up was the need to maintain what is already in place before
building new facilities.
Community members would like to see more opportunities for input, such as annual or semiannual
surveys, to help the board guide the future of EPRD. It is apparent that there are many community
interests that seek EPRD support in order to flourish such as increased arts programming, community
gardens, an indoor ice arena, and a dedicated Special Needs space, to name few.
Demographics
The estimated 2010 population for EPRD identifies 22,736 residents within the boundary area. The
District population is projected to continue experiencing minimal growth at a similar rate of increase to
that experienced since the year 2000 (less than two‐tenths of a percent per year) reaching 22,914, by
the year 2015.
Key demographic trends used in this plan and to reference for future planning efforts of EPRD are as
follows:
 When compared with the state as a whole, EPRD has an older population, with the median age
of residents being 11 years older than the median age in the State of Colorado.
 Median household income is significantly higher in EPRD than the State of Colorado.
 The percentage of owner occupied housing units (i.e. those who own and live in their homes) is
greater in EPRD than in the rest of Colorado.
 EPRD has a much higher percentage of residents with Bachelor’s and Master’s Degrees than the
state as a whole.
 Population in EPRD is projected to marginally increase at a slow and steady rate.
 EPRD population is aging with the median age to go from 44.3 in 2011 to 45.1 on 2016. (The
median age in 2000 was 40.7.)
 EPRD population 18 and under is predicted to decrease by 1% by 2016.
Areas of Focus for recommendations
The recommendations for this plan are focused around the following areas:
 Facility Inventory and Level of Service
 Park and Facility Maintenance
 Recreation Services
 Financial
 Implementation
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The body of this report contains in‐depth analysis of each area described above. Immediately following
each area are recommendations (goals, objectives, and action items) that pertain to that subject. Action
items are identified as either:
 Ongoing – Action is already taking place and should continue.
 Immediate priority – Some action should be taken within the next year.
 Short‐term priority – Some action should be taken within the next one to two years.
 Mid‐term priority – Some action should be taken within the next three to five years.
 Long‐term priority – Some action should be taken within five years or beyond.
Action items are not necessarily listed in order of priority. Please reference the Action Plan summary
sheet in Table 12, later in this document, to see all Action Items and their priority. Plan goals (for all
areas) are identified in sequential order starting with one and ending with eleven. A summary of subject
areas for recommendations follows.
Facility Inventory and Level of Service Analysis.
Evergreen is a community that offers a unique blend of mountain living, small‐town ambience, and
proximity to a major metropolitan area. With this comes a wide range of opportunities for outdoor
activity and indoor recreation. The EPRD owns and maintains facilities that support the recreational
interests of residents, and partners with other providers to ensure that their needs are met. The
inventory conducted for this master plan includes both District‐owned assets and those of other
providers. The inventory was used to assess the public park and recreation services available to
residents so that plans could be formulated for maintaining, enhancing, and sustaining levels of service
now and into the future.
The inventory was conducted from late March 2011 to early April 2011. The inventory process for this
project included all of the properties and facilities managed and owned by the District, as well as
alternative providers. Alternative providers include elementary, middle, and high schools, as well
Jefferson County Open Space, Denver Mountain Parks, Colorado State Parks (now known as Colorado
Parks and Wildlife), and the US Forest Service. Private fitness clubs or organizations offering recreational
opportunities were not included in the inventory.
The purpose of the inventory was to get a complete and accurate picture of recreational opportunities
available to residents of the EPRD. Information was collected on the indoor and outdoor facilities
identified above and included the location of the facilities and the components at each location. For the
purposes of this inventory, components were generally considered as amenities provided for the
purpose of a recreational experience for visitors. This includes fields, courts, and other spaces used for
organized activities, as well as open turf, natural areas, and features that offer passive or non‐
programmed recreational experiences. The inventory also includes an assessment of the functionality of
each component. The analysis show higher levels of service in the core of EPRD, and lower levels in
more remote locations. The areas with higher LOS tend to coincide with the developed residential areas
of the District, which is normal and appropriate. No gaps in service are apparent on this analysis, i.e. all
parts of the District have at least some service.
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Summary of Recommendations –Parks, Trails, and Open Space
Goal 1: Improve Parks, Trails, and Open Space
 Objective 1: Identify Level of Service (LOS) Standards as benchmarks for maintaining and
improving LOS over time.
 Objective 2: Identify areas to improve Level of Service.
 Objective 3: Improve Trail LOS
 Objective 4: Identify locations for expansion/improvements/repurposing (i.e. skateparks,
ADA access, pavilions, outdoor art, gardens, parking capacity)
 Objective 5: Develop a long‐term strategy for Buchanan Park.
 Objective 6: Accommodate new trends with limited amounts of land and money.

Maintenance Operations Analysis
The District operates 17 different park sites, including two recreation centers, and serves a population of
approximately 23,000. Major facilities include the Buchanan Recreation Center, park and rental
properties, the Wulf Recreation Center, and Evergreen Lake, which functions somewhat like a regional
park.
A review of selected sites and operations found a general level of maintenance that can be categorized
as good to excellent. All park sites were generally in excellent condition, well maintained and repaired,
free of trash, and with amenities in good repair. Turf conditions on sports and athletic fields were
observed in a range of excellent to poor, with general signs of wear due to overuse and some turf stress
that appears to be the result of irregular water patterns. It should be noted that the turf areas in poor
condition were all at sites owned and controlled by R‐1 Schools, and conversely the sites with the best
rated turf (i.e. Buchanan) were EPRD controlled sites.
To evaluate maintenance functions, written maintenance policies, practices, and maintenance and
operations budgets were reviewed, and visits to the majority of sites maintained by EPRD were
conducted. A focus group session was held with maintenance staff at which maintenance operations
were discussed in detail.

Summary of Recommendations – Maintenance
Goal 2: Define/Improve Park Maintenance Standards
 Objective 1: Work with R‐1 School District to address and improve field and turf maintenance
issues at joint –use school sites.
 Objective 2: Update and implement “A, B, C” maintenance levels for park sites
 Objective 3: Ongoing training for parks staff and evaluation of strategies to reduce travel time
for maintenance crews.
Goal 3: Develop Strategies and Priorities to Address Capital Repairs and Improvements
 Objective 1: Address Capital Repair items at older parks and facilities.
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Goal 4: Improve Facility Energy Efficiencies
 Objective 1: Conduct an energy audit at Wulf Recreation Center, Buchanan Recreation Center,
and other selected buildings as needed.
Goal 5: Improve Branding and Recognition of EPRD Parks & Facilities
 Objective 1: Develop and implement a District‐wide site identification and applicable rules and
regulations sign plan.
Goal 6: Control Capacity Constraints of Evergreen Lake Park
 Objective 1: Develop a comprehensive operations plan for Evergreen Lake Park.

Recreation Service Analysis
This program analysis focuses primarily on participation trends from 2008–2010. Data was obtained
from participation reports, focus groups, and the 2010 Citizen Survey conducted by Responsive
Management. Summary findings include:
 Program participation collectively increased from 2008‐2010 by approximately 1,000
registrations.
 Recreation programs are offered at a variety of locations including the two recreation centers,
the Lake House, and schools.
 In‐house events, such as weddings, at the Lake House have increased by 25 events from 2008‐
2010.
 The community is satisfied with the recreation and athletics programs offered.
 Overall program attendance is strong and is beginning to exceed 2008 levels.
 Partnerships with the schools are very strong.
 Capacity issues in the gymnasiums exist with the demand for increased programming.
 There is currently no cost recovery policy in place by program area.
 Senior programming is in demand and is projected to continue as this age cohort grows in
numbers.
 There is a need for a streamlined marketing approach.

Summary of Recreation Services Recommendations
Goal 7: Enhance the Service Delivery Model to ensure that it is responsive and relevant to District
residents’ leisure behaviors, interests, location within the District, and needs.
 Objective 1: Identify new program opportunities and evaluate current programs to ensure that
the District is meeting and will continue to meet residents’ needs and expectations.
 Objective 2: Determine appropriate non‐sport leisure and recreation activities that can be
offered (directly or partnered) to the community. Master Plan focus groups and the 2010
Community Needs Survey identified a need for additional, non‐sport programming.
 Objective 3: Improve programming opportunities for outlying neighborhoods such as Indian
Hills, Marshdale, and Kittredge.
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Goal 8: Resource Development ‐ Expand capacity beyond existing facility spaces for increased
programming opportunities.
 Objective 1: Continue to facilitate partnerships with other organizations and agencies to provide
access to spaces for programming.
 Objective 2: Establish ERPD volunteer network.
Goal 9: Streamline marketing strategies i.e. branding and shared promotional tools.
 Objective 1: Develop and implement an enhanced streamlined marketing, communications, and
outreach plan to increase efficiencies and create a cost‐savings.

Financial Analysis
The total operating budget (not including CIP funding) for the EPRD has remained relatively stable from
2009 ($4.3 million) to 2011 ($4.5 million). The EPRD’s operating budget is funded by two primary
sources; property taxes (41% of total funding) and fees and charges (52% of total funding). The balance
of the funding (7%) comes from automobile registration taxes, interest, and other miscellaneous
revenues.
Budget Distribution
As shown in the following figure, the recreation centers (collectively at 59 percent) represent the largest
portion of the EPRD’s operating budget with the Wulf Recreation Center at 37 percent, followed by
Buchanan Recreation Center at 22 percent. General & Administration is 21 percent, Parks represents 14
percent, and the Lake House represents six percent of the total budget.

District Budget Distribution
6%
14%
37%

WRC
BRC
G& A
Parks

21%

Lakehouse

22%

EPRD Cost Recovery
On the whole, the EPRD recovers approximately 63 percent of its total operational costs primarily
through fees and charges and, to a much smaller degree, alternative funding sources such as grants.
Conversely, 37 percent of the costs are supported through the mil levy tax investment.
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Summary financial findings include:
 Citizens value and are more than satisfied with parks, recreation, facilities, programs, and
services provided to them by the EPRD.
 Additionally, there is a willingness to fund necessary improvements and facilities that will
benefit the community served by the District.
 Citizens seem to agree that the return on their investment of property tax dollars and fees and
charges is good to excellent.
 A need was identified for long‐term planning strategies to replace/renovate the Wulf Recreation
Center.
 Additional funding needs are identified based on facility improvement and/or development of
facilities
 The development of a Pricing and Cost Recovery Philosophy reflects the values of the
community and the responsibility the District has to the community.

Financial Recommendations
Goal 10: Sustain the high level of service to which citizens have become accustomed.
 Objective 1: Determine appropriate course of action for the Wulf Recreation Center.
 Objective 2: Identify planning strategies to identify funding needs for new/renovated facilities
that meet the expectations of the community.
 Objective 3: Identify and estimate the operating cost of future capital improvement (staffing,
supplies, services) for parks, trails, and indoor facilities.
 Objective 4: Utilize processes and opportunities to determine the appropriateness of the EPRD
District to engage, expand, or divest in the delivery of facilities, programs, and services.
 Objective 5: Create and implement a cost recovery philosophy and policy.

Plan Implementation
Goals, Objectives, and Action Steps are outlined to create a process for focus and implementation. Over
the next five to ten years, many influences will have an impact on the success of this plan. Funding
availability, staff buy‐in, and political and community support will play significant roles in the
implementation process.

Goal 11: Maximize Implementation Efforts



Objective 1: Collaborate to strategically achieve the goals of the plan
Objective 2: Inform and empower staff to implement plan recommendations

Parks & Recreation Master Plan
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II. PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE – THE PLANNING CONTEXT
Mission
The Evergreen Park & Recreation District (EPRD) upholds the following mission statement:
The mission of the Evergreen Park & Recreation District is to improve the quality of life of
the Evergreen community by providing a wide range of excellent, financially responsible park
and recreation amenities and programs while maintaining and enhancing the area's
mountain character.

Purpose of the Master Plan
This plan builds upon the 2010 Community Survey and will replace the 2004‐2009 Master Plan, while
addressing the many and varied changes that have taken place in Evergreen. It provides the EPRD with a
framework for decision making for parks, recreation, open space, and trails that best serve the District –
first and foremost the communities of Bergen Park, Evergreen, Kittredge, Indian Hills, and Marshdale,
and secondarily, communities adjacent to or outside of the District boundaries. It appropriately
positions the District as a foothills regional service provider and serves as a planning guide for future
facility development and program offerings, as well as a tool for obtaining grants and other funding
opportunities. The master plan process includes: resource inventory, community survey, program
analysis, management plan, and implementation plan.
Specific items that are incorporated into this study include:
 Identification of attributes, opportunities, limitations, and deficiencies of parks amenities
including trails, recreation facilities, and recreation programs and services, based on
demographics and citizen input, as well as local and national trends found in Appendix E.
 Identification of important capital issues to be incorporated into a long‐term capital
improvement plan.
 Identification of goals, policies, and objectives that can be used to prioritize needs, to determine
phasing, and to develop strategies for implementation.
 Provide a framework for both board and staff to collaborate in the advancement of services to
District residents.

Methodology of This Planning Process
This project has been guided by the EPRD Executive Director, Recreation Manager, key staff, and elected
District Board members, as well as by a public input process. District representatives met with the
consultant team and provided input throughout the planning process. This collaborative effort fully
utilizes the consultants’ expertise and incorporates local knowledge and institutional history. The project
consisted of the following tasks.
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Community Survey and Public Involvement:
 Review of previous planning efforts and District historical information.
 Extensive community involvement effort including focus groups, meetings with key
stakeholders, staff, community‐wide public meetings, and Short Messaging Service (SMS) survey
instrument.
 Research of trends and statistics to help guide the efforts of programming staff.
Level of Service Analysis:
 Interviews with District staff to provide information about parks, recreation, and services, along
with insight into the current practices and experiences of the District in serving its residents and
visitors.
 Review and analysis of existing park and building maintenance practices.
Inventory:
 Inventory of parks and facilities using existing mapping, staff interviews, and on‐site visits to
verify amenities and assess the condition of the amenities and surrounding areas.
 Identification of alternative providers (i.e. Jefferson County Open Space, Denver Mountain
Parks).
Assessment and Analysis:
 Measurement of the current delivery of service using the GRASP® Level of Service Analysis and
allowance for a target level of service to be determined that is both feasible and aligns with the
expectations of citizens as expressed through the 2010 Community Survey. This analysis is also
represented graphically through maps.

Related Past Planning Efforts
This plan is informed by and (where appropriate) provides a connection to past planning efforts.
Reviewed plans include but are not limited to:
 2010 Community Survey (Evergreen Park & Recreation District’s Use of and Opinion on the
District and its Programs and Services. A copy of the Executive Summary of this report can be
found later in this document.)
 2010 – Buchanan Community Center/Arts Center Feasibility Study
 2008 – Buchanan Park Master Plan
 2004 – 2009 EPRD Master Plan (including a trails plan)
 1996 – 2001 EPRD Master Plan
 1989 – Alderfer Ranch Master Plan
Note: Copies of these reports are on file with the EPRD.
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Timeline for Completing the Master Plan
Start‐up
Information Gathering Community Meetings
Inventory and Assessment of Existing Facilities
Presentation of Findings
1st Draft Report
2nd Draft Report
3rd Draft Report
Final Report
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January 2011
March 2011
March ‐ May 2011
May 2011
July 2011
September 2011
October, 2011
December, 2011
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III. WHAT EPRD WANTS – OUR COMMUNITY AND IDENTIFIED NEEDS
EPRD Community Identified Needs
Engaging the public with sufficient and meaningful mechanisms for input allows for frank and open
discussions about the current state of and the future of parks and recreation. To gain valuable insight
into the needs and interests of the community, the community input process included:
 Four focus group/stakeholder meetings – (Two each on March 2nd & 3rd, 2011)
 Three public meetings – (March 10th, May 24th and September 20th, 2011)
 Web/phone/text survey – (May ‐ June, 2011)
 Opportunities to provide input via email
 2010 Community Survey (conducted by Responsive Management)
 Board and staff input
Attendance at focus groups and public meeting included 86 community and 29 staff members.
The following is an overview of community opinions with regard to strengths, weaknesses, and
opportunities for EPRD parks and recreation facilities, programs, and services.

Community and Stakeholder Input
Focus group, stakeholder, and public meeting participants were asked a variety of questions regarding
EPRD parks, recreation facilities, programs, and services. Responses to questions about current
strengths and issues/needs/problems that the EPRD can address through this planning process are
summarized below. (See Appendix A for full list of comments)

Strengths

Weaknesses/Challenges

General/Administration
• EPRD Staff
• Engaged board
• Existence of the facilities
• Variety of the programs for all ages/abilities
• Partnerships (gov’t, non‐profit, sports)
• Affordability

General/Specific

Facilities and Programs
• Two recreation centers
• Lakehouse
• After school programs
• Special needs programs
• Silversneakers
• Access to trails
• Marshdale Synthetic Turf/Athletic Fields

•
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•
•

•

•
•
•

Lack of Trail Connectivity
o Multiple locations
Aging facilities
o Wulf Recreation Center
o Lake Park
Board decision making
o Insufficient public input
Facility limitations
o Limited opportunities to
expand programs
Parking Issues
o Multiple locations
Fees & charges
o Inconsistent application
Too much development
o Loss of mountain flavor
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Other questions asked of the focus group participants were:
 What do you believe to be the most essential services that the EPRD provides?
 What improvements/changes would you make in the parks and recreation facilities, programs,
and services in the EPRD today; in 5 to 10 years?
 How can the EPRD work to responsibly address improvements/changes given its resources?
 What partnerships opportunities exist?
Those responses are summarized in (but not limited to) the boxes below:

Essential Services of a
Public Park and Recreation Provider
Administrative
• Community engagement
• Ongoing improvements, expansion,
protection
• Partnership development
• Affordability
• Communication
• Cost recovery philosophy
Operational
• Maintain mountain ambiance
• Maintain what we have
• Develop ongoing life cycle replacement
program
• Multi‐generational programming (non‐
sport, sports, drop‐in)
• Special needs programming (ADA
access)
• Relationship with related partners (i.e.
arts, sports groups etc)
• Fitness and wellness

Improvements You Would Like to See Today
• Arrowhead Park improvements
• Improved parking
• Green practices
• Trail linkages
• Picnic shelters/pavilions
• Gardens and Landscaping
• Continued display of public art
• ADA access
• Maintenance standards
• Expand use of ballfields (i.e. lights,
synthetic turf, etc.)
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Underserved Populations
Indian Hills Community, other neighborhoods
Low income households
Youth (non‐sport programming)
Youth/teen (non‐competitive sports)
Adult – Boomer (non‐sports programming)
Teens
Preschool ages

Improvements You Would Like to See in 5‐10 Years
• Athletic field upgrades
• Trails/Trail connectivity
• Larger pool
• Gymnasium
• Buy old Albertsons
• Equestrian Center
• Indoor ice rink
• Improvements to BRC
• Indoor track
• Dedicated special needs space
• Replace Wulf Rec Center

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

How Can These Improvements Be Addressed
Clarification of mission/vision/values
Improved communication/education
Improved planning processes
Continued partnership development
Increased alternative funding
User specific fundraising/assistance
Cost reduction through green practices
Increased tax support
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Partnership Opportunities
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Jeffco R1 School District
Evergreen Metropolitan District
Youth Sports Associations
Jefferson County Open Space
Professional Sports
Denver Mountain Parks
Evergreen Fire/Rescue
Evergreen Recreation and Park
Foundation

•
•

•
•
•
•

Center for the Arts Evergreen
Other Parks and Recreation
Agencies (i.e. Golden,
Lakewood, etc.)
Indoor Tennis Center
North Evergreen Activity Trail
Signature Event
Gold Crown

Focus Group/Public Meeting Summary
The EPRD provides a wide variety of facilities, programs, and services to EPRD residents. Citizens, as
demonstrated in the 2010 Community Survey, recognize that EPRD staff works to bring a high level of
customer service and exceptional program offerings to a variety of interests and age groups. On the
other hand, many of the park and indoor amenities are beginning to age and are in need of renovation
or replacement.
Generally, focus group and public meeting participants agree that facilities, programs, and services
offered by the EPRD are diverse and provide a wide variety of recreation opportunities. However, indoor
recreation facilities at the Wulf Recreation Center such as the pool, gymnastics venue, and gymnasium
are being used at or beyond capacity during peak demand times leaving few opportunities for drop‐in
use or other community interests during those times. Also, with the longer winters due to the higher
altitude, athletic field access is limited compared to the greater Denver Metropolitan area. With that
being said, a theme continually brought up was the need to maintain what is already in place before
building new facilities.
Community members would like to see more opportunities for input, such as annual or semiannual
surveys, to help the board guide the future of EPRD. It is apparent that there are many community
interests that seek EPRD support in order to flourish such as increased arts programming, community
gardens, an indoor ice arena, and a dedicated Special Needs space, to name few.
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2010 Community Survey ‐ Responsive Management
In 2010, an opinion survey of EPRD residents regarding services and facilities was conducted by
Responsive Management, an independent research firm. Results were described in an August 2010
public meeting. The conclusions, derived by EPRD Board members, can be made because of the research
methodology used. This methodology led to a high level of confidence, which allows inferences to be
made that apply to the entire population of Evergreen. The consultant team has utilized information
found in this survey along with the community, staff and board input, the inventory, maintenance,
recreation programming, and financial analysis to assist in the creation of the recommendations found
in this plan.
The following conclusions were reviewed and adopted by the EPRD Board in November of 2010. The
purposes of these conclusions were to inform the public about the outcome of the study, and to inform
the Master Planning process.

Overall Conclusion
Evergreen citizens are very or somewhat satisfied with EPRD services, amenities, and facilities and
maintenance of such. This high level of satisfaction is echoed throughout the report, and is a significant
finding.
Conclusions RE: Knowledge of and Familiarity with EPRD Facilities
While most people reported knowing about EPRD facilities, many were not at all familiar with EPRD. This
would suggest that EPRD should plan to market to non‐users, including new citizens.
Further, a large majority of respondents could not name an EPRD park, or named a Jefferson County
Open Space Park or Denver Mountain Park instead. Thus, future planning should include a "branding"
and signage program. Other findings about parks and trails are confused by the wide variety of
ownership of parks and trails in Evergreen. Future studies should distinguish specific parks or trails so
that EPRD can obtain data most useful to EPRD.
Conclusions RE: Evergreen Facilities and Programs
Evergreen citizens are somewhat to very satisfied with EPRD facilities and programs, including ball fields.
A majority of people have used trails, parks, and recreation/event centers. As mentioned above,
satisfaction with trails and parks is confounded by the different property ownerships in the District. The
high satisfaction with recreation and event centers and ball fields suggests that facilities, event centers,
and ball fields be maintained at least at their current level.
Respondents were satisfied with programs. EPRD should reflect this by continuing and expanding
successful programs, and adding new ones when feasible.
Conclusions RE: Additions and Improvements to EPRD Facilities
The strong majority of EPRD citizens agree that there are enough parks, trails, recreation, and events
centers.
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Less than half of the respondents agree that there should be more ball fields. This particular finding may
be confused with scheduling and availability of fields due to weather related closures. Without further
study, this is hard to discern. Because the majority of citizens never use ball fields, the slight level of
dissatisfaction with the number of ball fields, scheduling and/or availability cannot be considered a
significant finding. However, it has been a "hot button" issue for years, and as such, it is included as a
conclusion. Taken together, this information suggests that more ball fields may not be needed, but
improvements to current fields and scheduling practices may be useful.
A majority of citizens are in favor of building new trails and parks, and/or adding improvements to parks.
As above, this can be confused with the property ownership of trails and parks.
There was little to no support for new buildings of any kind, including an art center, a community center,
indoor ice rinks, and others. Given the "hot button" nature of this issue, and the fact that ALL
respondents answered related questions, this is a significant finding.
A slight majority of respondents are supportive of improvements to existing recreation facilities.
However, the nature of these improvements was not explored. Thus, one respondent might define a
new elevator as an improvement, while another might define an addition to a building as an
improvement. Further study of this factor is suggested.
Almost ten percent of the respondents named the types of amenities that might be included in an
expansion of Buchanan Rec Center (indoor running track, basketball court, art classrooms, racquetball,
others). Maintenance of current facilities is warranted, along with use of data from future studies to
determine the types of amenities to be included in any expansion. The data suggests that an expansion
of Buchanan Recreation Center was not supported at the time of the survey.
Conclusions RE: Travel to District Facilities
Citizens are satisfied with the proximity of facilities and areas. Citizens are also satisfied that EPRD
spends money evenly throughout the District.
Conclusions RE: Fees and Funding
Private, public, and non‐profit partnerships to provide recreational opportunities are strongly supported
by EPRD citizens.
A slight majority of respondents think that current fees and charges are reasonable. Also, citizens
thought that non‐District users should be charged more. EPRD should remain sensitive to fees and
charges.
About half of respondents supported additional funding for activities, facilities, operations, and
maintenance through a bond issue.
Conclusions RE: Development of EPRD Park Lands
About half of respondents think that nothing should be built on EPRD parklands. However, this question
does not define "building." Thus, when answering, some might have considered a picnic pavilion or
tennis courts as building projects, while others might have defined a free‐standing community center as
a building. Further studies should clarify the meaning of "building."
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Conclusions RE: EPRD Projects
The majority of respondents agreed that the District should be completing projects directly related to
parks and recreation only. About half of respondents thought that EPRD should be conducting certain
types of projects (like clearing ice and snow) if county or municipal government could not do so.

EPRD Community Demographics
Service Area
The demographic profile for the EPRD service area was created using shape‐file maps, provided by
Design Concepts, depicting the boundaries of the District. In May of 2011, these boundaries were then
applied to make use of ESRI Business Information Solutions data (GIS, Geodatabase, and Demographic
Information software). The community profile illustrates demographic trends that will help staff analyze
specific recreation and leisure needs for District residents.
Population
The estimated 2010 population for EPRD identifies 22,736 residents within the boundary area. The
District population is projected to continue experiencing minimal growth at a similar rate of increase to
that experienced since the year 2000 (less than two‐tenths of a percent per year) reaching 22,914, by
the year 2015.
Population, Age Ranges, and Family Information
As part of the population trend analysis, it is important to understand the age distribution in EPRD.
According to ESRI’s demographic profile, the median age in the District is 44.3 years, compared to the
state of Colorado’s median age of 36 years. This older population is further demonstrated in Figure 1. It
shows that approximately half of the EPRD population is 45 years and older, compared to the State, of
which, 35 percent is over 45 years of age. Across the nation, a demographic shift has begun to occur,
showing a higher concentration of “Boomers” than any other generation. This seems to be the case in
the EPRD.
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Figure 1: 2010 Population Breakdowns by Age‐ Evergreen Park & Recreation District
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Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions – May 2011

The following age breakdown is used to separate the population into age sensitive user groups.


Under 5 years: This group represents users of preschool programs and facilities. As trails and
open space users, this age group is 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 potential adult program participants. Many in this age
group are 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.
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65 years plus: Nationally, this group will be increasing dramatically. Pew Research reports that
by the time all Baby Boomers turn 65 in 2030, 15 percent of the nation’s population will be at
least that old. Recreation centers, senior centers, and senior programs can be a significant link in
the health care system. This group ranges from very healthy, active seniors to more physically
inactive seniors.

Education
According to ESRI Business Information Solutions, as shown in Table 1, EPRD has a lower percentage of
its population with education less than 9th grade, or those without a high school diploma, than the state
of Colorado. The District has significantly higher percentages of Bachelor’s Degrees and higher education
degrees when compared to the State.
National trends reported by the Federal Interagency Forum on Aging Related Statistics in March of 2008
suggest that older people enjoy higher levels of prosperity than any previous generation. This
population has had an increase in higher incomes and a decrease in the proportion of older people with
low incomes and in poverty. Major inequalities continue to exist for people without high school
diplomas who report smaller economic gains and fewer financial resources. EPRD residents reflect a
highly educated section of Colorado’s population. Based on these demographics, “Boomers” and the
aging population in the District may have increased resources to spend on recreation and leisure
activities.
Table 1: Educational Attainment – 25 Years and Older (2010)
Level of Education Attained
EPRD
State of
Colorado
Less than 9th Grade
.2%
4.8%
th
th
9 ‐12 Grade, No Diploma
2.0%
6.3%
High School Graduate
14.4%
23.9%
Some College, No Diploma
18.0%
21.5%
Associate Degree
6.5%
7.8%
Bachelor’s Degree
34.8%
22.7%
Master’s/Prof/Doctorate
24.1%
12.9%
Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions – May 2011

Household Income
According to ESRI Business Solutions, the median household income is $98,930 for EPRD, significantly
higher (59 percent) than the state of Colorado with a median household income of $62,326. Per
capita income for EPRD is estimated at $48,931, 62 percent higher than the State at $30,217.
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Figure 2: Households by Income – Evergreen Park Θ Recreation District, State of Colorado
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Figure 2 shows a comparison of household income in EPRD and in the state of Colorado. When
compared with the State, EPRD has higher percentages of the population in the $100,000‐$200,000+
income categories and lower percentages of the population in the under $74,999 income categories.
The data illustrated above suggests that over 65 percent of the District’s households earn more than
$75,000. According to ESRI Business Information Solutions, in 2010, the annual average amount spent
on entertainment and recreation by household in the District is $5,910. This amount does not include
travel.
Household Size and Units
The 2010 average household size in EPRD is 2.49 persons, lower than the State (2.55). Table 2 shows
that a much higher percentage of residents in the District own their own homes with Owner Occupied
Units at 73.8 percent, compared to the State at 58.4 percent.
Table 2: Housing Units (2010)
Housing Units

EPRD

State of
Colorado

Owner Occupied Housing Units
Renter Occupied Housing Units
Vacant Housing Units

73.8%
16.2%
10%

58.4%
29.3%
12.3%

Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions ‐ 2011
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Demographic Trend Analysis Summary
Key demographic trends used in this plan and to reference for future planning efforts of EPRD are the
following:
 When compared with the State as a whole, EPRD has an older population, with the median age
of residents being 11 years older than the median age in the State of Colorado.
 Median household income is significantly higher in EPRD than the State of Colorado.
 The percentage of owner occupied housing units (i.e. those who own and live in their homes) is
greater in EPRD than in the Colorado.
 EPRD has a much higher percentage of residents with Bachelor’s and Master’s Degrees than the
state as a whole.
 Population in EPRD is projected to marginally increase at a slow and steady rate.
 EPRD population is aging with the median age to go from 44.3 in 2011 to 45.1 on 2016. (The
median age in 2000 was 40.7.)
 EPRD population 18 and under is predicted to decrease by 1% by 2016.
These demographic trends indicate the need to be prepared for expanding adult and senior
programming opportunities in the future and also a steady need for youth programming. Since the
trends indicate that EPRD population is getting older, an upward adjustment in “senior fee” pricing may
be needed due to the potential increase in senior users. The process for determining the need for new
facilities will also need to be considered based on these trends.

Leisure and Recreation Trends
Influencing Trends
A challenge for parks and recreation agencies is to continue to understand and respond to the changing
characteristics of those they serve. In this fast‐paced society, it is important to stay on top of current
trends impacting parks and recreation. Detailed information highlighting regional and national parks and
recreational trends from various sources can be found in Appendix E. The professional staff of EPRD
should evaluate these trends and use this information along with their expert knowledge of the
community when determining what program, facilities, and management practices will best meet the
needs of the people they serve.
The EPRD is expected to have a very modest increase in population over the next five years. However, as
the District experiences a projected demographic age shift, staff will need to stay current with diverse
trends in the areas of program development, facility offerings, and park/trail usage trends. The trends
listed below can help park and recreation professionals anticipate community needs.
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Trend Analysis Summary
The following are key national trends for EPRD staff to consider in their future planning efforts.
 There is an increasing trend towards indoor leisure and therapeutic pools. Additional
amenities such as “spray pads” are becoming increasingly popular as well.


Some of the top ten athletic activities ranked by total participation include: exercise walking,
swimming, exercising with equipment, camping, and bicycle riding.



The United Health Foundation has ranked Colorado 13th in its 2010 State Health Rankings.



Nationally, rates of obesity continue to increase.



Fitness, educational, and teen programs are listed at the top of the 10 programs that parks
and recreation agencies are planning to add within the next three years.



Mobile marketing (i.e. social networking) is a trend as we head into the future. Web‐based
niche marketing tools are becoming more popular for agencies to use as a means of
marketing programs and services.



A national trend in the delivery of parks and recreation systems reflects more partnerships
and contractual agreements reaching out to the edges of the community to support
specialized services.



More agencies are creating and implementing cost recovery policies.



The majority of Americans agree that preserving undeveloped land for outdoor recreation is
important. A large percentage of outdoor participants also believe that developing local
parks and hiking and walking trails is important and that there should be more outdoor
education and activities during the school day.
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IV. FACILITY INVENTORY AND LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
This section provides an overview and analysis of the parks, recreation, trails, and open space system in
EPRD. First, the inventory collection process and level of service methodology is described. Next, an
overview of the inventory is provided, including the District facilities, and key alternative providers.
Finally, the service provided by the parks, recreation, trails, and open space system is analyzed.

Inventory
Evergreen is a community that offers a unique blend of mountain living, small‐town ambience, and
proximity to a major metropolitan area. With this comes a wide range of opportunities for outdoor
activity and indoor recreation. The EPRD owns and maintains facilities that support the recreational
interests of residents, and partners with other providers to ensure that their needs are met. The
inventory conducted for this master plan includes both District‐owned assets and those of other
providers. The inventory was used to assess the park and recreation services available to residents so
that plans could be formulated for maintaining, enhancing, and sustaining levels of service now and into
the future.
Inventory Overview and Methodology
Existing Infrastructure
The parks and recreation system can be thought of as an infrastructure that serves the health and well‐
being of people. This infrastructure is made up of parts that are combined in various ways to provide
service. On the larger scale, a park, trail, open space parcel, or indoor facility forms the basic building
blocks of the system. However, each of these can be broken down into individual components as well,
such as playing fields, interpretive features, or meeting rooms. For this project, a very complete and
thorough database of amenities was developed related to the provision of parks and recreation facilities
in the EPRD. All of the individual components within the system were evaluated and recorded into the
inventory dataset.
The inventory was conducted from late March to early April 2011. The inventory process for this project
included all of the properties and facilities managed and owned by the District, as well as alternative
providers. Alternative providers include elementary, middle, and high schools, as well Jefferson County
Open Space, Denver Mountain Parks, Colorado State Parks, and the US Forest Service.
The inventory process consisted of field visits to all 22 of the outdoor sites and four of the six indoor
facilities. The boat house and Bergen Valley Elementary School were not accessible at the time of
inventory, so staff provided information relative to those facilities. Information has been entered into a
geo‐database for analytical uses and ongoing management tasks. A complete list of all facilities and
components is included in the Inventory Atlas. (Staff is currently in possession of this document, and an
additional hard and electronic copy will be provided as a Staff Resource Document.)
Alternative provider inventory data was collected by several methods, including site visits, contacting
relevant agencies, using GIS data attributes, aerial photography, and consulting directories, or as
provided by Department staff.
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The purpose of the inventory was to get a complete and accurate picture of the recreational
opportunities available to residents of the EPRD. Information was collected on the indoor and outdoor
facilities identified above and included the location of the facilities and the components at each location.
For the purposes of this inventory, components were generally considered as amenities provided for the
purpose of a recreational experience for visitors. This includes fields, courts, and other spaces used for
organized activities, as well as open turf, natural areas, and features that offer passive or non‐
programmed recreational experiences. The inventory also includes an assessment of the functionality of
each component.
For each site or facility, an assessment was also made of factors that enhance or detract from the
functionality of the components. These are “comfort and convenience” elements, including the
availability of adequate shade, seating, parking, restrooms, etc. The overall design and ambience of the
site or facility was also assessed, including such features as good design, pleasing surroundings, etc.

Composite‐Values Level of Service Analysis
A methodology known as Composite‐Values Level of Service Analysis was used to inventory and assess
the level of service provided by the current park system. GreenPlay and Design Concepts co‐created and
trademarked a proprietary version of this type of analysis, called Geo‐referenced Amenities Standards
Process (GRASP®). A detailed explanation of this methodology can be found in Appendix B.
In summary, each relevant component was located, counted, and assessed on its functionality for its
primary intended use. A GRASP® score was assigned to the component as a measure of its functionality
as follows:
 Below Expectations (BE) – The component does not meet the expectations of its intended
primary function. Factors leading to this may include size, age, accessibility, or others. Each such
component was given a score of one (1) in the inventory.
 Meeting Expectations (ME) – The component meets expectations for its intended function.
Such components were given a score of two (2).
 Exceeding Expectations (EE) – The component exceeds expectations, due to size, configuration,
or unique qualities. Such components were given a score of three (3).
 If the feature exists but is not useable because it is unsafe, obsolete, or dysfunctional, it may be
listed in the feature description, and assigned a score of zero (0) or in rare cases even a
negative score (‐1).
Components were evaluated according to this scale from two viewpoints. First is the value of the
component in serving the immediate neighborhood, and second, its value to the entire community. In
some cases, components were counted cumulatively within a park or facility. In such cases, the
component was evaluated according to the experiences provided. For example, rather than recording
each individual piece of art within a park, a single value was given for art as an experience within the
park. This was also done for historical, cultural, and educational experiences offered within parks.
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Next, amenities that relate to and enhance the component were evaluated. The setting for a component
and the conditions around it affect how well it functions, so in addition to scoring the components, each
parcel or indoor facility was given a set of scores to rate its comfort and convenience to the user. This
includes such aspects as the availability of restrooms, drinking water, shade, scenery, etc.
Lastly, the overall design and ambiance of the facility or park was recorded as a part of the inventory.
Characteristics such as overall layout, attention to design, and functionality inform the design and
ambiance score.
The assessment findings from each location were entered into a master inventory
database/spreadsheet. This database serves as a record of the inventory and was also used to perform
the GRASP® analysis that follows.

Inventory Description
The EPRD owns over 75 acres of park land on 15
different parcels and partners with various other
agencies in the management of approximately 180
additional acres on 7 additional parcels. Overall,
170 components were identified during the
inventory process.
The system of parks and indoor facilities are well‐
maintained and feature a wide variety of outdoor
and indoor components. Based on the 2011
inventory, Table 3 lists a sampling of statistics
derived from the inventory.
Table 3: EPRD Inventory Summary
Facility
Quantity
Parks
71 acres
Undeveloped Parcels
7 acres
Component
Quantity
Ball Diamonds
3
Basketball Courts (Outdoor)
0
Multi‐Purpose Fields
5
Open Turf
3
Picnic Grounds
1
Picnic Shelters
1
Playgrounds
4
Pool (indoor)
2
Public Art Locations
3
Tennis Courts
2
Water Access
2
* Note: This only includes components on EPRD owned property.
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Facility Descriptions
Outdoor Facilities
At the present time, EPRD’s system predominately consists of developed parks. Located throughout the
District, these parks offer a wide variety of outdoor components and amenities. Opportunities for active
recreation range from team sports such as softball, soccer, and football to individual sports such as
skateboarding and tennis. Passive activities and experiences such as picnicking and wildlife watching and
public art are also accommodated within District parks. While the residents benefit from many miles of
incredible trail opportunities, the District owns and maintains a very small percentage of the trails within
its boundaries.
Detailed information on EPRD’s indoor and outdoor facilities can be found in the Project Atlas that was
compiled as part of this master plan effort and in the GIS database that was created.
Parks
EPRD has a wide range of park facilities that all contribute to the overall park system. The system
consists of larger community facilities such as Buchanan Park and as well as smaller neighborhood
facilities such as Kittredge Park and Marshdale Park.
Public Golf Courses
There is one public golf course within the EPRD. Evergreen’s golf course is owned by the City and County
of Denver and operated by a private concessioner whose contract expires in March of 2013. The City
and County of Denver’s Golf Strategic Plan suggests partnering with the EPRD to manage operation of
the course in the future. Golf components and acreage were not included in the dataset or in the Level
of Service analysis.
Trails
There are over 230 miles of hiking and biking trails within the boundaries of the EPRD, 6.45 miles of
which are on ERPD property. The majority of these trails are owned and managed by other agencies.
Several types of trails exist, including natural trails and paved trails. Some trails are contained within the
extent of individual parks, and some meander through the District and connect parks and open space to
homes and businesses. Many of the trails are destination hikes and attract not only residents, but also
users from outside of District boundaries. Future trail development recommendations are provided at
the end of this section.
Open Space
While Open Space is abundant within the District boundary, the vast majority of open space lands are
owned and managed by other agencies such as Jefferson County Open Space.
Community Recreation Centers and other Indoor Facilities
EPRD operates two Community Recreation Centers. Both Buchanan Park Recreation Center and Wulf
Recreation Center offer a variety of indoor amenities including indoor pools, meeting rooms,
multipurpose rooms, weight/fitness rooms, and pre‐school rooms. In addition, Wulf Recreation Center
also offers a gymnasium and gymnastics facility. The climbing wall at Buchanan Recreation Center is a
central feature of the facility.
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Evergreen Lake House and the Boat House are both located at
Evergreen Lake Park. Both facilities are managed by the
District. The 5,000 square foot Evergreen Lake House, offers a
one‐of‐a‐kind facility for public rental and is a popular special
event location. With over 200 reservations per year, it serves
as the busiest public meeting space in the District.
The Evergreen Arts Center at Buchanan Park is currently
managed by the Center for the Arts Evergreen. This 3,500
square foot facility provides exhibit space as well as
classrooms, meeting space, ceramics studio, and offices. This
facility is on District property and is owned by the District. The District collects no revenue for use of the
facility or programs conducted in the facility.

Alternative Provider Inventory Description
Alternative providers included in the inventory include schools and various park and open space entities.
In each case, the GRASP® scoring system is used, and assumptions are made based on the typical
condition and accessibility of the component.
Table 4: Alternative Provider Inventory included in LOS
Provider
Indoor Facilities
Elementary Schools (ES)
1 (ES)
Middle Schools (MS)
High Schools (HS)
Denver Parks
NA

Outdoor Facilities
5 (ES)
1 (MS)
1 (HS) (89 total acres)
23 locations (9104 acres*)
*Total Based on GIS data provided by
City and County of Denver’s website.
At least a portion of the parks are
within the EPRD boundary.

Jefferson County Open Space
Colorado State Parks
USDA Forest Service
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NA
NA

5 locations (5046 acres)
1 location (332 acres)
1 location (1096 acres)
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Component
Quantity
Ball Diamonds
9
Basketball Courts (Outdoor)
16
Multi‐Purpose Fields
8
Open Turf
3
Picnic Grounds
2
Picnic Shelters
8
Playgrounds
18
Pool (indoor)
0
Public Art Locations
4
Tennis Courts
6.5
Water Access
6
Note: Various partnerships and agreements exist regarding the management of various facilities and
components. Scoring of individual components varied based on public accessibility and District
management responsibility.
Other Parks and Open Space
While field visits and actual inventory was used for schools, it was not practical to do this for all of the
other 30 locations and other alternative providers. Assumed scores were developed for locations that
could not be directly inventoried through site visits. However, attribute information from existing GIS
data provided some insight into components at many of these locations. In such cases, assumed scores
were adjusted to account for developed park amenities. Total acres preserved within the Evergreen Park
& Recreation District boundaries by other agencies include:
 Jefferson County Open Space 5,053 acres
 Denver Mountain Parks 4,510 acres
 Colorado State Land Board 332 acres (Managed by Colorado Parks and Wildlife, adjacent to Elk
Meadow Park)
 United States Forest Service 1,096 acres
Trails
Trails are an important part of any system. Identified trails within alternative provider locations account
for the majority of the trails in the District. Several types of trails exist throughout the District, including
natural trails and paved trails. Some trails are contained within the extent of individual parks, and some
meander through the District. Trails in the District also tend to differ from those in a more urban
environment in that they tend to be destinations in themselves, rather than ways to get to destinations
such as parks, schools, and businesses. Access to these types of trails is most likely to occur at specific
locations such as trailheads. Extra effort was made to include all identifiable trailheads in the dataset
and analysis.
Because of their linear quality and the fact that trails may span several miles, they are normally scored
separately from park locations and other components and are given an assumed score. This assumed
score of 14.4 takes into account a value for the trail itself as well as the equivalent of one active
component and one passive component. Comfort and convenience modifiers as well as design and
ambiance are assumed to meet expectations with this score.
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Schools
Schools have features such as playgrounds, multipurpose fields, gymnasiums, and other components
that can provide for some of the public’s park and recreational needs and thus reduce the demand on
facilities provided by EPRD.
Because of the unique cooperative effort between the schools and the District, all of the schools were
inventoried and included in the dataset. GRASP® methodology, as previously described, was used to
score each school and its components. Amenities not available to the District were included in the
inventory, but received a score of zero. One example of this is the baseball field at Buffalo Park Road
Fields. It should also be noted that parcel data for each school was not available. School boundaries
were estimated and the associated acreage was included in the overall quantities. Finally, the Bergen
Valley Elementary School gymnasium was included as an indoor facility.

Resource Maps
Resource Maps have been created to provide context and location information for the inventory. They
are helpful for comparison and identification. Larger 11” x 17” maps and GRASP® Perspectives (analysis
mapping) can be found in Appendix C: Maps and GRASP® Perspectives.
Map A:
Map B:

System Map
Trails Map

MAP A – SYSTEM MAP

The System Map shows the locations of parcels and facilities that are included in the inventory, including
those owned by EPRD and those owned by alternative providers.
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MAP B: TRAILS MAP

The trails map shows the locations of trails that are in the inventory, including those owned by EPRD and
those owned by alternative providers.

Level of Service Analysis
For this planning study, one tool that was utilized is the examination of Levels of Service (LOS). This tool
allows for analysis of the quantity, location, distribution, and access to recreation components. LOS is
typically defined in parks and recreation plans as the capacity of the system’s components to meet the
needs of the public. Two methods were used in this analysis. One method used a traditional capacities
approach that compared quantity to population. The other analysis used a Composite Values LOS
approach. The specific method used here is known by the proprietary name of GRASP® (Geo‐
Referenced Amenities Standards Process). This method records quantity, quality, and location
information regarding the components through formulaic analysis and displays the information in both
chart and map forms. A more detailed description of the history of GRASP® and its relationship to
traditional planning standards can be found in Appendix B: GRASP® History and Methodology.
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GRASP® Level of Service Analysis and Mapping
GRASP® methodology is a unique way of looking at LOS, because it not only considers the quantity and
distribution of parks and facilities, but also the functionality, comfort and convenience, and overall
design and ambiance. It is also unique in that it uses individual recreation components to create a
component‐based model for evaluating LOS.
After scoring each component as outlined in the inventory description, GIS software is used to create
graphic representations that allow for easy visual and numerical analysis of the parks, trails, open space,
and recreation system. Some of the representations show raw data collected through the inventory
process or received from other sources. These are referred to as Resource Maps. Other representations
emerge from the processing of data within the GIS using composite values analysis. These analyses can
look at both general and specific aspects of the system. Each of these representations is called a GRASP®
Perspective.
The following Perspectives were prepared for this report and can be found in Appendix C: Maps and
GRASP® Perspectives.
Perspective A: Access to All Components
Perspective B: Access to Trails
Perspective C: Access to Playgrounds
For each GRASP® Perspective, each inventoried component used to generate the Perspective had a
GRASP® score applied to a catchment area that surrounds it, based on a radius from the component.
The Perspective applies the component’s score to three catchment areas: a 1/3 mile radius, a one‐mile
radius, and a 10‐mile radius. The 1/3 mile radius designates the area within which a person can walk to
the component in approximately ten minutes or less. This area within 1/3 mile receives a premium, or
double GRASP® value for its proximity. The one‐mile catchment area is the radius from which the
majority of local users are likely to come by an assisted transportation means such as bicycle,
skateboard, vehicle, etc. Full GRASP® value is assigned to areas outside the 1/3 mile premium area, but
within the one‐mile radius. An additional 10‐mile radius was used based on survey data that indicated
that residents were willing to travel up to 10‐miles for recreational amenities. A discounted GRASP®
value is assigned to this area. In summary, the closer a resident lives to a specific component, the better
the access, and thus, a higher the level of service.
When the catchment areas with their associated scores are plotted on a map, a picture is created that
represents the cumulative LOS. Where the catchments for multiple components overlap, darker shades
emerge that indicate locations that are “served” by a combination of more components and/or higher
quality ones. In other words, where there are darker shades, the level of service is higher for that
particular Perspective. It is important to note that this system turns traditional level of service thinking
on its ear, as the shade overlaying any given point on the map represents the cumulative value offered
by the surrounding park system to an individual situated in that specific location, rather than the
service being provided by components at that location to the areas around it.
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GRASP® Threshold Scores Analysis
For some of the GRASP® Perspectives, the service that results from catchment areas and associated
scores are presented in two ways – with infinite tone ranges (orange) and in two tones based on
threshold values (purple and yellow).
The infinite tone map for each Perspective shows the GRASP® values with a tone range that portrays
nuances of the service that is being provided to the community. This makes it possible to see the
differences in service levels being provided by parks and individual components at various locations.
The threshold scores maps show GRASP® score ranges bracketed into categories that represent the
following: No Service (gray), Service Below Threshold Score (yellow), or Service At or Above Threshold
Score (purple). Threshold scores used for this study were the average LOS value for that Perspective.
Because the combination of components used for each Perspective varies based on the set of needs
being evaluated, the average LOS value for each Perspective also varies. The threshold map is derived
from the infinite‐tones map and is intended to provide additional clarity and interpretation of the
infinite‐tones map. It should not be implied that all parts of the District should attain the threshold
score or that areas below the threshold score are necessarily deficient. In some areas, no service or a
level of service below the threshold score is completely appropriate (such as an area that has no
residential development).
Areas with yellow shading on the threshold scores maps have at least some service (GRASP® score of
greater than zero), but the service score is below the threshold. Areas with purple shading have service
scores that meet or exceed the threshold value. Gray areas without shading have a service score of zero.
Due mainly to the 10‐mile catchment area, EPRD has 100% coverage. There are no areas within the
District that are without service of some kind within acceptable travel distances.
The Maps and Perspectives section below reviews the Perspectives and highlights where higher and
lower levels of service are being provided from a given set of components.
In addition to EPRD components, some alternative providers have been included in the Level of Service
(LOS) computations as described earlier, and the remaining providers are shown for reference.
Alternative providers included in the LOS analysis include schools (elementary, middle, and high
schools), facilities provided by Jefferson County Open Space, Denver Mountain Parks, Colorado State
Parks, and the USDA Forest Service.

Perspectives for Levels of Service
Thumbnails of the Perspectives, including inset maps and excerpts from some of the maps and
Perspectives are shown here for reference and are not intended to be legible at this scale. Refer to the
larger maps in Appendix C for legibility and clarity.
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Perspective A: Access to All Components

This Perspective shows the service available from all components in the dataset. This includes all
outdoor, indoor, active, passive, and other components, including trails and open space. Service is
measured based on the catchment areas described earlier, with a higher value placed on the
components that are available within walking distance, or 1/3 mile.
The Perspective shows higher levels of service in the core of EPRD, and lower levels in more remote
locations. The areas with higher LOS tend to coincide with the developed residential areas of the
District, which is normal and appropriate. No gaps in service are apparent on this analysis, i.e. all parts of
the District have at least some service (LOS greater than zero).
GRASP® Table A – Access to All Components shows the statistics derived from Perspective A – Access to
All Components.
GRASP® Table A

Perspective A: Access to All Components

EPRD Limits

Percent
of Area
With LOS
100%

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

Average
LOS Per
Acre
Served
540

Avg. LOS /
Pop.
Density
1,143

GRASP®
Index
39.7
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The first column in the table shows the percent of the study area that has at least some service, (i.e. a
GRASP® score that is greater than zero). In EPRD, this number is 100%, meaning that the entire area
within the District limits has a GRASP® score that is greater than zero. No area inside the District limits
has a score of zero.
The second column shows the average GRASP® LOS score per acre for all acres with service. In the case
of EPRD, there is 100% coverage, so this number represents the average GRASP® score for all of the area
within the District limits. It is 540 points per acre. There is no “standard” for this number that EPRD
should measure itself against. Similar numbers for other communities are shown in Table 6 at the end of
this section simply to provide a sense of the scale and range of this number across differing situations.
The third column is labeled Avg. LOS/Pop. Density. This is a number that is calculated by dividing the
Average LOS per Acre Served (540 in this case) by the average population density (in people per acre for
all of EPRD). Density in EPRD was calculated by dividing the current population by the number of acres
within the District limits. The population number used was 22,736 (as provided by demographic
research) and a total area of 48,154 acres (as derived from the G.I.S.). The resulting density is .47 people
per acre.
This was done to normalize the LOS that the system provides to the density of the population it serves.
The GRASP® Perspective is a density analysis which measures the density of components and the
services they provide. Therefore, comparing density of service to density of population can be a useful
exercise. When this is done, the resulting number is 1,143. There is no “correct” value for what this
number should be. This information is simply provided to be used in conjunction with other findings to
make recommendations for future actions. However, it should be noted that the average population
density in the District is relatively low compared to more developed communities. The fact that the
District serves an area larger than many cities, yet its population is much lower and more spread out,
should be kept in mind when comparing the District to other park and recreation agencies.
Another way to look at LOS from this Perspective is shown on the Perspective A‐2: Composite Level of
Service ‐ Bracketed. It shows where the cumulative LOS on Perspective A falls above or below a
threshold score, which in this case is the Average LOS per Acre served of 540 points.
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Areas where service is measured to be below the threshold score are shown in yellow on this map.
These areas are not necessarily deficient in some way, they simply represent the 66% of the District
where service is measured to be below the average value for the entire District. This would be expected
since many parts of the District have little or no population.
Purple areas on the map A2 are those where scores are at or above the threshold. From the map, it
can be observed that the area that falls above the average score is contiguous and for the most part
overlays the residential part of the District. Currently, approximately 34 percent of the entire District
falls within the purple area and thus is at or above average in level of service. With a few exceptions,
areas in yellow tend to overlay non‐residential parts of the District. Those residential areas that fall in
the yellow zone are not necessarily deficient in their LOS, they simply have a measured service that is
below the average score. This map does not show how much below the average they are, and the
average is not intended to represent a “minimum” acceptable level of service.
In fact, it is conceivable that areas shown as purple could be deficient in service, if the minimum
acceptable score was determined to be higher than 540 points. This analysis is not intended to
determine what the minimum score should be. Rather, it is intended to provide a way of measuring
current levels of service so that they can be compared to the findings from other instruments, such as
citizen surveys, input from focus groups, etc. If those tools indicate that there are places in the District
where satisfaction levels are low, or where service inequities or gaps are reported, the Perspectives can
be used to measure the actual difference in LOS between those areas and other parts of the District.
Actions can then be taken to achieve equity. Targets for the resulting LOS can be established and
progress towards meeting those targets can be measured.
Parks & Recreation Master Plan
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In the case of EPRD, no such geographic gaps or deficiencies were identified, and this map helps explain
why. If the areas of yellow and purple were scattered and intermingled, or if they did not match up well
with the residential areas in the District, it is likely that the public input process and other tools would
have discovered problems with satisfaction levels and a sense of inequity among residents in different
parts of the District. But because service is being delivered at consistent levels and in the locations
where people live, such problems are being avoided. This is a strength of the overall system of parks,
recreation facilities, open space, and trails in Evergreen that the mapping corroborates.
However, this does not necessarily imply that the mix of features being offered is the one that residents
currently expect. The perception that residents of the Indian Hills community may be underserved is
likely an issue of mix. It may be that changes and/or improvements are needed within some areas to fit
the specific mix of services to the needs and expectations of residents. Again, this is determined through
the public process.
Another way to look at the service in EPRD is to consider the total GRASP® value of all of the
components within it, regardless of where they are located and/or how their service areas overlap one
another. When this GRASP® number is divided by the population of the District in thousands, the
result is called a GRASP® Index. (The GRASP® Index for Access to All Components is shown in the last
column of GRASP® Table A.) In EPRD, this number is a score of 39.7 points.

Perspective B: Access to Trails
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Perspective B shows the relative access to trails from all parts of the District. In addition to all identified
trails within the District, loop walks within parks, tracks at schools, and trailhead locations were used in
mapping. Darker shades indicate places in which service is considered to be higher. This could come
from a variety of situations. The shade for any location is derived from the combination of trails that are
within 1/3 mile and level of service for loop walks, tracks, and trailheads with the 1/3‐mile, one‐mile and
10‐mile catchment areas.
As in the previous Perspective, the darker shades tend to overlay the residential parts of the District,
although there is more variation and mottling within those areas. This is because this map is made up of
a relatively small number of components compared to the other Perspective. Only trails and
components directly associated with them are considered here, while the other Perspectives used all of
the components in the data set.
Another way to look at LOS from this Perspective is shown on the Perspective B‐2: Access to Trails‐
Bracketed. It shows where the cumulative LOS on Perspective B falls above or below a threshold score,
which in this case is the average level of service for the entire District.

Areas where service is measured to be below the threshold score are shown in yellow on this map.
These areas are not necessarily deficient in some way, they simply represent the 75 percent of the
District where service is measured to be below the threshold score.
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Purple areas on the map B2 are those in which scores are at or above the threshold. From the map, it
can be observed that the area that falls above the average score is contiguous and for the most part
overlays the residential part of the District. Currently, approximately 25 percent of the entire District
falls within the purple area and thus is at or above average in level of service. With a few exceptions,
areas in yellow tend to overlay non‐residential parts of the District. Those residential areas that fall in
the yellow zone are not necessarily deficient in LOS, they simply have a measured service that is below
the average score. This map does not show how much below the average they are, and the average is
not intended to represent a “minimum” acceptable level of service.
As in Perspective A, it is conceivable that areas shown as purple could be deficient in service, if the
minimum acceptable score was determined to be higher than 41.4 points. As previously mentioned, this
analysis is not intended to determine what the minimum score should be. Rather, it is intended to
provide a way of measuring current levels of service so that they can be compared to the findings from
other instruments, such as citizen surveys, input from focus groups, etc. If those tools indicate that there
are places in the District where satisfaction levels are low (currently there are no areas in the District
where satisfaction levels are low), or where service inequities or gaps are reported, the Perspectives can
be used to measure the actual difference in LOS between those areas and other parts of the District.
Actions can then be taken to achieve equity. Targets for the resulting LOS can be established and
progress towards meeting those targets can be measured. Perspective C shows access to playgrounds.

Perspective C: Access to Playgrounds
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GRASP® Table C
Perspective C: Access to Playgrounds

EPRD

Percent
of Area
With LOS
100%

Average
LOS Per
Acre
Served
52.3

Avg. LOS /
Pop.
Density
111

GRASP®
Index
3.2

EPRD has 100 percent coverage for LOS in this analysis, meaning that all parts of the District have access
to playgrounds within a reasonable distance. As expected, shades on the map are darker in the more
populated parts of the District, meaning that scores for access to playgrounds are higher there than in
the more remote areas of the District.
Again, another way to look at LOS from this Perspective is shown on the Perspective C‐2: Access to
Playgrounds‐ Bracketed. It shows where the cumulative LOS on Perspective C falls above or below a
threshold score, which in this case is the Average LOS per acre served of 52 points.

Areas where service is measured to be below the threshold score are shown in yellow on this map.
These areas are not necessarily deficient in some way, they simply represent the 70 percent of the
District where service is measured to be below the threshold.
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Purple areas on the map C2 are those where scores are at or above the threshold. From the map, it
can be observed that the area that falls above the average score for the most part overlays the
residential part of the District. Currently, approximately 30 percent of the entire District falls within the
purple area and thus is at or above average in level of service.
With a few exceptions, areas in yellow tend to overlay non‐residential parts of the District. Those
residential areas that fall in the yellow zone are not necessarily deficient in LOS, they simply have a
measured service that is below the average score. This map does not show how much below the
average they are, and the average is not intended to represent a “minimum” acceptable level of service.
Other Tools for Measuring Level of Service (LOS)
Besides the GRASP® Perspectives and associated LOS numbers, this assessment also uses capacities
based analysis tools. One tool determines capacity by comparing GRASP® scoring to population, and the
other tool models traditional methods of determining LOS by using straight quantity as compared to
population.
District‐wide LOS
Table 5 shows numerical indices for LOS that account for both quantity and quality of components. The
table shows the community GRASP® Index for each component, as well as the number of GRASP® points
needed to maintain the current indices as the population grows.
District Components GRASP® Index
The first part of the District Components GRASP® Index shows the total GRASP® score for that
component when all of the components in the dataset are included. During the inventory process, two
sets of scores were assigned to each component, a Neighborhood score and a District‐wide score. The
District‐wide scores are used to create this table.
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Table 5: District Components GRASP®

Projected District Components GRASP® Index 2015
22,736

Projected
Population
2015

22,914

Total
GRASP®
District
Score per
component
type

GRASP®
score per
1,000
population
(GRASP®
Index)

Total
GRASP®
score
needed at
projected
population

Additional
GRASP®
score
needed

902

39.67

909

7.1

44

1.94

44

0.3

Current
Population

Total, All
Components
Natural
Areas
Water
Access, all
Ballfield

50.4

2.22

51

0.4

35.9

1.58

36.2

0.3

Basketball

31.85

1.40

32.1

0.2

Volleyball

13

0.57

13.1

0.1

Skate Park

2.4

0.11

2.4

0.0

Hockey, Ice

7.2

0.32

7.3

0.1

Loop Walk
MP Field, all
sizes
Open Turf
Picnic
Grounds
Playground,
all sizes
Public Art
Shelter, all
sizes
Tennis

30.6

1.35

30.8

0.2

50.5

2.22

50.9

0.4

26.7

1.17

26.9

0.2

14.2

0.62

14.3

0.1

72.5

3.19

73.1

0.6

31.4

1.38

31.6

0.2

39.6

1.74

39.9

0.3

32.6

1.43

32.9

0.3

The second column in the table shows the index that results when the GRASP® score is divided by the
current population in thousands. This is the District‐wide GRASP® Index for that component. The third
column in the table shows the total GRASP® score that must exist to achieve the same GRASP® Index at
the projected population in 2015, and the fourth column shows the additional number of GRASP® points
needed to achieve that score.
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This information can be used to plan for future improvements to the parks and recreation infrastructure
to accommodate growth. Because GRASP® scores are a blend of quantity and quality, it is possible to
increase them by either adding components or improving the quality of existing ones. In most cases, a
combination of the two will be recommended. Used in conjunction with the Capacities LOS Table, the
best combination of quantity and quality can be determined for planning purposes.
The GRASP® Indices also allow the community to benchmark its combined LOS for quality and quantity
of service over time and measure its progress. For example, if a community’s population stays the same
over time, and components are neither added nor removed, the LOS will remain constant as long as the
quality of the components is maintained. If the quality and functionality of components is allowed to
decrease, resulting in lower GRASP® scores for those components, a decrease in LOS will show up in the
GRASP® Index. Conversely, if the population remains the same and no components are added or
deleted, but some components are upgraded in quality, an increase in LOS will show up in the GRASP®
Index.
This is particularly useful as communities shift their emphasis from growth (i.e. adding components) to
sustainability (maintaining what you have). The GRASP® Index is a good tool for tracking LOS as the
components in the system begin to age and need replacing.
Capacities Level of Service
For some components, the quantity needed is proportional to the population that will be served by that
component. This is a fairly easy calculation when components are programmed for use. The
programming determines how many people will be using the facilities over a period of time. Sports
fields and courts fall into this category. For other components, the ratio of components to the
population may vary, depending upon the size or capacity of the component and the participation levels
within the community for the activity served by the component. Skate parks and group picnic facilities
fall into this category.
The following chart shows the current capacities and projected needs for community components as the
population grows. This table closely resembles a traditional LOS analysis and shows how the quantities
of certain park and recreation components compare to population. For each component, the table
shows the current quantity of that component on a “per‐1,000 persons” basis (referred to as the
Capacity [LOS]) and the pro‐rata number of persons in the community represented by each component.
This kind of analysis can be used to show the capacity of the current inventory – in other words, how
many people are potentially being served by park components. It can also be combined with the
GRASP® Index to ensure that the qualitative aspects of service are included in the planning process for
the future. Just adding new components as the population grows will not be sufficient to maintain
existing levels of service if the quality of existing components is allowed to deteriorate, either through
wear and tear or obsolescence. It is conceivable that the District needs very little additional facilities and
amenities to maintain its current level of service based on projected population growth.
It is important to note that capacities tables are simply one tool that can be used to make final
recommendations and establish budgets. The tables assume that the current ratios are satisfying
today’s needs and that the same ratios will satisfy needs in the future. In reality, needs and
expectations change over time due to changes in demographics, recreational trends, and other
factors. The numbers of facilities shown on this table may differ from the final recommendations due to
availability of land, ability to upgrade existing facilities, and other factors.
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Capacities LOS for
Outdoor District
Components

INVENTORY
Components (EPRD)
Components (other)
Total Components
CURRENT RATIO PER
POPULATION
CURRENT POPULATION
2010*

251

78

2

0
4
4

11.04
91

3.43
291

0.09
11,368

0.18
5,684

10

10

20,000*

Recreational Trails (in
miles) All Trails

Tennis

Shelters

Playground, all sizes

Water Access

MP Field, all sizes

Loop Walk

Public Art

Picnic Grounds

Open Turf

Basketball (Outdoor)

Ballfield

Volleyball

Park Acres ##

2

3
9
12

0
16
16

3
3
6

1
2
3

3
4
7

2
4
6

5
8
13

2
6
8

4
18
22

1
8
9

2
6.5
8.5

236

0.53
1,895

0.70
1,421

0.26
3,789

0.13
7,579

0.31
3,248

0.26
3,789

0.57
1,749

0.35
2,842

0.97
1,033

0.40
2,526

0.37
2,675

10.38
96

5,000

5,000

22,736

Current Ratio per 1000
Population
Population per component
Commonly Referenced "
Standards"
PROJECTED POPULATION 2015

Aqua Feat, Pool

Oct 2011
System Acres #

EPRD

10,000

2,000

22,914

Total # needed to maintain
current ratio of all existing
253
79
2
4
12
16
6
3
7
6
13
8
22
facilities at projected
population
Number that should be added
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
to achieve current ratio at
projected population
# System acres includes all inventoried locations including EPRD owned, schools and other. Note: many of the boundaries are estimated and therefore acreage is estimated.
## Park Acres is equal to EPRD owned property only

9

9

238

0

0

2

Comparisons to Other Communities
The following table is a summary of results from some other communities. The values in the table are
intended to provide a context and comparison for the analysis, not to imply a set of standards. Results of
the analyses will vary from community to community due to a number of reasons, including underlying
geography, local expectations, and variations on the set of assumptions on which the analyses are
based.
For example, data for some of the communities may include alternative providers, while others do not.
Some may include undeveloped parks and other sites, while others do not.
Table 6: Comparative Data
AVG.
SCORE/
SITE

% of
TOTAL
AREA
w/LOS >0

AVG.
LOS
PER
ACRE
SERVED

STATE

CITY

POP.

CO

Lakewood
Fort
Collins
Evergreen
PRD
Louisville
Lone Tree

144,369

27,494

105

738

7.0

6,476

45

62

100

NA

130,681

33,388

45

619

13.8

2,675

21

60

83

217

22,736
19,656
10,134

48,154
5,089
1,382

28
145
49

170
453
219

6.1
3.1
4.5

902
3,229
561

40
164
55

32
22
11

100
100
76

538
903
226

CO
CO
CO
CO

# OF SITES
(Parks,
Facilities,
etc.)

TOTAL
GRASP®
VALUE
(Entire
System)

STUDY
AREA
SIZE
(Acres)

TOTAL # OF
COMPONENTS

AVG. #
COMPONENTS
per SITE

GRASP®
INDEX

The table shows that EPRD has the one of the highest values for the GRASP® Index and Average LOS Per
Acre Served compared to other Colorado communities in which a GRASP® analysis was conducted. This
is due in part to the factors described above, i.e. the numbers include alternative providers, which some
others do not count. Nonetheless, it shows that Evergreen has a high level of service for its population.
The Average Score/Site number is determined by dividing the Total GRASP® Value of the entire system
by the number of sites. This number for Evergreen is not high, but neither is it extremely low.
The extremely high value for Average LOS per Acre Served in EPRD is notable, even if it is not a direct
apples‐to‐apples comparison to the other communities. Because the entire District has service, it means
that Evergreen enjoys a high level of service on average across the District.
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Level of Service Key Findings
The findings from the GRASP® analysis show what the current levels of service are for a variety of parks
and recreation needs. While the GRASP® methodology allows quantitative measurements to be made
for levels of service, there are no established standards for what the resultant numbers should be. This
is because every community is different. In this sense, the GRASP® analyses are descriptive and not
prescriptive. The numerical analyses presented here provide a measurement for what the level of
service is for a given location, but not what it should be. Threshold scores have been used to get a
sense of where the service value falls above or below an assumed value, but that value is not intended
to represent a target or minimum standard. Other tools are used to determine what the value should be
in specific cases. These include surveys, focus groups, demographic composition, and others. However,
the GRASP® values can be used in conjunction with other findings, such as community surveys and
public input, to determine whether current LOS is meeting needs and expectations, then used as a
internal benchmark for creating targets and measuring results in the future.
The most obvious finding from the analysis is that EPRD is well‐served for parks and recreation in the
traditional sense. This is commendable, given the challenge of serving a community that is fairly spread
out and which varies from quite rural to moderately urban in some areas. This does not mean that there
are no people or places in Evergreen that lack service in some specific way, such as some areas to east
(Kittredge) and south (Indian Hills). The GRASP® analyses are intended to measure the current levels of
service and the relative differences in LOS from one location to another, but do not in themselves
prescribe what the LOS should be. Used in conjunction with other tools, recommendations for target
LOS can be developed.
When a community has a high level of service like EPRD, the challenge is to sustain that quality as the
system ages and matures. Growth and new development, which at this time is anticipated to be
minimal, could bring land and dollars into the system and offer opportunities to provide facilities that
are new, exciting, and in line with the latest trends and interest. When land and money from growth are
no longer driving the system, other resources must be found to not only maintain the system as it ages
and maintenance costs turn into replacement costs, but also to update facilities and provide new ones
that address evolving changes in demographics, lifestyles, and other trends. The levels of service
identified in this analysis are benchmarks against which EPRD can measure its success in sustaining the
quality of its system of parks, trails, and open space.
While the analyses used to determine LOS are very effective at putting numerical values on the physical
assets that are offered, it does not measure how effectively the assets offered fit the expectations of the
public they are intended to serve. Again, this must be determined by other means as listed above.
However, once certain types of assets are determined to be in demand, the analyses can be used to
determine what the value of those assets is (but not what they should be). The current value then
becomes a baseline from which targets for improved values can be set and progress over time can be
measured.
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Community Survey Input
The survey asked residents if they agree or disagree that there are enough of the four types of facilities
(recreation and event centers, parks, trails, and sports and ball fields) in the Evergreen District. For three
of the types of facilities, a large majority agree that there are enough of them:
 Recreation and event centers (75%)
 Parks (69%)
 Trails (64%)
However, just under half of those respondents who use sport and ball fields agree that there are enough
sports and ball fields (49%).
The survey asked residents if they support or oppose building or creating new additions to the four
types of facilities. At the top of the ranking are trails (67 percent support building/creating more trails)
and parks (57%). Rounding out the ranking are sports and ball fields (46%) and recreation and event
centers (38%).
Residents were asked a general question about whether they wanted any other types of recreation or
facilities in the District that are not currently offered. The majority (74%) said that there are no other
types of recreation or facilities that they would like to see offered, and 5 percent did not know; the
remaining 21 percent named some type of recreation or facility, ranging from swimming pool facilities
to basketball courts. However, no specific facility or amenity received greater than two percent for any
particular choice.
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Recommendations –Parks & Trails
Goal 1: Improve Parks, Trails, and Open Space
Objective 1: Identify Level of Service Standards as benchmarks for maintaining and improving LOS over time.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Short‐Term

1.1.a
Use the results of the analyses that were performed
for the master plan and the findings to establish
targets for Level of Service (LOS). Correlate this with
the different demographics found within the District
– i.e. denser areas have higher LOS scores versus
more rural ones – continue this pattern and
determine whether LOS scores will be maintained or
increased over time.

Ongoing

Objective 2: Identify areas to improve Level of Service.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Ongoing

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time/
Consultants
TBD

Ongoing

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Mid‐Term

1.2.a
Identify gaps in service (i.e. Indian Hills, Marshdale,
etc.), and increase LOS based on community
resources and interests. This could be done by adding
amenities and other enhancements at existing parks,
or by creating new parks or facilities.
1.2.b
Review components identified in the inventory as not
meeting expectations and formulate a strategy for
addressing these.
See strategies in Objective 6 for more detail.
1.2.c
Engage in discussions with the City and County of
Denver to determine the feasibility of managing
operations of the Evergreen Golf Course.

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

Ongoing
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Objective 3: Improve Trail LOS.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Staff Time/CIP
Funding
Allow $20k ‐ $30K
at each trailhead
to be improved.

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term

1.3.a
Identify trailheads that would provide better service
through adding amenities. Improve trailheads with
signage, kiosks, and other amenities such as benches,
shade shelters, etc. For example, connect trails that
dead end in Buchanan Park and provide signage and
wayfinding (directional information) information
there.

Parks and
Recreation/

1.3.b
Improve trail connection of Neat Trail at Bergen
Valley Elementary School.

Parks and
Recreation

1.3.c
Create an Evergreen Lake trail extension to the
downtown area.

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time/CIP
Funding
Approximately
$200K per mile for
the basic trail plus
 Additional
costs for ROW
and/or
easement
 Acquisition,
 Retaining
walls,
 Culverts,
bridges, etc. as
needed
Staff Time/CIP
Funding
Approximately
$200K per mile for
the basic trail plus
 Additional
costs for ROW
and/or
easement
 Acquisition,
 Retaining
walls,
 Culverts,
bridges, etc. as
needed

Ongoing

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term
Complete

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term
June 2014

1.3.d
Work together with all trail providers in the District
to make connections and complete a networked
system of trails.
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Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term
Ongoing

Evergreen Park & Recreation District (EPRD)

1.3.e
Develop wayfinding strategies for the trail system
and a strategy for implementing these. Possibilities
include a unified map (printed and on the internet)
that shows trails of all providers within the District
and nearby, and a coordinated signage system to
identify trails in the field. Use the District’s sign
inventory to determine if consistency and clarity is an
issue with current signage and address this if needed.

Parks and
Recreation

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term
Ongoing

1.3.f
Address trail connection and safety issues with
connection of trail from Dedisse Park to Evergreen
Lake Park at Co Rd 74 (Upper Bear Creek Rd).
Also investigating sidewalk link from Evergreen Lake
to Evergreen Golf Course along Bear Creek.

Parks and
Recreation

1.3.g
Develop a trail connection from Evergreen High
School to the Library.
Jeffco Transportation has been awarded a GOCO
Planning Grant.

Parks and
Recreation

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

Staff Time

Staff Time/CIP
Funding
Approximately
$200K per mile for
the basic trail plus:
 Additional
costs for ROW
and/or
easement
 Acquisition,
 Retaining
walls,
 Culverts,
bridges, etc. as
needed

Staff Time/CIP
Funding
Approximately
$200K per mile for
the basic trail plus
 Additional
costs for ROW
and/or
easement
 Acquisition,
 Retaining
walls,
 Culverts,
 Bridges, etc. as
needed

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term
Spring 2015

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term
Planning to begin
winter 2013/14
2017 construction
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1.3.h
Develop a trail connection from Stagecoach Park to
Pioneer Path.

Parks and
Recreation

1.3.i
Prioritize and develop long‐term trail plan for future
trails as depicted in Trails Recommendation Map (See
Trails Recommendation Map in Appendix C).

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time/CIP
Funding
Approximately
$200K per mile for
the basic trail plus
 Additional
costs for ROW
and/or
easement
 Acquisition,
 Retaining
walls,
 Culverts,
 Bridges, etc. as
needed
Staff Time/CIP
Funding
Approximately
$200K per mile for
the basic trail plus
 Additional
costs for ROW
and/or
easement
 Acquisition,
 Retaining
walls,
 Culverts,
bridges, etc. as
needed

Ongoing, Short to
Long‐Term

Long‐Term

1.3.j
Create trail development policies that address
standards for EPRD properties; working with
neighboring jurisdictions; and improvements to the
trail system based on safety, regional connectivity,
commuter uses, and new opportunities.
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Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Mid‐Term
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Objective 4
Identify locations for expansion/improvements/repurposing (i.e. skateparks, ADA access, pavilions, outdoor
art, gardens, parking capacity).
Actions
1.4.a
Develop plans and strategies to address parking
issues. Specific sites include Wulf, Lake House, and
Buchanan. For example:
 Adjust programming of events to match the
carrying capacity of the site.
 Consider paid parking as a way to limit
demand for parking at special events.
 Expand provision of off‐site parking with
shuttles for special events.
 Look for alternative sites for larger events.
This could include acquiring new site and
developing facilities or partnering with
existing private and public providers to use
their facilities.
1.4.b
As required by the new 2010 ADA Standards, by
March 15, 2012, perform and document a “Program
Accessibility Audit” of all recreation “opportunities”;
create a written “Transition Plan” for a three year
implementation horizon ending March 15, 2015 to
meet the new standards, identify an internal
complaint process and identify an “ADA
Coordinator/Responsible Employee”; and require all
contractors/vendors to provide products and
services in compliance with the new standards for
any facility or service put into use as of March 15,
2012.

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Short to Mid‐Term
Ongoing

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Mid‐Term
Complete
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Vision for Buchanan Park
Along with Evergreen Lake Park, Buchanan Park is one of the crown jewels of the EPRD park system. The
multitude of leisure and recreation opportunities Buchanan Park has to offer appropriately fits the
traditional definition of a community park according to the National Parks and Recreation Association.
(Community parks serve the needs of several neighborhoods, have a service area range of up to five or
more miles, can be anywhere from 15 acres to 40 acres in size and typically have a mix of active and
passive uses). Active uses may include recreation buildings, sports fields and organized group activities
and passive uses may include trails and open space/natural areas.
The primary issue associated with Buchanan is that while its varying
components (recreation center, sports fields, playground, trails,
ponds, and arts center) may work well individually, they do not
function well as a cohesive system. For instance, the trails all
intersect into the parking lot, but there is no connectivity among
components or way‐finding system to direct people to where they
would like to go.
The playground is situated so primary users seem to be families
coming to use the sports fields. The ponds are a wonderful
amenity isolated from the rest of the park. The natural
areas on the north end of the park are similarly
disconnected from the park itself, although there may be
some benefit to that. The popularity of the recreation
center causes the parking, which is somewhat fragmented,
to be at or near capacity during certain times of the day and
year, and there is no convenient way for a vehicle to get to
the arts center, the maintenance center, or the
administrative offices from the Buchanan parking lot. In addition, internal uses (admin offices,
maintenance center) add to site demands.
Comments from a 2010 Community Survey, and components of a 2010 Buchanan Park Feasibility Study,
document only limited public interest in new development of smaller components such as community
gardens, outdoor art, or larger components such as a picnic pavilion and even less interest in additional
buildings such as community arts center. At this time, there does not seem to be a consistent message
from District residents about what, if any, future development should occur in the park, other than a
lack of support for a stand‐alone art or community center or other large buildings.
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Due to the existing constraints and diverse suggestions for future use the District should consider taking
the information already collected and preparing two or three re‐development options for the existing
park. This redevelopment process should include consideration for retaining all current uses if
appropriate, possible expansion of the existing center (depending on the results of the next community
survey), and whether or not additional facilities, consistent with a community park are appropriate.
Focus of redevelopment options should be on creating a logical and more functional auto and
pedestrian user flow, adequate parking, connectivity among the multiple buildings and services, ADA
access, and preserving open space/natural areas, possible addition of space to the existing center, and
of course, provide a preliminary cost estimate to complete redevelopment. These redevelopment
options, prepared by an outside consultant, can then be submitted for public review to allow area
residents an opportunity for feedback and additional comments before the District settles on a more
specific course of action.
Furthermore, once re‐development options are made public, EPRD should plan to conduct an extensive
public process to allow further community input into the future of this important site.
Objective 5:
Develop a long‐term strategy for Buchanan Park.
Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

1.5.a
Update the 2009 Buchanan Park Master Plan within
the next three years. Look at Buchanan in light of
system‐wide needs across the District to determine
which ones can best be addressed there, Consider
the following:
1. Is there a demonstrated need for any
development?
2. What is the interest in traditional park
components (fields, outdoor art, picnic
pavilions, gardens)?
3. What is the potential for any partnerships?

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time/
Consultants
$20,000 to $30,000

Winter/Spring 2014

1.5. b
In the next District‐wide survey, include other means
to determine the community’s interest in
development of new indoor facilities and potential
locations within Buchanan Park.

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time/
Consultants

Complete

1.5.c
Pursue a site master plan with appropriate public
input for Buchanan Park through the preparation of
two or three re‐development options for the existing
park based on information gathered to date. The
effort should also consider ability to finance
construction and operating costs.

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time/
Consultants

Actions

Timeframe to
Complete

Mid‐Term

Mid‐Term

Mid‐Term
Winter/Spring 2014

1.5.a, 1.5.b, & 1.5.c: 2013 Community Survey - 2013-14 Buchanan Plan update and site plan
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1.5.Ě
Determine most appropriate uses of three rental
properties in Buchanan Park. (i.e. Maintain for
private use, restrict to community use)

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time
CIP Costs
Dependant on
Action

Mid‐Term
August 2014 part of
Buchanan Master
Plan update

Objective 6
Accommodate new trends with limited amounts of land and money.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Timeframe to
Complete

1.6.a
Develop a fair process to identify opportunities/
partnerships/funding to evaluate community
requests and ideas (i.e. Service Assessment
Strategies).

Mid‐Term
See below

1.6.b
Identify low functioning facilities and amenities that
could be repurposed to accommodate new trends as
these emerge.

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Short to Long‐
Term
Ongoing

(Strategies identified below)
1.6.c
Consider land partnerships with other jurisdictions to
meet needs.

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Short to Long‐
Term
Ongoing

1.6.d
Access effectiveness of repurposing/improvements
through public input and survey questions in the next
community survey.

Parks and
Recreation

Staff Time

Short to Long‐
Term
Ongoing

1.6.a: 2012 Adopted 3rd Party Park Projects Policy and Art Donation Policy - 2014 Adopt additional policies

Strategies for Addressing Low‐Functioning Components
The inventory process for the master plan included rating components throughout the system based on
their functionality. Components whose functionality is below expectations were identified and scored
with a “one.” A list of these can easily be extracted from the inventory dataset. By raising the score of a
component, the Level of Service is also raised in the community. Deciding how to do this may seem
daunting. A strategy for addressing the repair/refurbishment/replacement or re‐purposing of low‐
functioning components should begin with the following steps. This should be done for each individual
component in the inventory that is not functioning up to expectations.
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1. Determine why the component is functioning below expectations. Was it poorly conceived in the
first place? Is it something that was not needed to begin with? Is it the wrong size, type, or
configuration? Is it poorly placed, or located in a way that conflicts with other uses or detracts from
its use? Have the needs changed in a way that the component is now outdated, obsolete, or no
longer needed? Has it been damaged? Or, has the maintenance of the component simply been
deferred or neglected to the point where it no longer functions as intended?
Another possibility is that the component was scored low because it is not available to the public in
a way that meets expectations. For example, a facility might be rated low because it is leased to a
private group, and access by the general public is limited. This may be a perfectly acceptable
situation and appropriately scored ‐ the service is at a lower value because of the limitations on
access.
Another example would be when a component is old, outdated, or otherwise dysfunctional, but has
historic or sentimental value. An example would be an old structure in a park such as a stone
barbecue grill, or other artifact that cannot be restored to its original purpose, but which has historic
value.
2. Depending on the answers from the first step, a strategy can be selected for addressing the low‐
functioning component:








If the need for that type of component in its current location still exists, then the component
should be repaired or replaced to match its original condition as much as possible. An
example is the playground at Arrowhead Park. This is already in the plans to replace or
upgrade with new playground, so as addressed in the document, these plans should
proceed.
If the need for that type of component has changed to the point where the original one is no
longer suitable, then it should be replaced with a new one that fits the current needs. For
example, a low functioning volleyball court like the one at Indian Hills Community Center
could be converted to “gardens” or with the addition of a pad and shelter it could be a good
place for picnic grounds.
If a component is poorly located, or was poorly designed to start with, consideration should
be given to relocating, redesigning, or otherwise modifying it. An example is the location of
the existing skate park because of security. Should a new location be found for a skate park,
this might be an appropriate location for a new expanded playground at Wulf Rec Center.
If a component is no longer needed because of changing interests, then it should be
removed unless it can be maintained in good condition without excessive expense, or unless
it has historic or sentimental value.
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3. It is possible that through ongoing public input, and as needs and trends evolve, new interests will
be identified for existing parks. If there is no room in an existing park for new interests, the decision
may be made to remove or re‐purpose an existing amenity, even if it is quite functional. An example
of this could be found in many communities over the past couple of decades. As the popularity of
tennis declined and demand for courts dropped off, perfectly good courts were sometimes
converted into skate parks or inline rinks. In most cases this was an interim use, intended to satisfy a
short‐term need until a decision could be made to either construct a permanent facility or let the
passing fad fade. The need for inline rinks now seems to have diminished, while temporary skate
parks on tennis courts have been moved to permanent locations of their own and have become
more elaborate facilities, as skateboarding and other wheel sports have grown in popularity and
permanence. In any case, it is important to keep alternative uses in mind as trends can and will
change.
Another example of this can be found in the re‐purposing by one community of a ball diamond into
a dog park. The ball diamond is well‐suited for use as a dog park, because it may already fenced, and
contains the combination of a skinned infield (where the dogs enter) and natural grass (in the
outfield) where traffic is spread out is ideal.
It is likely that in time this facility will either become a permanent facility designed to specifically
meet the needs of people recreating with their dogs, or such a facility will be constructed elsewhere
to suit that purpose. Or, it could turn out that dog parks fade in popularity (like inline hockey rinks)
or are replaced with some other facility that dog owners prefer even more than the current dog
park model. Meanwhile, the use of the ball diamond for this purpose is a good interim solution.
Trends to keep an eye on while deciding what to do with low‐functioning facilities, or determining
how to make existing parks serve the needs of residents as highly as possible, include considerations
such as:
 Dog parks continue to grow in popularity. This may have something to do with an aging
demographic in America, with more “empty‐nesters” transferring the attention they once
gave to their children, who are now grown, to their pets. It is also an important form of
socializing for people who may have once socialized with other parents in their child’s
soccer league, and now are enjoying the company of other dog owners at the dog park now
that their children are grown. For singles, a dog park can be a good place to meet people.
 Skateboarding and other wheel sports like mountain biking continue to grow in popularity.
Making neighborhood parks skateable and distributing skating features throughout the
community provides greater access to this activity for younger people who cannot drive to a
larger centralized skate park. A mountain bike park could also be considered to meet this
need.
 An interest for locally‐grown food and concerns about health, sustainability, and other
issues is leading to the development of community food gardens in parks and other public
spaces.
 Events in parks, from a neighborhood “movie in the park,” to large festivals in regional
parks, are growing in popularity as a way to build a sense of community and generate
revenues. Providing spaces for these could become a trend.
 There is increasing interest in family programs such as “Family Nights” that could be
conducted in the parks, recreation centers, and pools.
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Sprayparks are growing rapidly in popularity, even in cooler climates. A wide and growing
selection of products for these is raising the bar on expectations and offering new
possibilities for creative facilities.
New types of playgrounds are emerging, including discovery play, nature play, music parks
adventure play, adult exercise course, and even inter‐generational play (i.e.). Some of these
rely upon movable parts, supervised play areas, and other variations that are different from
the standard fixed “post and platform” playgrounds found in the typical park across
America. Integrating nature into parks by creating natural areas is a trend for a number of
reasons. These include a desire to make parks more sustainable and introduce people of all
ages to the natural environment. An educational aspect such as interpretive trails is an
important part of these areas.

List of Low‐Functioning Components
The following components were identified in the inventory as functioning below expectations. These
should be reviewed in light of the explanation above to develop strategies for addressing them. For
example, adding dog waste pickup stations at Stagecoach Park may be a relatively simple solution that
can be accomplished immediately, while replacement of the playground at Arrowhead Park may need to
await future funding. The multi‐purpose field at Buchanan Park that was identified as low functioning
because it overlaps the ball diamond illustrates a case in which it may be acceptable to leave low‐
functioning components as‐is. While the inventory acknowledges the limitations of the field in
measuring the service it provides, the lower value may be completely appropriate and allowed to
remain as‐is. The barbecue grill stands lacking grills at the picnic grounds in the Marshdale Elementary
site may be an example of a component that should simply be removed.
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EPRD Amenities
Location

Component

Issue

Arrowhead Park

Restroom

Accessibility

Response
address accessibility issues at existing
restroom enclosure

Arrowhead Park

Park Signage

Poor Condition/Missing

Arrowhead Park

Playground, Local (138)

Poor Condition

proceed with plans to update playground

replace/repair existing park sign

Arrowhead Park

Open Turf (141)

Poor Condition

lack of irrigation/water make it difficult to
upgrade this component

Buchanan Park
Buchanan Park

Ballfield (171)
MP Field, Large (173)

Shared Dugout
Shared with ballfield

Buchanan Park

Concessions (180)

Not accessible to all users

Buchanan Park

Playground, Local (241)

Evergreen Lake Park

Parking

Limited

Evergreen Lake Park

Water Access, Developed (219)

Improvement Needed

Address District concerns with boat
launch as "completed" in 2012

Evergreen Lake Park

Educational Experience (220)

Maintenance/ Update

Work with Audubon group to update and
maintain billboard at boardwalk

Graham Park

Restroom

Lacks Enclosure/Access

Add restroom enclosure and accessibility
to bring this up to District standard

Indian Hill Community Center

Security Lighting

Lacks Adequate Lighting

Add additional security lighting

Indian Hill Community Center

Restroom

Lacks Enclosure/Access

Add restroom enclosure and accessibility
to bring this up to District standard

Indian Hill Community Center

Volleyball (135)

Poor Condition

Indian Hill Community Center

Playground, Local (134)

Outdated

Kittredge Park

Shelter

Future Improvements

Seek solution to 2nd dugout location
Limit conflicting programming/use
Investigate access issues and develop
user requirements/ availability

Limited to rec. center programmed
N/A
use

Stagecoach Park

Seating

Inadequate

Stagecoach Park

Dog Pick-Up Station

Lacking

Stagecoach Park

Shade

Limited Shade

Issue addressed elsewhere in document.
See Maintenance Goal 5 –Objective 1

Bring up to District standard of a wellmaintained sand court
Replace climbing structure and add
safety surfacing
A shade/picnic shelter would improve to
this park
Add spectator seating at fields
Add stations throughout the park
Shade shelter(s) would be appropriate at
this very exposed site Gene Younger
Pavilion?

Wulf Recreation Center Site

Park Access

Accessibility Issues

Wulf Recreation Center Site

Parking

Quantity

Site Master Plan

Wulf Recreation Center Site
Wulf Recreation Center Site

Skate Park (111)
Trail, Multi-use

Maintenance/ Update
Accessibility Issues

Site Master Plan
Site Master Plan

Playground, Local (109)

The playground is outdated, and
safety surfacing is not ADA
compliant. Playground is not large
enough for current programming
demands.

Site Master Plan

Wulf Recreation Center Site
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School Amenities
Location

Component

Issue

Response

Bergen Meadow Site

Dog Pick-Up Station

Not Available

evident high dog use at this site calls for
dog pick up station(s)

Bergen Meadow Site

Restroom

No Enclosure

add restroom enclosure to bring this up
to District standard

Bergen Meadow Site

MP Field, Large (161)

Shared with ballfield

Bergen Meadow Site

Trail, Primitive (165)

Bergen Meadow Site

Playground, Local (168)

limit conflicting programming/use

Reported that this area is not District
Steps in need of repair, trail not well
maintained and dependent of school
maintained
maintenance
Below Standard

upgrade or work with District to bring to
District/school standard

Bergen Meadow Site

Passive Node (226)

Access/Use

Outdoor classroom in remote natural
area with limited access due to poor trail
and step condition. Reported that this
area is not District maintained and
dependent on school maintenance

Bergen Meadow Site

Passive Node (227)

Function

A few benches, picnic table, or seat wall
would improve this location

Bergen Meadow Site

Basketball (228)

Poor Condition

Work with school district to ensure proper
maintenance and/or replacement of low
scoring components

Poor Condition

School maintained, shared use, not
regulation courts, needs repairs and nets.
Work with school District to ensure
proper maintenance and/or replacement
of low scoring components
Access limited by school use (Note:
EPRD was partner in GOCO grant that
provided track at school; intended as
community track)

Bergen Valley Site

Basketball (215)

Evergreen High School

Park Access

Limited access

Evergreen Middle School Site
Evergreen Middle School Site

Seating
Park Access

Needs Improvement
Access

Evergreen Middle School Site

Basketball (230)

Poor Condition

School maintained, no striping or nets

Evergreen Middle School Site

Track, Competition (156)

Poor Condition

School maintained, in need of surface
repair and striping

Evergreen Middle School Site

Basketball (155)

Poor Condition

School maintained, no striping or nets

Evergreen Middle School Site

Tennis (154)

Poor Condition

School maintained, in need of surface
repair

Evergreen Middle School Site

MP Field, Large (153)

Shared with ballfield

School maintained
Access limited by school use

Limit conflicting programming/use

Marshdale Elementary Site

MP Field, Large (202)

Lack Of Turf

School maintain, pea gravel surfacing
limits use

Parmalee Elementary Site

Basketball (259)

Shared Use

Shared with multi-use courts

Parmalee Elementary Site

Playground, Local (145)

Surfacing and Shade

Parmalee Elementary Site
Parmalee Elementary Site

Tennis (144)
Ballfield (143)

Shared Use, Surfacing
Turf Condition

Wilmot Elementary Site

Multi-use Court (261)

Minimal Striping

Wilmot Elementary Site

Ballfield (101)

No Turf

Lack of shade and pea gravel safety
surfacing downgrade this playground
Poor surfacing and shared use
Lack of irrigation and turf maintenance
School maintained site
School maintained site, lack of turf
minimizes future possible programming

Health/Safety/ADA Issue
District Standard/LOS Equity
Enhanced LOS
Other
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VI. HOW WE MANAGE – ANALYSIS OF ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS
Park and Facility Maintenance and Management
The EPRD provides park and recreation facilities to a significantly developed mountain area and
residential community in Jefferson County, approximately 30 miles west of Denver. The District operates
17 different park sites, including two recreation centers, and serves a population of approximately
30,000. Major facilities include the Buchanan Recreation Center, Park, and rental properties; the Wulf
Recreation Center; and Evergreen Lake House and Park, which functions somewhat like a regional park.
To evaluate maintenance functions, written maintenance policies, practices, and maintenance and
operations budgets were reviewed, and visits to the majority of sites maintained by EPRD were
conducted. A focus group session was held with maintenance staff at which maintenance operations
were discussed in detail.
The general maintenance operations are organized under the Parks Supervisor and include major
responsibility areas of turf (primarily on sports and athletic fields); playgrounds, shelters, and tennis
courts; irrigation systems; facility (buildings); and equipment and fleet. Maintenance staff and
equipment are headquartered at a relatively new central shop just north of Buchanan Park and adjacent
to the EPRD Administrative offices. A total of eight full‐time staff are assigned to maintenance functions,
including one each assigned to building maintenance at the three major facilities (Buchanan, Wulf, and
Evergreen Lake). The full‐time staff is augmented with up to six seasonal staff during the busy summer
months.
Analysis – Observations are based on visiting parks, facilities, and reviewing maintenance practices.
A review of selected sites and operations found a general
level of maintenance that can be categorized as good to
excellent. All park sites were generally in excellent condition,
well maintained and repaired, free of trash, and with
amenities in good repair. Turf conditions on sports and
athletic fields were observed in a range of excellent to poor,
with general signs of wear due to overuse and some turf
stress that appears to be the result of irregular water
patterns. It should be noted that the turf areas in poor
condition were all at sites owned and controlled by R‐1
Schools, and conversely the sites with the best rated turf (i.e.
Buchanan) were EPRD controlled sites Playgrounds, play courts, and other amenities such as shelters
and tennis courts were in excellent condition as well. Park conditions and facilities compare well with
industry standards and conditions at comparable and larger agencies in the Denver metro area. Some
older sites, such as Arrowhead, Evergreen Lake, and Wulf Recreation Center, are beginning to show their
age and will need capital repairs in the near future. The EPRD is in the process of funding some capital
repairs at these sites.

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

63

Record keeping for maintenance activities appears to be sufficient for the size of operations. Park and
playground inspections are conducted on a regular basis. Budget control and monitoring procedures are
in place. Chemical purchases, chemical storage, and chemical applications are properly documented.
Irrigation system inspections and function checks are done on a regular basis; however, staff does not
have full access to irrigation systems at R‐1 sites. Vehicle maintenance records have been created, and
preventative maintenance (regular service) practices are in place. Written standards for park
maintenance (i.e. mowing height, mowing frequency, fertilizer rates, etc.) were not observed related to
the specific site. Additionally, building maintenance records did not exist at the time of this analysis. At a
minimum, there should be preventative maintenance schedules for major mechanical equipment,
pumps, HVAC systems, etc., at these sites, along with records of all system repairs to assist with
budgeting and replacement programs for major mechanical items.
The three major building locations were in fair to excellent
shape. The grounds and general building conditions at both
Buchanan and at the Evergreen Lake House were excellent,
which is somewhat reflective of the newer age of these
facilities. Grounds and general building conditions at the Wulf
Recreation Center were rated fair to good, with the main issues
at this site related to building age, multiple expansions, and
topography outside the building complicating access to site
amenities such as playground and tennis courts. Examples of
issues include an inadequate and poorly functioning elevator,
HVAC systems that do not function cooperatively, varying levels
of energy efficiency, and aging mechanical systems in the older parts of the building. This facility could
use a general update (replacement may be a consideration), attention to ADA access, and energy related
improvements throughout. A full scale feasibility study including a cost‐benefit analysis of renovation
versus replacement should be undertaken for the Wulf Center to determine the most appropriate
course of action.
There were park identification signs at some, but not all, of the visited sites, and where signs do exist,
they were generally inconsistent in size, information, and design. There are no large directional signs,
nor are there large identification signs at the major arterial entries to Buchanan Park Recreation Center
or Wulf Recreation Center, which can make both of these facilities hard to find for patrons not familiar
with their location. There does not appear to be a standard approach to identification signs and
“labeling” of EPRD properties. Also, though there were some sites with several individual rules posted
(i.e. no dogs on fields, no parking, no glass containers, etc.), we did not observe general park rules and
regulations signs at any of the outdoor sites.
A wide range of ADA accessibility improvements were found that could be made at the toured park and
building sites. In general, newer facilities such as Buchanan, Evergreen Lake House, and Stagecoach Park
are in compliance with ADA guidelines. In other cases, such as Wulf Recreation Center, Arrowhead Park,
and several school related sports fields and playgrounds, accessibility should be improved to bring these
sites up to compliance standards. One particular shortcoming is poor access to athletic fields for
disabled spectators. The character of most sites, with mountain terrain, steps, and steep slopes,
presents challenges for accessibility improvements and compliance should be based on reasonableness,
cost of service, and how much can be accomplished. With this in mind, the District should establish a
standard that meets the requirement of ADA laws.
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Though the general condition of parks and facilities is good, major items needing attention were noted
at Evergreen Lake and Arrowhead Park. These sites are older, heavily used sites and are beginning to
show their age. In particular, the boardwalk and perimeter trail around Evergreen Lake will need to be
improved. There is also a need for attention and effective solutions to address parking issues at this site.
The picnic area adjacent to the main parking lot at Evergreen Lake also needs refurbishment, and the
area currently lacks a group picnic shelter. Current 2011 capital improvements to Evergreen Lake Park
include log siding dry rot repair, a new rescue boat, and the replacement of kitchen counters in the lake
house. Arrowhead Park is in need of a complete redesign and rebuild which is planned for the near
future.
Another significant item noted from our tour of sports and athletic fields is the heavy reliance on use of
fields located at local school sites. In some cases, these fields were jointly developed with R‐1 schools,
and in some cases, the EPRD simply leases properties developed by R‐1. At each location, EPRD has
negotiated a joint use agreement whereby it provides significant field and turf maintenance services in
exchange for programming access to these fields. Numerous local youth and adult sports programs are
provided at these sites, and there is an observed need for improvement in the joint management of
these sites to allow for more effective maintenance. Specifically, turf conditions need to be improved by
increasing aeration, topdressing, over seeding, and fertilization, and by improving coverage and function
of irrigation systems. EPRD staff have voiced their interest for more open access to sites for turf
maintenance, and improved water management through separate metering and timely irrigation
systems repair.
There are three other areas are of note. The Alderfer/3 Sisters
site is the single site maintained by the EPRD that fits the
category of “open space.” Approximately five acres of this site
are leased from Jefferson County Open Space. This site was not
evaluated in depth, and it is understood that the District is in
the process of evaluating the long‐term value of this site as an
EPRD maintained facility. The EPRD is currently responsible for
maintenance of several homes and outbuildings located
adjacent to the District administrative office. These buildings
are currently available as rental properties and require both
time and budget consideration to maintain. In addition, it is
understood that the EPRD currently provides snow removal services for portions of the Evergreen
downtown area, on both public and private property.
Due to the widely dispersed location of the park and facility inventory, there is significant travel time
and expense involved with conducting routine maintenance activities.
Water and sewer services for restroom facilities are essentially not available at most sites, and the
District’s current approach of screened locations for portable toilets is a practical alternative to address
this issue. Larger pit toilets may be an option to consider at heavily used sites such as Marshdale.
Last, but not least, only a few of the existing staff members have secured full training and certifications
in areas such as chemical application, playground inspection, swimming pool operation, turf
maintenance, irrigation system maintenance, fleet maintenance, etc.
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Findings
The following findings are based on review of documents, discussions with staff, and tour of facilities:
 General park and building maintenance levels are good to excellent and comparable with
industry standards and Denver area agencies. The assignment of one building maintenance
person to each of the three major facilities appears to be a good practice that should be
continued. Park maintenance staff should continue what they have been doing regarding
playground, playcourts, and turf maintenance and continue to strive for improvement as
budgets and staff levels allow. Improvements may include looking at options for addressing
travel time expenses such as creating maintenance Districts and staff training to achieve at least
one certified staff in each of the available key areas of operation, and encouraging
opportunities to provide cross training for
additional expertise in key areas.
 There is a heavy reliance on joint use
agreements with R‐1 Schools to provide
youth and adult sports fields at local
school sites. There is a distinct difference
between the poor condition of turf and
amenities at R‐1 sites versus much better
conditions at sites controlled by the EPRD.
Improvements should be made in those
agreements to allow for improved turf
maintenance, water management, and
maintenance cost controls. Agreements
should be revised with the intention of
gaining more control over maintenance and programming, increasing access for turf care and
irrigation repairs, and setting up separate metering for water use to help control irrigation
costs. This will likely result in additional budget expenses for topdressing, over seeding and sod
replacement, but will provide higher quality fields for youth and adult users. Once the improved
agreements are achieved, we suggest implementation of an aggressive turf improvement
program that will also require the purchase of additional aeration and overseeding equipment.
With the budget challenges the R‐1 District has, it is unlikely that they will be dedicating
additional funds to field improvements a local school sites; therefore, to accomplish
improvement, an investment by the EPRD will be required and perhaps welcomed by R‐1.
 EPRD parks and facilities present a wide range of ADA accessibility conditions. We recommend,
as required by the 2010 ADA Standards, a formal ADA evaluation audit of all of all sites, the
development of a three year transition plan, and funding of that plan to improve ADA access.
Improvements should be prioritized to respond to accessibility for District programming needs
for special populations, and provide proper accommodations for sports and athletic field
spectators.
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For programming, maintenance, and capital repair, we recommend that the EPRD consider an
energy audit and general function audit for the Wulf Recreation Center for the purpose of
evaluating options to improve the function and energy efficiency of the existing center. This
evaluation would not be for the purpose of adding major additional space, but rather to
maximize efficiency of the existing multiple expansions of the original building. The EPRD may
want to consider an audit and evaluation of all three sites, and possible funding of
improvements through the Recharge Colorado program of performance contracting available
through the Governor’s Energy Office (rechargecolorado.com). This program provides a process
for securing funding, design assistance, and performance contracting whereby savings from
building energy improvements are applied to pay off debt incurred for the subject
improvements. The EPRD may want to conduct a similar evaluation to determine the viability of
replacing the entire center though that option will likely be cost prohibitive. We agree with and
encourage additional funding for needed capital repairs at older sites such as Evergreen Lake
Park and Arrowhead Park. At a minimum, capital repairs should address items noted in our
comments in the analysis section.
It is strongly recommended that the EPRD develop an identity and labeling plan for signs at all
current and future properties. At a minimum, this program should look at use of the District
logo and approved color schemes to develop a standard design approach to signs, and then
develop a sign manual for use in determining the size and location of signs on all properties.
The adopted sign plan should address directional signs to guide people to facilities, on site
identification signs to label all major facilities and parks, and simple standard rules and
regulations signs for all outdoor sites.
The EPRD should consider options and eventually set policy on several items currently
impacting maintenance costs such as operation of the Alderfer/3 Sisters property, downtown
snow removal, and maintenance of rental properties and outbuildings adjacent to the
administrative office.

Areas of Focus
We suggest “areas of focus” for the near, mid, and long‐term that will have the most positive impact on
maintenance operations including, in priority order:
1. Working with R‐1 Schools to address field and turf maintenance issues at local school sites. This
will hopefully provide immediate improvement in field conditions, and immediate greater
control for EPRD staff to address field conditions, particularly in relation to turf maintenance
and water management. As this is accomplished, budget funds may need to be increased for
turf care, irrigation, new equipment, and field maintenance staff.
2. Continued and on‐going attention to capital repair items at older park sites and facilities.
Particular attention should be given to a general function and energy audit at Wulf Recreation
Center, with the intention of developing a strategic plan to maximize the general function and
energy efficiency of the existing facility. Due to heavy use and previous public comment, most of
the sites currently in need of capital repair (Wulf, Arrowhead, Evergreen Lake Park) have been at
least partially funded, and we suggest this funding be expanded until current needs are met. We
also suggest that it would be appropriate for EPRD to develop a longer term plan (i.e. cash
reserve funds) to fund other and future capital repair needs (such as playground replacements,
tennis court resurfacing, parking lot resurfacing, etc.) at all existing sites.
3. Development and implementation of a District‐wide sign plan.
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4. ADA accessibility evaluation and implementation of a plan to provide improvements and meet
the requirements of the 2010 standards.
5. Additional training for parks staff, evaluation of strategies to reduce travel time between sites
for parks staff and development of park maintenance standards.
6. Inclusion of questions related to satisfaction levels for maintenance and management in next
District‐wide Needs Assessment to provide information on effectiveness of EPRD improvements.

Recommendations: Maintenance and Operations
These recommendations will provide consistency in maintenance operations throughout the system, and
provide a general basis for annual budget estimates, maintenance cost estimates for new park
development, and service level training for staff.

Goal 2: Define/Improve Park Maintenance Standards
Objective 1
Work with R‐1 School District to address and improve field and turf maintenance issues at joint‐use school
sites.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Parks

Staff Time

Timeframe to
Complete

2.1.a
Review current written agreements and identify
areas where agreements need to be re‐written, re‐
negotiated or otherwise improved. Focus review on
assigned turf maintenance responsibilities and
gaining greater effectiveness for EPRD.

Short‐Term
Complete

2.1.b
Meet with R‐1 administration to obtain written
commitments to improve access and control over
maintenance of selected fields. All commitments
should be made in writing due to the fact that R‐1
administration staff can and does change without
warning.

Parks/Admin

Staff Time

Ongoing
New Superintendent
Spring 2014

2.1.c
Implement installation of separate water meters for
athletic field irrigation systems at selected sites in
order to accurately track water usage and costs.

Parks

2.1.d
Implement field and amenities improvements
(improved irrigation systems, sod replacement,
seeding, etc) at selected fields (Wilmot, Parmalee,
etc); including funding assistance from School District
where possible.

Staff Time/$4,000
per Location

Mid‐Term
Complete

Staff Time/Park
Fund, CIP
Parks/Admin

Funds

Ongoing

$ Cost Dependent
on Improvements

2.1.a: Discussions and negotiations with Jeffco Schools ongoing to create comprehensive IGA.
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Objective 2:
Update and implement “A, B, C” maintenance levels for park sites and create and maintain building
maintenance records.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Parks

Staff Time

Short‐Term

2.2.a
Re‐evaluate current levels and standards for current
maintenance operations and implement revisions as
needed.

Complete

2.2.b
Develop and implement written maintenance
standards for all park sites. (See Sample
Maintenance Standards in Appendix D)

Parks

Staff Time and/or
Consultant Costs
$2,500 to $5,000
per Site

Short‐Term
Winter 2013/2014

2.2.c
Evaluate effectiveness of maintenance
improvements/revisions by including questions
related to satisfaction levels for park maintenance,
capacity and parking on next District‐wide survey.

Parks

Staff Time

2.2.d
Create and maintain maintenance records for all
buildings.

Short‐Term
Did not address in
survey
Complete

Recreation

Staff Time

Short‐Term
Ongoing

Objective 3:
Ongoing training for parks staff and evaluation of strategies to reduce travel time for maintenance crews.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Parks

Staff Time

Ongoing

Parks

Staff Time

Long‐Term

2.3.a
Evaluate needs and budget sufficient funds to
provide training for parks staff in turf maintenance,
chemical applications, equipment repair, facility
maintenance, and light construction.
2.3.b
Investigate efficiencies to reduce travel time among
maintenance sites base on scheduling practices and
task requirement. (i.e. Make attempts to focus daily
workloads to a particular area of the District to
reduce travel times.)
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Goal 3: Develop strategies and Priorities to Address Capital Repairs and Improvements
Objective 1:
Address Capital Repair items at older parks and facilities.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Parks/Consultant

Staff Time and/or
Operations
Budget for
Consultant
$15,000 to $20,000

3.1.a Part of 5-year CIP. Develop asset inventory
Inventory District‐wide deferred maintenance and
estimate cost by item.
3.1.b Part of 5-year CIP. Develop asset inventory
Develop life cycle/replacement management
program.

Parks/Consultant

Staff Time and/or
Operations Budget
for Consultant
$10,000 to $15,000

Timeframe to
Complete

Short‐Term
Annual budget

Short‐Term
Annual budget

3.1.c Part of 5-year CIP. Develop asset inventory
Prioritize annual CIP budget, based on safety, liability,
visibility, demonstrated needs, and funding sources.

Parks

Staff Time

Short‐Term
Annual budget

3.1.d
Use updated inventory and LOS analysis to determine
capital repair priorities starting with EPRD amenities
that scored as being below community expectations.

Parks, Admin,
BOD

Staff Time

Ongoing

Goal 4: Improve Facility Energy Efficiencies
Objective 1:
Conduct an energy audit at Wulf Recreation Center, Buchanan Recreation Center, and other selected
buildings as needed.
Actions

4.1.a
Funds are budgeted for energy audits in 2011,
appropriate funds and select an audit firm.

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Parks/Recreation
and Admin

Staff
Time/Consultant
Fees
$15,000

Short‐Term

Parks/Recreation
and Admin

Staff Time

Completed

4.1.b
Evaluate audit reports and develop course of action
to address report recommendations, including
exploring government assistance programs available
to fund energy efficiency improvements and
upgrades.
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Goal 5: Improve Branding and Recognition of EPRD Parks & Facilities
Objective 1:
Develop and implement a District‐wide site identification and applicable rules and regulation sign plan. (The
development and implementation of a District‐wide signage plan has been started in October of 2011).
Actions

5.1.a Most park portions now complete
Select color scheme, logo, basic sign design, and
proper sign materials for general park signs. Install
park identification sign at all park & facility locations.

5.1.b
Develop and implement a sign manual to define
location, size, and number of signs used at outdoor
sites & facilities, appropriate use of regulation and
directional signs, and appropriate use of logo.
5.1.c Park rules & regulations in progress
Adopt District‐wide park rules and regulations, and
incorporate those rules into sign plan with rules signs
posted at all sites. Provide similar for facilities as
needed.

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Parks/Admin and
Board of
Directors

Staff Time/Design
Consultant/CIP
Funds
Up to $20,000 per
Sign (Does not
include initial set
up costs)

Parks &
Recreation

Staff Time

Parks/Admin and
Board of
Directors

Staff Time/Park
Fund, CIP Funds
$100 to $200 per
Sign

Timeframe to
Complete

3 years
2013-2014

1 year
Plan completed
See below

3 years
2013-2014

5.1.b: 2012 sign installation complete. Next phase of signs to be ordered and installed in summer 2013.

Goal 6: Control Capacity Constraints of Evergreen Lake Park
Objective 1:
Develop a comprehensive operations plan for Evergreen Lake Park.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Staff Time

Immediate

6.1.a
Evaluate current operations practices such as
coordination of special events, private rentals, and
District‐run programs to determine where overlaps,
conflicts, and capacity issues exist.

Parks/Admin/
Recreation

Completed
See below

6.1.b
In the normal course of programming, determine
maximum allowable capacities and appropriate mix
of public use, programmed use, and private rentals,
including parking capacities for each use.

Parks/Admin
Recreation

Staff Time

Immediate
Completed
See below

6.1.a, & 6.1.b: Park Ops has developed weekly and monthly maintenance plan for park. Lake staff has
daily and specific event ops plan and site map developed.

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

71

6.1.c
Evaluate future needs and funding options for capital
repair and expansion, including picnic area, parking,
playground, and trails.

Parks/Admin
Recreation

Staff Time and
Consultant/Park
Fund, CIP Funds
$TBD

Mid‐Term
2012
See below

6.1.d
Set new operational policies as needed (such as mix
of public/private use) and programmed times for
public use only, and develop site specific rules
designed to implement District needs for
public/private mix, for managing use in relation to
capacity, and to reduce current overload on existing
facilities.

Parks/Admin
Recreation
BOD

Staff Time/Board
of Directors

Short‐Term and
Ongoing
Thereafter
Completed
See below

6.1.c: 2014 will analyze parking lot overlay
6.1.d: Park Ops has developed weekly and monthly maintenance plan for park. Lake staff has
daily and specific event ops plan and site map developed.
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EPRD Recreation Services Analysis
This program analysis focuses primarily on participation trends from 2008–2010. Data was obtained
from participation reports, focus groups, and the 2010 Community Survey conducted by Responsive
Management.
Consensus with the community input process and participation reports indicates that the EPRD
programs section of the Recreation Division has experienced a high level of success in the delivery of
programs and services to the community. As shown in Figure 3, the community survey asked residents
about the level of satisfaction in EPRD’s recreation and athletics programs. Ninety percent of residents
indicated they were “somewhat satisfied” or “very satisfied” with current offerings.
Figure 3: Satisfaction with Recreation and Athletic Programs
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Participation
Programs and services are broken into six areas: Aquatics, Gymnastics, Youth and Adult Sports, General
Recreation Programs, Lake House Programs, and Special Events. Collectively, participation in EPRD’s
programs shows an increase of over 1,000 participants from 2008–2010. Table 7 shows the breakdown
of participation by program area from 2008–2010. Some program areas experienced a decline in
participation in 2009 for a variety of reasons. However, staff suspects the weakened economy was the
primary reason for the dip in participation in 2009. Below is a brief analysis of each program area.
Table 7: Program Participation Trends: 2008‐2010
Program Section
2008
Participation
3,113
Aquatics

2009
Participation

2010
Participation

2,869

3,226*

3,051

2,663

2,868

1,671

1,876

1,819*

6,039

6,021

7,177*

179

200

226

14,053

13,629

15,316

(group/private lessons, swim team,
water aerobics)

Gymnastics
(beginner, advanced, adult)

Youth and Adult Sports
(volleyball, basketball, flag football)

General Recreation Programs
(Special Needs, preschool, afterschool,
camps)

Lake
(Ice Hockey)

Total

Aquatics
During the three‐year period of time, aquatics programming has included learn to swim, swim team, and
classes such as kayak, Lifeguard Training, WSI, and CPR/Professional Rescuer. Programs are located at
both Buchanan and Wulf Recreation Centers. Swim team, however, is reliant only on Wulf Recreation
Center. Participation shows a slight decline in 2009. In 2010, aquatics programming demonstrated a
demand and experienced an increase in numbers over 2008 by approximately 100 participants. Citizen
feedback in the public process indicated that there is strong interest and support for continued aquatics
programming in Evergreen.
Gymnastics
The gymnastics program provides a variety of classes as well as team gymnastics through USAG, the
United States Association of Gymnastics. All programs are located at the Wulf Recreation Center. As
shown in Table 7 above, gymnastics experienced lower participation numbers in 2009. This may be
attributed to the weakened economy and the loss of an instructor to a private entity. Since 2009, EPRD’s
gymnastics staff has increased program offerings and participation almost to 2008 levels. Gymnastics
program trends include the following:
 An increase in variety of program offerings
 The addition of adult gymnastics in 2009 and participation increase through 2010
 Birthday parties illustrated strong demand in both 2009 and 2010
 Extreme sports conditioning experienced a decline in 2009 and again in 2010
 Diving camp was added in 2010 with strong participation
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Youth and Adult Sports
EPRD’s sports and athletics programs remained consistently strong over the three year period.
Operations of indoor and outdoor programs were temporarily separated in 2009; however, staff
reverted the operational strategy and merged them back as one program area in 2010; providing
efficiencies in management and stronger participation levels. Program and participation trends indicate
the following:
 CARA youth volleyball showed strong participation in 2009 and 2010.
 Youth Basketball was consistently strong during all three years. Additional basketball programs
were added in 2010 to support this demand.
 Early Elementary Basketball was consistently strong during all three years. Additional basketball
programs were added in 2010 to support this demand.
 Fall and summer hikes during the three year period slightly increased in participation.
 Adult volleyball and softball showed decrease in participation from 2008‐2010.
 Cross‐country skiing grew during 2009‐2010. This represents outdoor recreation that is unique
to EPRD.
 Adult tennis participation tapered off in 2010.
According to the Sporting Goods Manufacturer’s Association, drop‐in activities are a
popular trend for youth and teens. Basketball continues to lead participation numbers.
Multi‐purpose courts and fields are in demand as drop‐in activities continue to rise.
General Recreation Programs
The General Recreation program section includes many service areas: fitness, Special Needs, youth and
adult educational classes, dance, camps, and more. Participation grew by over 1,000 registrants from
2009‐2010. This is attributed to additional programming. Staff added offerings to existing programs as
well as increased the number of those enrolled. The Special Needs program shows strong participation;
however, it is limited due to lack of available space. Notable programming trends include:
 Summer camps registrations and offerings increased.
 Special Needs Bowling remained in demand during 2008, 2009, and 2010.
 Ballet, jazz, and hip hop showed increase in class offerings and participation.
 Contractual programs with Mad Science increased in number of classes offered and
participation in 2010.
 Before and after school programs continued to show a demand and growth from 2008‐2010.
 Additional senior excursions were added in 2009 and 2010, demonstrating demand with
consistent participation.
 Martial arts interest increased in 2010.
 Ice Hockey Club was added in 2010 with a strong response.
 Mountain biking for youth was added with a strong response.
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Lake Classes
Classes at the Evergreen Lake include learn to skate, hockey
clinics/games, and some sailing. As shown previously in Table 7,
these programs experienced an increase in participation from 176
registrations in 2008 to 226 in 2010. The number of classes offered
at the lake went up, from 23 classes in 2008, to 27 in 2009, and
back down to 24 classes in 2010. Staff effort in 2010 to be more
efficient resulted in more participants in fewer classes. The
following are program trends offered at the lake.
 Sailing shows a decline in participation from 2008‐2009. It
was not offered due to the loss of an instructor.
 Adult Learn to Skate was added in 2009 and remains successful.
 Youth hockey clinics and youth hockey games consistently show strong demand with an increase
in participation. Additional clinics and games were added.
Special Events
There are a large variety of special events offered at the Lake House and other locations. Although these
programs are primarily one‐time events, some over‐flow programming has been conducted at the Lake
House and recorded as special events. Those programs include a variety of yoga classes and cooking
classes. As shown in Table 8, the number of special events offered significantly increased from 2008‐
2009. In 2010, the number of special events showed a decline in those offered by outside organizations
and EPRD sponsored events fell to 2008 levels.
Table 8: Number of Special Events Offered – 2008, 2009, 2010
2008
2009
Number of EPRD Sponsored Events
4
29
Offered
Number of Events Offered by
56
52
Private/Non Profit Organizations
Total Number Special Events
60
81

2010
29
33
62

Additional Program Findings
In addition to reporting participation trends, input from the community survey was reviewed for
demand, interest, and gap analysis. According to the 2010 Community Survey by Responsive
Management, ratings of the variety of the recreation and athletic programs offered are positive: 84
percent rated the variety of programs as “excellent” or “good,” while only 12 percent rated them as
“fair” or “poor.” However, during the public input process, Indian Hills residents repeatedly mentioned
the need for programs and services in the Indian Hills area. This somewhat conflicts with survey results
indicating that residents are willing to drive up to 10 miles for activities, and indicates the interest in
some “closer” opportunities.
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The survey also asked residents a general question about whether they wanted any other types of
recreation or facilities that are not currently offered by EPRD. The majority (74%) said that there are no
other types of recreation or facilities that they would like to see offered, and five percent did not know;
the remaining 21 percent named some type of recreation or facility, ranging from swimming pool
facilities to basketball courts. The full list of interests to be offered at recreation facilities are shown in
Figure 4. During the focus groups, citizens did speak to the need for non‐sport activities for seniors as
well as teens.
Regardless of which new programs are created the District still has facility limitations, especially during
peak demand times and the ability to expand programming is limited. A list of desired additional indoor
facilities is shown in Figure 5.
Figure 4: Additional Recreation Programs Community Would Like To Be Offered
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Figure 5: Desired Indoor Facilities Spaces and Operations
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Figure 5 (Continued)
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Partnerships
EPRD program staff has strong relationships with the schools for
camps, before and after school programs, and youth enrichment.
Over the three year period, these partnerships have
strengthened, and the number of programs and school locations
has increased. As well as increasing the variety of programs,
EPRD has done a very good job of using what the community has
in place to expand program options.
Nationwide, the traditional relationship with education and the
sharing of facilities through joint use agreements is evolving into
cooperative planning and programming aimed at addressing
youth inactivity levels and community needs. The relationship
with health care providers is vital in promoting wellness and
should be pursued in the EPRD.

New park and recreation
partners across the nation
include healthcare providers,
social services, justice,
education, corporate sector,
and community service
agencies.
These collaborations reflect a
broader interpretation of the
mandate of parks and
recreation agencies, and the
increased willingness of other
sectors to work together to
address community issues.

Special Needs Programming
The Special Needs program in Evergreen is in high demand and
attracts participants from a wide area with physical and developmental disabilities. Citizens are very
happy with the offerings and support of the program. However, during the public process, participants
of the program as well as residents that do not have a need for them expressed concern for a
permanent location or home base. Often, these programs are taken off‐site, and participants travel to
destinations. Providing dedicated space is difficult, especially in a community that is successful in
offering such a wide‐array of programs. The majority of these programs are during daytime hours when
recreation facilities are not as busy. Providing a “home‐base” would help stabilize this program area.
Marketing
The ERPD Recreation Guide is the primary marketing tool for the District and its programs. It is printed
three times a year and is distributed at the recreation centers and sent directly to EPRD resident
addresses. Other means of marketing include the Canyon Courier Active Network, water bill inserts,
posters, flyers, and e‐mail. A variety of communication and marketing is needed for different age
cohorts and niche markets.

There is currently no marketing plan for future program enhancements. As new programs are planned,
gaps in marketing may limit the ability to reach new participants and proactively anticipate demographic
shifts in future years. However, the District is looking to utilize social media tools to bring awareness to
programs through Facebook, Twitter, etc. New recreation software currently being installed will also
provide a communication tool to keep patrons up to speed with new programs or registration
announcements.
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Summary of Key Findings from Program Analysis












Program participation collectively increased
from 2008‐2010 by approximately 1,000
registrations.
Recreation programs are offered at a variety
of locations including the two recreation
centers, the Lake House, and schools.
In‐house events, such as weddings, at the
Lake House have increased by 25 events
from 2008‐2010.
The community is satisfied with the
recreation and athletics programs offered.
Overall program attendance is strong and
beginning to exceed 2008 pre‐recession levels.
Partnerships with the schools are very strong.
Capacity issues in the gymnasiums during peak demand times are an issue with the demand for
increased programming.
There is currently no cost recovery policy in place by program area.
Senior programming is in demand and is projected to continue as this age cohort grows in
numbers.
There is a need for a streamlined marketing approach.

Areas of Focus
 Streamlined marketing strategy i.e. branding and shared promotional tools with other program
areas to create time and financial efficiencies.
 Designated Special Needs program space.
 Expanding capacity in current program offerings.
 Improved programming opportunities for Indian Hills and other neighborhoods.
 Providing non‐sport programming for youth/teens, and adults/boomers.
 Resource development – alternative funds and community partners outside of schools.
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Recommendations –Recreation Services
Goal 7: Enhance the Service Delivery Model to ensure it is responsive and relevant to District
residents’ leisure behaviors, interests, location within the District and needs.
Objective 1: Identify new program opportunities and evaluate current programs to ensure the District is
meeting and will continue to meet resident needs and expectations.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Ongoing

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Ongoing

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Ongoing

Timeframe to
Complete

7.1.a
Establish service objectives to ensure that a program,
activity, or event is needed or in demand, fits within
the mission of the District, and that it is measured to
determine success and effectiveness. Objectives are
established at the onset of program planning so as to
determine intent, and success indicators. They must
be measurable.
7.1.b
Conduct formative (mid‐term) and summative (post)
participant evaluations for each program, activity,
and event that address participant satisfaction,
facility appropriateness, and future interest.
Formative evaluations are necessary only when
programs are offered for extended periods of time
(eight week sessions as opposed to one week
sessions). Response return is dependent on how
evaluations are distributed and collected.
Distribution should be strategic and should be done
with the greatest return in mind. It is a good practice
to consider an incentive for completion and return of
evaluations. These are critical to program decision
making.
7.1.c
Conduct an analysis of the Program Life Cycle at the
conclusion of each (or selected) program, activity, or
event. Once program evaluations are completed,
stage of existence should be considered as decisions
are made relative to the future of any service. For
example, if registrations continue to decline, staff
may wish to evaluate the merits of attempting to
revitalize a program with a new name, adjusting
scheduling to another date or time, modifying a
program’s format, or simply discontinuing the
program reallocating resources elsewhere.
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7.1.d
Periodically conduct staff evaluations for a rotating
list of programs that include program, activity, and
event description and details; objective review and
analysis; participation, budget information including
revenues and expenditures (consistently applied for
each service), participant evaluation data; and future
recommendations.

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Ongoing

Objective 2: Determine appropriate non‐sport leisure and recreation activities that can be offered (directly
or partnered) to the community. Master Plan focus groups and community survey identified a need for
additional non‐sport programming.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Short‐Term

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

7.2.a
Conduct focus group meetings (work sessions) on an
annual basis to understand changing interest, trends,
and demands. Focus groups might also include other
identified markets such as non‐sport activities for
seniors, adults, and teens.

Park Capacity Meeting
Winter 2013/2014

7.2.b
Continue to evaluate and research non‐sport leisure
and recreation trends. Create a strategy to identify
potential community partners outside of EPRD to
help address these needs.

Ongoing

7.2.c
Utilize Public Sector Service Assessment tool to
identify programming opportunities for non‐sport
programming.

Short‐Term
9/1/2012 (Annual
budget) Ongoing

Objective 3: Improve programming opportunities for outlying neighborhood such as Indian Hills, Marshdale,
and Kittredge.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

District Staff

Staff time/
Program and
Facility
Development Costs

Short‐Term

7.3.a
Establish parks and recreation community
development committees or focus/planning groups
for outlying neighborhoods to assist in the District in
programming and facility development opportunities
and priorities that fit the District’s mission and cost
recovery goals.
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7.3.b
Create “annual signature events” for outlying
neighborhoods (e.g. recreation and fitness activities,
etc.).

District Staff

Staff Time/
Program and
Facility
Development
Costs

EPRD staff, HOAs,
NPOs

Staff Time/
Program and
Facility
Development
Costs

7.3.c
Assist with neighborhood fundraising efforts for local
amenities (playgrounds, “pocket” parks, trail linkages,
etc.).

Short‐Term
Ongoing - 4/1/2014

Short to Long‐Term
Ongoing - 4/1/2014

Goal 8: Resource Development ‐ Expand capacity beyond existing facility spaces for increased
programming opportunities.
Objective 1: Continue to facilitate partnerships with other organizations and agencies to provide access to
spaces for programming.
An area of focus identified is to increase capacity for programs. Programmers are currently challenged with
addressing community needs and the lack of available space in the programming areas such as gymnastics,
gym sports, aquatics, etc. (Use the Public Sector Services Assessment to strategize collaboration/partnerships,
pursuit of programs, and divestment of programs.)
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Recreation
Services

Staff Time/ Cost
of Partnerships
TBD

Short‐Term

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Short‐Term

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

8.1.a
Continue to pursue opportunities within existing
school relationships to open up school facilities for
gyms and community programming spaces (including
outdoor spaces) with continued emphasis on formal
agreements and enforcement of those agreements.

Ongoing

8.1.b
Conduct an assessment of EPRD indoor and outdoor
spaces to include capacity, use, and scheduling
practices. Develop a strategic plan to improve use of
underutilized spaces.

Ongoing

8.1.c
Conduct an assessment of all public gyms in the
District, including capacity, use, and scheduling
issues. Develop a strategic plan for additional gym
space for future athletic planning efforts.
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8.1.d
Investigate partnership opportunities with other
providers of recreation and wellness services that
may be able to provide rooms and spaces or health
initiative services open to the public. Inventory non‐
traditional recreation providers such as public health
agencies, homeowners associations, libraries, and
other private non‐profit organizations for enhanced
community outreach.
8.1.e
Create and implement a Partnership policy. A policy
should provide:
 An outline of what types of partnerships are
appropriate
 Approval and procurement procedures
 Monitoring and evaluation criteria
 Risk Management and exit strategies
 Cost benefit analysis or costs and benefits to
each partner
A Sample Partnership Policy has been provided as a
staff resource document as part of this planning
effort.

Recreation
Services

Staff Time/Cost of
Partnerships TBD

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Recreation
Services

Staff Time/Cost of
Survey $12,000 to
$17,000.

Mid‐Term

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Mid‐Term

Recreation
Services

Staff Time

Mid‐Term
See below

Short‐Term
Spring 2014

8.1.f
Continue to evaluate community demands/desires
through periodic needs assessment surveys (every 3‐
5 years), and identification of demographic changes
and recreation trends. Included questions related to
programming satisfaction and unmet interests in next
District‐wide Community Survey.

See below

8.1.g
Based on community input, program expectations,
demographic changes, and recreation trends,
evaluate and plan action related to the
expansion/renovation of District facilities such as the
Wulf and Buchanan recreation centers, parks, and
athletic fields.
8.1.h
Pilot “off‐peak” pricing opportunities to increase
facility usages during low demand times.

See below

Complete

Short‐Term
Ongoing

8.1.d, 8.1.f, & 8.1.g: Ongoing with partner agencies. Community Survey in 2013. Expansion plan (if any) for Buchanan Rec
and Fields by 2014.
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Objective 2: Establish ERPD volunteer network.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

8.2.a
Recruit and utilize volunteers, volunteer groups, and
non‐profit organizations to partner in programming
for a variety of age ranges of participants. Track
volunteer hours and establish equivalent volunteer
job rates to determine cost‐savings. Apply future cost
savings towards a volunteer coordinator staffing
position.

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

Staff Time/
Recreation
Services

Cost of Volunteer
Position in
Accordance with
EPRD
Compensation
Schedule

Ongoing

Objective 3: Review current use of programming spaces to evaluate the ability to designate space for 13
week Special Population Camp.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

8.3.a
Develop a philosophy and principles document to
guide Special Needs service delivery.

Recreation
Services/Special
Population
Coordinator

Staff Time

8.3.b
Establish written documentation identifying the
needs, issues, and demands that warrant the
development of designated Special Needs
programming space. This not only justifies the need
internally but is also for use for to pursue alternative
funding opportunities such and grants and donations
to assist in funding for this dedicated space.

Recreation
Services/Special
Populations
Coordinator

Staff Time

Recreation
Services/Special
Populations
Coordinator

Staff Time/
Identification
of Potential
Revenue
Losses

Recreation
Services/Special
Populations
Coordinator

Staff Time

Recreation
Services/Special
Populations
Coordinator

Staff Time

Timeframe to
Complete

Short‐Term
Winter 2013/2014

Short‐Term
Winter 2013/2014

8.3.c
Evaluate current facility space at both Wulf and
Buchanan Recreation Centers, School District and
other facilities. Identify blocks of unused/underused
facility space and schedule Special Needs
programming for 6 months to 1 year as a pilot
program to determine ongoing need for a designated
space. (Note: consideration should be given to
potential “opportunity lost” revenues by designating
a space for single use.)
8.3.d
Assess alternative facility space (i.e. properties on
Buchanan Park site) owned by EPRD outside of the
recreation centers as potential Special Needs Space.
8.3.e
Assess and evaluate the potential to rent or purchase
facility space for designated Special Needs
programming.

Short‐Term
Complete

Short‐Term
Complete
Where feasible

Mid‐Term
See below

8.3.e, 8.3.f: Ongoing. Grant Admin researching. Staff has determined that limited NEW space is needed. Ongoing re-purpose of existing spaces.
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8.3.f
Research alternative funding possibilities associated
with Special Needs facility development.

Recreation
Services/Special
Populations
Coordinator

Staff Time

Mid‐Term
See below

8.3.e, 8.3.f: Ongoing. Grant Admin researching. Staff has determined that limited NEW space is needed. Ongoing re-purpose of existing spaces.

Goal 9: Streamline marketing strategies, i.e. branding and shared promotional tools
Objective 1: Develop and implement an enhanced streamlined marketing, communications, and outreach
plan to increase efficiencies and create a cost‐savings.

Actions
9.1.a
Develop a streamlined cross‐marketing and
communication strategy with representation from each
programming area or facility to effectively communicate
the diverse offerings to the community and
underrepresented groups.
9.1.b
Explore a variety of online (i.e. Web site, Facebook,
Twitter) tools to communicate with specific niche
markets and engage residents, especially youth.
9.1.c
Target marketing efforts to niche markets for programs
and services utilizing tools identified through the Public
Sector Services Assessment. (Service Assessment
Information will be provided in the Staff Resource
Document)
9.1.d
Measure marketing efforts by tracking Web site visits,
number of friends on Facebook, followers on Twitter,
post programming evaluations, etc.
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Primary Division
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Recreation
Division

Staff Time

Recreation
Division

Staff Time

Recreation
Division

Staff Time

Recreation
Division

Staff Time

Timeline to
Complete

Ongoing
Complete

Ongoing
Complete

Ongoing
Complete

Short‐Term
Complete
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Financial Analysis
The total operating budget (not including CIP funding) for the EPRD has remained relatively stable from
2009 ($4.3 million) to 2011 ($4.5 million). The EPRD’s operating budget is funded by two primary
sources; property taxes (41% of total funding) and fees and charges (52% of total funding). The balance
of the funding (7%) comes from automobile registration taxes, interest, and other miscellaneous
revenues.
Budget Distribution
As shown in Figure 6, the recreation centers (collectively at 59 percent) represent the largest portion of
the EPRD’s operating budget with the Wulf Recreation Center at 37 percent, followed by Buchanan
Recreation Center at 22 percent. General & Administration is 21 percent, parks represents 14 percent
and the Lake House represents six percent of the total budget.
Figure 6: Evergreen Budget Distribution ‐ 2010

District Budget Distribution
6%
14%
37%

WRC
BRC
G& A
Parks

21%

Lakehouse

22%

EPRD Cost Recovery
On the whole, the EPRD recovers approximately 63 percent of its total operational costs (not including
CIP funding) primarily through fees and charges and, to a much smaller degree, alternative funding
sources such as grants. Conversely, 37 percent of the costs are supported through the mil levy tax
investments.
Examples across the country show a wide range of agency subsidy levels or tax investment, from 15
percent to 80 percent and higher, depending upon the mission of the organization, operation funding
availability, the community’s philosophy regarding subsidy levels and user fees, and structure of agency
budgets, and whether or not construction funding payback is included in the operational budget. Dr.
John Crompton from Texas A&M, a leading educator and researcher on the benefits and economic
impact of leisure services, indicates that one study has shown that the national average may be around
34 percent cost recovery, conversely indicating an average of around 66 percent subsidy. Overall, EPRD
has achieved approximately 63 percent cost recovery for the operational and maintenance costs for all,
facilities, programs, and services for 2010, significantly higher than the averages suggested.
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Major contributors to this cost recovery are those areas that generate revenues primarily through fees
and charges. As Table 9 indicates, the Lake House operates at approximately 199 percent cost recovery,
Buchanan Recreation Center at 92 percent cost recovery, and the Wulf Recreation Center at 76 percent.
Parks in general benefits only from incidental revenues such as shelter and athletic field rentals and
performed at 13 percent cost recovery for 2010. These data can be reliably used to benchmark
performance over time within the EPRD. However, caution should be exercised when benchmarking
against other entities, as cost are accounted for in a variety of ways and may not be a good comparison.
Table 9: Cost Recovery – Major Budget Areas

2010 Cost Recovery ‐
Major Budget Areas
250%
199%

200%
150%
100%

92%
63%

76%
2010 Cost Recovery

50%

13%

0%

Recreation Services and Program Cost Recovery Analysis
For programming areas for 2010, total annual revenues are approximately $1.2 million, and annual
expenses are approximately $1.37 million. Total program cost recovery is running approximately 88
percent. (Program cost recovery is defined as difference between the direct expenses [all staff and
supplies] associated with the program area and the revenues derived from fees, charges, and
alternative funding.) As Table 10 shows, the variances in cost recovery range from 155 percent for
Buchanan Recreation Center programs (non‐aquatics) to 35 percent for all Aquatics programs.
Table 10: Program/Services Cost Recovery

2010 Cost Recovery ‐ Major Program Areas
180%
160%
140%
120%
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

155%
123%

122%
103%

97%
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35%
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With the absence of a defined, written cost recovery philosophy and policy, it is impossible to determine
if these cost recovery levels are appropriate. However, it seems apparent that staff intuitively seeks to
achieve consistent cost recovery levels through adjustments of fees and charges as needed as the levels
have remained fairly consistent.
Program Expense & Revenues
The EPRD offers a wide mix of programming opportunities. Cost recovery levels need to be put into
perspective by looking at expenses and revenues and their contribution to overall budgets. For example,
as shown in Table 11:
 BRC programs achieve 155 percent cost recovery, but only represent four percent of the total
programming/services expenses and seven percent of the total programming/services
revenues.
 Athletics, children’s, WRC, and gymnastics programs all achieve close to, or over, 100 percent
cost recovery, and combined, represent 75 percent of programming revenues and 61 percent of
programming expenses.
 Wulf and Buchanan Recreation center aquatics programming represents the largest disparity
between revenues (11 percent) and expense (27 percent). Due to the high cost of operating
aquatics venues, this disparity is common. However, it should be noted that due to the high cost
of operating pools, this level of cost recovery is also common throughout agencies along the
Front Range. Furthermore, is has been traditionally offered in this manner by public parks and
recreation agencies.
 Special Needs programming achieves 69 percent cost recovery and represents nine percent of
programming expenses and seven percent of programming revenues.
Table 11: Program Revenue and Expense Percentages
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%

% of Total Revenues
% of Total Expenses

0%
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Capital Improvement Funding (CIP)
The EPRD provides CIP funding on an ongoing basis. Over the last three years, the EPRD has invested
over $3 million dollars in CIP projects. This level of CIP funding is high compared to other agencies during
this economic recession, and the EPRD should take pride in its efforts that have allowed this to be so. A
sample of CIP projects include Lake Park improvements (parks), planning efforts and new registration
system (G & A), facility repair/replacement fund (WRC), new cardio and weight equipment (BRC), and
kitchen remodel (Lakehouse).

Three Year CIP Total*
$1,400,000
$1,240,000
$1,200,000
$924,000
$1,000,000
$703,000

$800,000

Three Year CIP Total

$600,000
$337,000

$362,000

BRC

Lakehouse

$400,000
$200,000
$0
Parks

G& A

WRC

Survey Input
The 2010 Community Survey noted the following opinions with regard to funding and fees for facilities
programs and services.
 Residents are somewhat more supportive of having the EPRD subsidize users of EPRD services
and facilities, with just over half (53%) in support, and 30% opposed.
 All residents were asked if they think the fees that EPRD charges are reasonable or
unreasonable: 57% say that they are reasonable, while only 14% say that they are unreasonable.
 There is slightly more opposition to (46%) than support for (38%) higher fees overall for
improved maintenance of EPRD facilities.
 Support (52%) exceeds opposition (32%) to a bond measure in the community to secure funding
for the EPRD’s activities, facilities, operations, and/or maintenance.
 Support (50%) exceeds opposition (35%) to dedicating a set amount of property taxes to secure
funding for the EPRD’s activities and facilities.
Area of Focus – Financials
Capital and Operational Improvements
The 2010 Community Survey indicated that citizens value and are more than satisfied with parks,
recreation, facilities, programs, and services provided to them by the EPRD. Additionally, the survey
indicated a willingness to fund necessary improvements and facilities that will benefit the community
the District serves. Citizens seem to agree that the return on their investment of property tax dollars and
fees and charges is good to excellent.
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However, parts of the District like Indian Hills feel underserved, and many components within the Wulf
Recreation Center are nearing the end of their lifecycles. Development of new facilities is also expressed
as a need by some members of the community. Regardless, new funding will be needed to replace aging
facilities or to develop new ones. The following areas will receive focus in the recommendation phase of
this plan:
 Long‐term planning strategies to replace/renovate the Wulf Recreation Center.
 Identification of additional funding needs based on facility improvement and/or development of
facilities and staffing recommendations.
 Identification of CIP funding requirements.
Cost Recovery Philosophy and Policy
A Pricing and Cost Recovery Philosophy reflects the values of the community and the responsibility the
District has to the community. Creating a working philosophy will be especially important as the EPRD
moves forward to maintain current and develop new programs, renovate current, and/or expand
facilities and as it strives for sustainability and determines how much it is willing to subsidize operations.
Alternative Funding Opportunities
One option for increasing revenues is the identification of alternative funding sources for programs and
services. Grants for youth and senior programming are available; however, the cost associated with
securing these funding opportunities must be taken into account. Sponsorships are another option also
requiring staff time for research and procurement. Volunteers, which are currently being utilized, could
also be expanded as a way to decrease expenses or contain costs.

Recommendations: Financial
Goal 10: Sustain the high level of service to which citizens have become accustomed.
Objective 1: Determine appropriate course of action for the Wulf Recreation Center and the surrounding
property.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

10.1.a
Conduct a feasibility study for the
renovation/replacement of the Wulf Recreation
Center.

Timeframe to
Complete

Staff Time/
District
Board/Staff

10.1.b
Prepare a new master site plan for Wulf Recreation
Center to comprehensively address issues, including
parking, ADA, skate park, etc.

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Parks and
Recreation

Consultant fee
($30,000 to
$50,000)

Short‐Term
6/1/2014

Staff Time/
Consultants

Mid‐Term

$40 – $50K

See below

10.1.b: 2014 Plan for WRC parking reconfiguration. 2017 WRC Master Plan.
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Objective 2: Identify planning strategies to identify funding needs for new/renovated facilities that meet the
expectations of the community.
Actions

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

10.2.a
Identify additional planning/funding for facility
improvements and/or development of facilities based
on staffing recommendations and community
support.

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time/Facility
Costs

Ongoing

10.2.b
Continue to inform and engage District residents and
determine the need for future planning efforts
through:






Bi‐annual(if needed) statistically‐valid surveys
that identifies opinions about specific issues such
as future development for Buchanan Park or
improvements to Wulf Recreation center or
other hot button issues
Five year needs assessment survey measuring
resident satisfaction and usage levels for District
facilities, programs, and services
Regularly scheduled Board meetings
Focus groups

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time/Survey
Costs $8,000 ‐
$12,000

Ongoing

10.2.c
Determine District resident’s willingness to invest in
“big ticket” items, such as the Wulf Center through
public input process vehicles such as statistically‐valid
surveys.

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time/Survey
Costs $8,000 ‐
$12,000

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time/Survey
Costs Identified
Above

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time/ Study
Costs $10,000 to
$15,000

10.2.d
Identify needs for gymnasium space in or near BPRC,
and develop relationships with local schools to meet
gymnasium needs.

Ongoing
Complete with
BRC focus
Survey complete

Short‐Term
BRC Feasibility Study
in Summer 2014

10.2.e
In next Community Survey, include questions
specifically focused on expansion of BPRC including
addition of a gymnasium and other amenities.
Conduct feasibility study if indicated.
10.2.f
Evaluate options for the most appropriate uses of
buildings on Alderfer/Three Sister’s property. (Only
those leased from JCOS.)

Mid‐Term
Complete

Mid‐Term
See below

10.2.d: 2013 Budget includes funds for survey.
10.2.e, 10.2.f: 2013 for both. BPRC-focused community survey & long term agreement with Jeffco for Alderfer Barn & property.
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Objective 3: Identify and estimate the operating cost of future capital improvement (staffing, supplies,
services) for parks, trails, and indoor facilities.
Refer to Maintenance Recommendations – Goal 2, Objective 1 for process of identify CIP priorities
Actions
10.3.a
CIP operating costs should be forecast and placed in
the appropriate budget year they are anticipated to
be incurred.
10.4.b
Identify funding source for CIP operating costs
(General Fund, Reserve Fund, Alternative Funding,
Other).

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Appropriate area
affected (parks,
recreation)

Staff Time

Ongoing

District
Finance

Staff Time

Ongoing

Timeframe to
Complete

Objective 4: Utilize processes and opportunities to determine the appropriateness of the EPRD District to
engage, expand, or divest in the delivery of facilities, programs, and services. (Examples include District
management of Evergreen Golf Course, development of Community Gardens, outdoor sculpture walk,
development of a facility for Field House sports or a Nature Center.)
Actions
10.4.a
Evaluate community interest and support for use of
tax dollars for facilities, programs, and services
through surveys, focus groups, and public forms
10.4.b
Utilize the Public Sector Agency Assessment process
to assist the EPRD in determining if engaging in new
or expansion of services is appropriate based on:
 Fit (EPRD mission and vision)
 Financial Capacity (Subsidy required?)
 Market Position (demand, quality,
credibility)
Recognize that support for the creation of new or the
improvement of services does not necessarily require
financial support. The District could provide space,
expertise, or accept donations and/or grant dollars
for amenities or programs. It will be important for
the District to evaluate each opportunity with the
processes described above to determine the best
course for the District.
(Service Assessment Information has been in the
Staff Resource Document)
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Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

Ongoing

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

Ongoing

Timeframe to
Complete
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10.4.c
Continue to utilize and establish new partnerships as
a way to provide services. The District should create
and implement a Partnership policy. A policy should
provide:
 An outline of what types of partnerships are
appropriate
 Approval and procurement procedures
 Monitoring and evaluation criteria
 Risk Management and exit strategies
 Cost benefit analysis or costs and benefits to
each partner
A Sample Partnership Policy has been provided as a
staff resource document as part of this planning
effort.

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

Short‐Term
Ongoing

Objective 5: Create and implement a cost recovery philosophy and policy.
A coordinated plan for the upkeep and replacement of parks, recreation, open space, and trails facilities, programs,
and services is extremely important in establishing a strong financial position for service provision. Establishing a
pricing methodology continuously reflects community values, while generating adequate revenues for assisting in the
sustainment of District facilities, programs, and services.
Preliminary Pyramid Recommendation – Utilizing the information identified during the planning process, it is
recommended that the categories below be used to determine to what level Evergreen programs and services should
be subsidized. This is not intended to be an all‐inclusive list or recommendation for subsidy level, but rather a
starting point for discussion. Further development will be needed and should be based on mission, vision, identified
core services, and other guiding principles of the District and the community.
 Mostly Community Benefit ‐ Highest level – 100% subsidy
o Non‐monitored parks and recreation facilities
o Facility acquisition and maintenance
 Considerable Community Benefit – approximately 80% (+/‐) of direct costs
o Facility admissions (recreation center)
o Special populations programming
 Individual/Community Benefit (Balanced) – 100% ‐ 120% of Direct Costs
o Youth programming – introductory/recreational
o Preschool programming – introductory/recreational
o Special Events
o Facility rentals – non profit
 Considerable Individual Benefit – 120% + of direct costs
o Youth programming – advanced/competitive
o Adult/Senior programming – introductory/recreational
 Mostly Individual Benefit – 150% + of direct costs
o Adult programming – advanced/individual
o Private lessons
o Facility rentals – private.
Note: A Core Services and Resource Allocation Pyramid Methodology overview has been provided separately
through a training and a staff resource document.
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Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

Timeframe to
Complete

District
Staff

Staff Time

Short‐Term

10.5.b
Define direct costs as those that typically exist purely
because of the program and change with the
program. Identify these costs per program category.

District
Staff

Staff Time

10.5.c
Define indirect costs as those that typically would
exist anyway (full‐time staff, utilities, administration,
debt service, etc.) Identify these costs by program
category.

District
Staff

Staff Time

District
Staff

Staff Time

Actions
10.5.a
Identify and understand current revenue streams and
their sustainability.

10.5.d
Acknowledge the full cost of each program (those
direct and indirect costs associated with program
delivery) and where the program fits on the scale of
who benefits from the program or service to
determine appropriate cost recovery targets.

See below

Short‐Term
See below

Short‐Term
See below

Short‐Term
See below

(i.e. Indirect cost associated with contracted
programs like facility use, staff coordination time,
etc.)
10.5.a, 10.5.b, 10.5.c, 10.5.d: Cost recovery pyramid complete. Implementation and fee structure ongoing.

Goal 11: Continue to Pursue Alternative Funding to Assist in Facility, Programs and Service
Development
Objective 1: Identify opportunities to increase community support and revenue opportunities such as grants,
partnerships, sponsorships, and volunteers.
Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

11.1.a
Develop a “Wish List” to ID specific projects or
program areas (i.e. Special Needs space, dog parks,
community gardens, others) that would be potential
candidates for alternative funding.

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

Ongoing

11.1.b
Continue to engage groups such as Evergreen
Recreation and Park Foundation, Trails user groups,
Arts Organizations, Sport Associations, etc. to create
strategies, funding opportunities, and collaborative
planning to provide needed facilities, programs, and
services to District residents.

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

Ongoing

Actions
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Timeframe to
Complete
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11.2.c
Create new Sponsorships, and formalize existing
Sponsorships with equity agreements that are
reviewed annually. (A sample Sponsorship Policy will
be provided as a staff resource document)

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

District
Finance

Staff Time

Ongoing
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VII. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
There is a growing trend in the United States for public leaders to recognize that public recreation
facilities and related “Quality of Life” amenities are not secondary services provided by governmental
agencies, but are in fact integral to creating communities where people want to live and visit. These
services should be seen as investments in the long‐term vitality and economic sustainability of any
vibrant and attractive community. The EPRD recognizes these factors and seeks to continue to make
improvements to its park and recreation system, enhancing the community for years to come.
The following Goals, Objectives, and Action Steps are outlined to create a process for focus and
implementation. Over the next five to ten years, many influences will have an impact on the success of
this plan. Funding availability, staff buy‐in, and political and community support will play significant roles
in the implementation process.

Goal 12: Maximize Implementation Efforts
Objective 1: Collaborate to Strategically Achieve the Goals of the Plan
The success of any plan is directly related to its implementation. The following objectives and strategies
provide guidance on how to successfully approach the implementation of this plan.
Increase communication and collaboration between District Board, Staff, and community to prioritize and
implement the recommendations of the Master Plan using the following steps:
 Identify internal priorities (annually, over five years, and beyond).
o Ongoing – Action is already taking place and should continue.
o Immediate priority – Some action should be taken within the next year.
o Short‐term priority – Some action should be taken within the next one to two years.
o Mid‐term priority – Some action should be taken within the next three to five years.
o Long‐term priority – Some action should be taken within five years or beyond.
Actions
12.1.a











Assign staff to fulfill the recommendations.
Identify specific actions.
Gain Board input (if needed).
Set timeframe, set deadlines, and identify
key decision points.
Assess resources needed for
implementation.
Identify timing for funding approval.
Incorporate into the District’s annual work
plan.
Assign tasks for the District’s annual work
plan.
Assess District workloads, roles, and
responsibilities.
Incorporate tasks into individual personnel
goals and annual evaluations.

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

Timeframe to
Complete

Ongoing
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Objective 2: Inform and Empower Staff to Implement Plan Recommendations
Ensure that all levels of staff are informed of and are set up to work together to implement the
recommendations and strategies of the Plan.
Actions
12.2.a
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Inform all levels of staff of the direction of
the Plan and allow for input, encouraging
buy‐in and participation from all staff
members.
Provide cross‐departmental staff
teams/team members (as appropriate) with
education, development opportunities,
necessary equipment, and supplies.
Seek input from appropriate advisory
committees and the public.

Primary Dept.
Responsibility/
Support

Resource
Impact/Budget
Requirement

District
Board/Staff

Staff Time

Timeframe to
Complete

Ongoing
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Table 12: EPRD – Parks and Recreation Master Plan, Action Plan Summary
Recommendations – Parks, Trails, and Open Space
Goal 1 – Improve Parks, Trails, and
Actions
Open Space
Objective 1: Identify Level of Service
1.1.a
standards as benchmarks for
maintaining and improving LOS over
time.
Objective 2: Identify areas to improve
1.2.a
Level of Service.
1.2.b
1.2.c
Objective 3: Improve trail LOS.
1.3.a
1.3.b
1.3.c
1.3.d
1.3.e
1.3.f
1.3.g
1.3.h
1.3.i
1.3.j
Objective 4: Identify locations for
1.4.a
expansion/improvements/repurposing. 1.4.b
Objective 5: Develop a long term
1.5.a
strategy for Buchanan Park.
1.5.b
1.5.c
1.5.d
Objective 6: Accommodate new trends 1.6.a
with limited amounts of land and
1.6.b
money.
1.6.c
1.6.d

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

Immediate

Ongoing

Short‐Term

Mid‐Term

Long‐Term






























101

Recommendations – Maintenance & Operations
Goal 2 – Define/Improve Park
Actions
Maintenance Standards
Objective 1: Work with R‐1 School
2.1.a
District to address and improve field
2.1.b
and turf maintenance issues at joint –
2.1.c
use school sites.
2.1.d
Objective 2: Update and implement “A, 2.2.a
B, C” maintenance levels for park sites
2.2.b
and create and maintain maintenance
2.2.c
records for all building.
Objective 3: Ongoing training for parks 2.3.a
staff and evaluation of strategies to
2.3.b
reduce travel time for maintenance
crews.
Goal 3 ‐ Develop strategies and
Priorities to Address Capital Repairs
and Improvements
Objective 1: Address capital repair
3.1.a
items at older parks and facilities.
2.1.b
3.1.c
3.1.c
Goal 4: Improve Facility Energy
Efficiencies
Objective 1: Conduct an energy audit
4.1.a
at Wulf Recreation Center, Buchanan
4.1.b
Recreation Center, and other selected
buildings as needed.
Goal 5: Improve Branding and
Recognition of EPRD Parks & Facilities
Objective 1: Develop and implement a
5.1.a
District‐wide site identification and
5.1.b
applicable rules and regulation sign
5.1.c
plan.
Goal 6: Control Capacity Constraints of
Evergreen Lake Park
6.1.a
Objective 1: Develop a comprehensive
6.1.b
operations plan for Evergreen Lake
6.1.c
Park.
6.1.d
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Immediate

Ongoing

Short‐Term

Mid‐Term

Long‐Term
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Recommendations – Recreation Services
Goal 7 ‐ Enhance the Service Delivery
Model to ensure that it is responsive
and relevant to District residents’
leisure behaviors, interests, location
within the District, and needs.
Objective 1: Identify new program
opportunities and evaluate current
programs to ensure the District is
meeting and will continue to meet
resident needs and expectations.
Objective 2: Determine appropriate
non‐sport leisure and recreation
activities that can be offered (directly
or partnered) to the community.
Master Plan focus groups and needs
assessment survey identified a need for
additional non‐sport programming.
Objective 3: Improve programming
opportunities for outlying
neighborhood such as Indian Hills,
Marshdale, and Kittredge.
Goal 8: Resource Development ‐
Expand capacity beyond existing
facility spaces for increased
programming opportunities.
Objective 1: Continue to facilitate
partnerships with other organizations
and agencies to provide access to
spaces for programming.

Objective 2: Establish ERPD volunteer
network.
Objective 3: Review current use of
programming spaces to evaluate the
ability to designate space for 13 week
Special Needs Camp.

Goal 9: Streamline marketing
strategies i.e. branding and shared
promotional tools.
Objective 1: Develop and implement
an enhanced streamlined marketing,
communications, and outreach plan to
increase efficiencies and create a cost‐
savings.

Actions

Immediate

Ongoing

7.1.a
7.1.b
7.1.c
7.1.d






7.2.a
7.2.b
7.2.c



Short‐Term







8.1.a
8.1.b
8.1.c
8.1.d
8.1.e
8.1.f
8.1.g
8.1.h
8.2.a















8.3.a
8.3.b
8.3.c
8.3.d
8.3.e
8.3.f
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Long‐Term



7.3.a
7.3.b
7.3.c

9.1.a
9.1.b
9.1.c
9.1.d

Mid‐Term
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Recommendations – Financial
Goal 10: Sustain the high level of
service to which citizens have become
accustomed.
Objective 1: Determine best course of
action for the Wulf Recreation Center
Objective 2: Identify planning
strategies to identify funding needs for
new/renovated facilities that meet the
expectations of the community.

Objective 3: Identify and estimate the
operating cost of future capital
improvement (staffing, supplies,
services) for parks, trails, and indoor
facilities.
Objective 4: Utilize processes and
opportunities to determine the
appropriateness of the EPRD to
engage, expand or divest in the
delivery of facilities, programs, and
services.
Objective 5: Create and implement a
cost recovery philosophy and policy.

Goal 11: Continue to Pursue
Alternative Funding to Assist in
Facility, Programs, and Service
Development.
Objective 1: Identify opportunities to
increase community support and
revenue opportunities such as grants,
partnerships, sponsorships, and
volunteers.

Actions

Ongoing

Short‐Term

Mid‐Term

Long‐Term



10.1.a
10.1.b
10.2.a
10.2.b
10.2.c
10.2.d
10.2.e
10.2.f
10.3.a
10.3.b
















10.4.a
10.4.b
10.4.c








10.5.a
10.5.b
10.5.c
10.5.d





11.1.a
11.1.b
11.1.c

Recommendations – Plan Implementation
Goal 12: Maximize Implementation
Actions
Efforts.
Objective 1: Collaborate to
12.1.a
strategically achieve the goals of the
12.1.b
plan
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Immediate

Immediate

Ongoing

Short‐Term

Mid‐Term

Long‐Term
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Appendix A – Survey Questions
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Questions – Evergreen Park & Recreation District Focus Groups (Questions and answers transcribed
as written.)
Group 1 ‐ Brief Introduction to the team, the project, and the process.
Questions:
1. What are the key strengths of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in the
Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates to your involvement as an individual or group
you are representing?
 Opportunities for age based fee structure – mechanism
 Quality staff – qualified , outreach, special pops, good relationship with service org,
partnering , never met stinker, creative and original (ice hockey tournament)
 Facility – well run, good pricing, clean, fixed machines, not over crowded
 Wulf is great, good equipment
 Good for all ages
 Lake is a great facilities
 Lake House
 Seasonal activities – Increased
 Willingness to partner with other organizations
 Programs – Sports
 Presence of the Center for the Arts‐ Evergreen
 Partnering allows for the District to offer a wide variety of opportunities
 Parking plans being put into place
 Paved trails Access to fishing at lakes, ponds
2. What are the key weaknesses of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in
the Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates your involvement with District?
 Parking at Buchanan park, causing problem for making Neat trail, lack of control‐ people
jumping curbs to parks, Planning not in line with some of the community
 Too much partnering – providing too much opportunity, too much growth, too much
development
 Inconsistency with how they partner with EPRD
 Lack of commitment to recycle – needs to be improved, demands of large outdoor
events
 Lack of community gardens
 Quality of restrooms facilities
 Huge spectrum of needs – How can they serve all the needs, how do you manage?
 Have grown tremendously, address safety issues
 Trail connectivity
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3. What do you believe to be the most essential (of critical importance) public parks, trails and
recreation services in the community? Why do you see it/them as essential?
 Physical activities
 Focal point for community social and wellness
 Outdoor programming – mountain community, nature folks
 Organized – recreational activities all ages
 Individual activities
 Non monitored facilities
 Look at what opportunities exist for expansion of services through partnerships
 Community engagement
 Implement into planning green practices
 Build upon what we already have
4. Are there any underserved populations in community either by age group, location, gender, race?
 Baseball/softball fields users at Buchanan parks
 Physically challenged community – connectivity, trail surface
 Some safety and signage
 Sport field quality is short of other communities
 Boomers – need to implement more non‐sport & Fitness programming,
 Outdoor senior opportunities
5. What improvements/changes would you make in the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs
and services in EPRD today?
 NEAT trail improvements
 Community gardens/edible gardens (EPRD provide space)
 Need sports pavilion – Buchanan Park
 Restrooms improvements
 Bleachers and access to Stagecoach Park
 Connectivity
 Improvements at fields at Wilmot Elementary
 Expand outdoor education classes
 Continue to display public art
 Thinning of trees ‐ fire prevention
 Plant native vegetation
 Sports safety courses ( Red Cross, doctors, etc)
 In 5 Years
 Indoor track and
 Basketball courts
 Tennis courts
 Benches for trails and open space (Partnering)
 Access from lake to downtown with park (safe way)
 Change name of EPRD to???
 Understand District Limitations
 In 10 Years
 Network of community gardens
 As pop grows how will they expand and grow
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6. How can the District work to responsibly address these improvements/changes given its resources?
What opportunities exist?
 Partnering
 Private fundraising – Ongoing O & M through EPRD through fees and charges
 District could expand to make a larger tax base
 Cost reduction through green practices – solar garden,
 User specific fundraising ‐ Mountain Jam sport tournament,
 Grant opportunities (DOW) Fishing is fun.
7. How do you think District residents prefer to pay for the parks and recreation improvements or
enhancements they wish to have?
 Is it a revenue stream or a expanse liability
 Non profits fund other non profits (i.e. Evergreen sports to other sports leagues)
 Fees and charges if affordable (accessible)
 *Opportunities to improve cost control within the District
 Funding for comfort and convenience (gas grills, etc)
 Interns ( CO School of Mines)
 District is in charge of lot of buildings
 Invest locally with personal funds
8. Are there potential partnerships that the District should consider working with in the future?
 Partner to control costs
 Grant funding – Environmental improvements
 GOCO
 EPRD – Arts center and art council
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DRAFT Questions – Evergreen Park & Recreation District Focus Groups
Group 1B ‐ Brief Introduction to the team, the project, and the process.
Questions:
9. What are the key strengths of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in the
Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates to your involvement as an individual or group
you are representing?
 Maintenance of facilities parks and trails***
 Evergreen Lake is clean
 Trails well maintained
 Facilities at Lakehouse
 Snow removal on trails
 Accessibility of facilities dispersed not centralize**
 Joint use property of Buffalo park
 Special Needs Programs – draws non residents and regionally
 Communication and easy to work with
 Variety of programs
 Public support for open space
 Ice skating program
 Stagecoach park master planning process
 Program for all user groups
 Association that EPRD has with Arts groups
 Workplace memberships
10. What are the key weaknesses of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in
the Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates your involvement with District?
 At events no recycling and composting tools in place and EPRD does support it also*
 Change from landfill to re composting – is getting better
 Connectivity of trails*
 Lack of funds*
 Special needs programs fund raises on their own
 Funding is primarily from tax, tax base may fall, EPRD will need to address
 User fees, $6.5 M budget, how much does user fees off set it, fees are continually raised
 Quality of fields and maintenance of ballfields
 Space issue with Special Needs program;
 Planning process follow through; previous Boards work
 Not centralized maybe too spread out
 Survey questions
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11. What do you believe to be the most essential (of critical importance) public parks, trails and
recreation services in the community? Why do you see it/them as essential?
 Lakehouse **
 Quality of life issue
 Preserve what you have
 Hunters and anglers license sales
 Maintain Evergreen Lake
 Outreach activities
 EPRD – focus on active recreation; what is encompassed in recreation; not just focus on
open space** more emphasis on active than passive
 Marshdale fields example – additional quality development of fields, maybe using artificial
surfaces*
 EPRD – usage partnerships with schools maintenance support
 Special needs program
 Planning for the future and financially
 Arts be considered as recreation
12. Are there any underserved populations in community either by age group, location, gender, race?
13. What improvements/changes would you make in the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs
and services in EPRD today?
 Improve playing surfaces – to acceptable level
 Maintenance plan*
 Plan for multiple maintenance location facilities
 Coordination with partners*** i.e. Denver Mountain Parks, Jeffco
 Communication with community/not enough publicity i.e. meetings
In 5 Years





Maintain what we have*
Centralized sports facilities
Take a look at low hanging fruit, picnic shelters etc…can be improved
Special needs population – 10 year

In 10 Years





Planning with north and south evergreen
Connectivity with trails –
Maintenance of open space trails
***address community planning where do we put things, etc…
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14. How can the District work to responsibly address these improvements/changes given its resources?
What opportunities exist?
 Grants
 NEAT North Evergreen …Trails – 501 c 3
 Better planning would address ballfield maintenance.
 Volunteerism/Donations from user groups, stakeholders, community** Coordinated effort
 Volunteer Coordinator through EPRD
 Bonds
15. How do you think District residents prefer to pay for the parks and recreation improvements or
enhancements they wish to have?
 User fees – benchmark with other like‐ communities
 Grants
 Bonds
 Sponsorships*
 Promotions and outreach of workplace memberships
16. Are there potential partnerships that the District should consider working with in the future?
 Schools
 Evergreen metro District
 Center for the Arts Evergreen
 Jeffco Public schools
 Youth Sports Association through an extension of what EPRD is already doing
 Senior Centers
 Open Space
 Division of Wildlife
 Denver Man parks
 Jeffco Open Space*
 Avalanche
 DU Hockey team
 Evergreen Lake – City and County of Denver – partnership – networking for future planning
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Questions – Evergreen Park & Recreation District Focus Groups
Focus Group Meeting: 3/2/11
Group 2 ‐ Brief Introduction to the team, the project, and the process.
Questions:
17. What are the key strengths of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in the
Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates to your involvement as an individual or group
you are representing?
 Fitness facilities are top notch – good balance of weights and cardio
 The existence of the facilities ( all, trails, indoor, parks)
 Silver sneakers
 Trail from Bergen park – to Dam
 Great inventory of trails
 Marshdale synthetic turf complex – stagecoach fields added to capacity
 Lake house
 EPRD – Coop with drive smart, Audubon society, Center for the Arts Evergreen
 Cool creative partnering programs
 Affordable rentals for non‐profits
 Online registration
 Workplace wellness program (Employee program)
 Access to the Board
 Afterschool program
 Special needs programs – wide variety of ages and programs
 Good public transportation system – CPRD (subsidize by RTD)
 Outdoor concerts at the lake
18. What are the key weaknesses of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in
the Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates your involvement with District?
 Trails lack connectivity
 Very crowded in the basement of BRC
 Wulf gym is small and crowded
• Gymnastics program is crowded
• Elevator does not work for over 700 lbs
 Lack of gym (multi‐purpose) in north Evergreen**
 Lack of Indoor running track
 Lack of facilities/support in Indian Hills (forgotten part of the District)
 Parking is an issue at the trail heads
 Outdoor pavilion at Buchanan park
 Improved ponds at Buchanan park
 Acoustics at the lake house are not good
 Lake House is not open enough (more drop in use)
 Field rates are too high – Need Consensus on what athletic field use rates are
 Larger outdoor space for gathering (turf)
 More developed playground on the north end of town
Parks & Recreation Master Plan
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Trail connectivity around the lake
Community awareness (income, need)

19. What do you believe to be the most essential (of critical importance) public parks, trails and
recreation services in the community? Why do you see it/them as essential?
 After school/camps programs – stay healthy
 All sports offerings – healthy lifestyle
 Trail connectivity
 Plan needs understand that the average age is 51 and need to have facility and services
that meet their needs (demographic shift and passive recreation)
 Philosophical pricing policy – Filling the gap that schools aren’t meeting
 More sports/activities for HS kids
 Open gym time
 Indoor ice arena
 Special needs programs (need more support)
 Fitness facilities for active young adults
 High level of maintenance to existing facilities
 Protection plans for tree (pine beetle )
 Develop more partnerships to provide services
 New director should have a collaborative and “yes” mind set.
 EPRD create Buchanan park as a gathering place – more useable space
 Affordability –
 Good communication
 Branding EPRD
 Consistent signage program
20. Are there any underserved populations in community either by age group, location, gender, race?
 Indian Hills (South side)
 Teens non competitive sports
 Teen competitive sports
 Passive recreation – program – creative expression – non sweating
 Not enough awareness about income and fees
21. What improvements/changes would you make in the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs
and services in EPRD today?
 Gym in north Evergreen
 Trail connectivity (NEAT – downtown , library, High School)
 Expanded gymnastics facilities (host meets, raise revenues)
 Eliminate rentals in Buchanan park and repurpose or tear down
 Arrowhead park improvements (soccer , roller rink, tennis court)
 More control of people at Evergreen lake
 Enforcement of doggie bags
 Plowing of trails around lake and Buchanan parks
 Create places to be a Buchanan park (picnic tables, open turf)
 Consistent signage program
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In 5 Years





Buy Albertsons store and make a community center
Buchanan Parks – Playgrounds, pavilion, ponds, gathering places
Buchanan recreation center – incremental improvements , i.e. equipment *
Hockey rink – Indoor



EPRD – take over operations golf course

In 10 Years

22. How can the District work to responsibly address these improvements/changes given its resources?
What opportunities exist?
 GOCO grants
 Jefferson County Open Space
 Property tax
 Naming rights
 Evergreen Rec and Park Foundation
 Partnerships and Service Organizations
 Sales tax contribution
23. Are there potential partnerships that the District should consider working with in the future?
 Metro District – needs service plan
 Enhancing Jeffco Schools
 Denver Mountain parks
 Avalanche
 Gold Crown Foundation
 Center for the Arts
 Non‐profits
 Sports associations
 NEAT – North Evergreen Activity Trails
 Philanthropic
 Signature Event
 Fire District
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Questions – Evergreen Park & Recreation District Focus Groups
Group 3 Meeting: 3/2/11
Brief Introduction to the team, the project, and the process.
Questions:
24. What are the key strengths of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in the
Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates to your involvement as an individual or group
you are representing?
 Tax supported
 Two recreation centers
 District supporting community groups
 Staff accessible and easy to work with*
 Good programs for young kiddos – through 4th grade
 Special needs programs
 Good stewards of spending tax dollars
 Continuity of the District, moving forward
 Open space, trails
 Good partners
 Board of Directors – good leadership
 Good variety and accessibility of fitness classes
 Silver Sneakers
 Community awareness – communications
 Wulf right behind HS
 Communication by non‐profits
 Lakehouse – activities, special events, ice skating, boating,
 Income generation – Economic Impact
 Community exposure to art
25. What are the key weaknesses of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in
the Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates your involvement with District?
 Access – communication, awareness, utilization may increase if aware
 Lack of current sports facilities, condition of the fields, communication – No lighted
facilities**, no concessions
 Need regional complex that can be lighted
 Inequities of field usage, equity among user groups
 Gyms for court sports*
 Lack of aquatics facilities.
 Inadequate seating space for gymnastics
 Gymnastics space is limited
 Disconnect between citizens wants and needs and what Board perceived was wanted and
needed
 Inadequate diversity with facilities, i.e. Indian Hills
 Inadequate facilities to serve elite or competitive athletes
 Special needs – availability, lack of funding
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EPRD – relied on to provide services outside of P&R due to no functioning gov’t
Leadership
Not enough non‐sport activities, i.e. variety of arts and humanities
Sub‐par arts facilities
Indoor space for practice facilities

26. What do you believe to be the most essential (of critical importance) public parks, trails and
recreation services in the community? Why do you see it/them as essential?












Revenue/Income‐generated services should be maintained
Outdoor activities ‐ Non‐sport, non‐monitored use
Maintenance standards that address safety
Providing traditional recreation facilities
Continued management of existing resources
Partnerships*
Information sharing
Relationship with arts community
Multi use facilities* ‐ affordability
Large open space areas for multi‐purpose events
Health and fitness programs within recreation center

27. Are there any underserved populations in community either by age group, location, gender, race?
 Youth – not enough places to keep them occupied
 Indian Hills – Arrow Head
 Non‐sport youth programming
 Parents of preschool kids in the evenings
 Equestrians
28. What improvements/changes would you make in the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs
and services in EPRD today?
 Develop Albertsons space
In 5 Years













Pool
Community garden – near yellow house
Yellow house – improved/enhanced utilization
Buchanan ballfields upgraded
Outdoor turf field – maybe on opposite end of town from Marshdale
Regularly scheduled needs assessment update for master plans
Larger gymnastics facility
Add to Buchanan Park, add gym
Space for arts
Sculpture walk on Buchanan Trail
Centralized scheduling for sports facilities
Transportation

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

117





Improved user group sports agreement – user group input – offer long term agreements
coordinated efforts to allow for budgeting for future
Lights at one multi‐facility
Improved maintenance of trails

29. How can the District work to responsibly address these improvements/changes given its resources?
What opportunities exist?
 Prioritize by safety and need
 Publicize community input process*
 Publish results of community input
 Clear mission and/or definition of recreation; values/vision/mission process*
 Get enough income generating tools to support facilities i.e. gymnastics facilities
 Meet with youth sports associations to discuss maintenance issues; create user group
volunteer groups
 Responsible use of existing tax funding*
 Does community want to have increased tax burden*
 Public/private partnerships
 Education
 Remove special interest representation from Board
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Questions – Evergreen Park & Recreation District Focus Groups
Focus Group 4: 3/3/11
Brief Introduction to the team, the project, and the process.
Questions:
30. What are the key strengths of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in the
Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates to your involvement as an individual or group
you are representing?
 Staff *
 Volunteers
 Partnerships (Jeffco)
 NEAT trail
 Recreation Center – trails Open space
 Programs – always find a program to get an initial introduction to an activity
 Affordable programs
 Convenient times and locations
 Team sports ‐ gymnastics, swim team, basketball
 Collaboration with sport clubs
 Lakehouse skating pass is reasonably priced
31. What are the key weaknesses of the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs and services in
the Evergreen Park & Recreation District as it relates your involvement with District?
 Indian Hills – lacks service , Arrowhead park is being neglected, Need investment ‐ roller
hockey, ice skating
 Parmalee Elementary tennis courts
 Universal access
 Baseball – Maintenance pitted fields, not up to par with other communities
 No lights on fields
 No water on some baseball fields
 Sometimes too much water
 Wulf swim pool ‐ what is the plan to replace it
 Pool at programming capacity (over 180 kids practicing)
 Gymnastics facility is crowded (500 kids in programs)
 Trail Connectivity*
 District does not have it own arts and crafts program (non‐sport) lack of coordination –
partnership*
 No District sponsored equestrian program
 Communication in making changes without public input, survey, etc
 Lack of Cost recovery philosophy
 More monetary support in some cases
 Engage /partner/collaborate with other community organizations
 Maybe a lack of knowledge about scholarship programs
 Age of Wulf Center – cost to maintain is high, inefficient*
 Conifer is trying to start its own District and this may result in losing some customers.
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32. What do you believe to be the most essential (of critical importance) public parks, trails and
recreation services in the community? Why do you see it/them as essential?
 Need more offerings (Programs and Services) in the Indian Hills community
 Provide ADA access*
 Economic scale for fees
 Before and after school care*
 Maintain Special Needs populations (growing need in the community)
 Community partnerships/do not duplicate services
 Fundraising efforts
 Lakehouse – cool place to have events, ice skating, teen hangout,
 Maintain mountain ambiance and environment intact**
 Youth employment opportunities
 Still need to build and improve to meet the needs the community needs
 A variety of programs for all ages
33. Are there any underserved populations in community either by age group, location, gender, race?
 More social activities for teenagers* (Pinball, pool tables, etc.)
 Low/Middle/Fixed Income households (Maybe a lack of knowledge about scholarship
programs)
34. What improvements/changes would you make in the parks, trails and recreation facilities, programs
and services in EPRD today
 Discounts for multiple kids
 Arrowhead Park Improvements (See weaknesses)
In 5 Years
 Improvements to facilities
o Lights on the baseball fields
o Larger pool – increase capacity
o Gymnasiums
o Bigger gymnastic venue to hold tournaments – generate revenues
o Higher quality facilities to attract athletes
 Better transportation –
o Partnership with RTD
o EPRD provides transportation
o School transportation is getting limited
 Designated spot for Special needs (summer, winter, spring, after school)
 Ice Rink
 Indoor soccer
 Pool needs help
 Pavilions on Buchanan Park
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35. How can the District work to responsibly address these improvements/changes given its resources?
What opportunities exist?
 Each stakeholder needs to provide funds to support their interest
 Indian Hill needs respect for the $150,000 it give to the District
 Grant writer
 GOCO
 Open Space partnerships
 Tax support – bonds and tax increases
 Educate the public
36. How do you think District residents prefer to pay for the parks and recreation improvements or
enhancements they wish to have?
 Denver Mountain Parks
 Jeffco Open Space
 Schools
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Appendix B – GRASP® Level of Service Analysis: Explanation and History
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GRASP® History and Level of Service Methodology
A. Level of Service Analysis
Analysis of the existing parks, open space, trails, and recreation systems are often conducted in order to
try and determine how the systems are serving the public. A Level of Service (LOS) has been 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.
Brief History of Level of Service Analysis
In order to help standardize parks and recreation planning, universities, agencies, and parks and
recreation professionals have long been looking for ways to benchmark and provide “national
standards” for how much acreage, how many ballfields, pools, playgrounds, etc., a community should
have. As examples, in 1906 the fledgling “Playground Association of America” called for playground
space equal to 30 square feet per child. In the 1970’s and early 1980’s, the first detailed published works
on these topics began emerging (Gold, 1973, Lancaster, 1983). In time “rule of thumb” capacity ratios
emerged with 10 acres of parklands per thousand population becoming the most widely accepted
standard application. Other normative guides also have been cited as “traditional standards,” but have
been less widely accepted. In 1983, Roger Lancaster compiled a book called, “Recreation, Park and Open
Space Standards and Guidelines,” that was published by the National Park and Recreation Association
(NRPA). In this publication, Mr. Lancaster centered on a recommendation “that a park system, at
minimum, be composed of a core system of parklands, with a total of 6.25 to 10.5 acres of developed
open space per 1,000 population (Lancaster, 1983, p. 56). The guidelines went further to make
recommendations regarding an appropriate mix of park types, sizes, service areas, and acreages, and
standards regarding the number of available recreational facilities per thousand population. While the
book was published by NRPA and the table of standards became widely known as “the NRPA standards,”
for Level of Service Analysis, It is important to note that these standards were never formally adopted
for use by NRPA.
Since that time, various publications have updated and expanded upon possible “standards,” several of
which have also been published by NRPA. Many of these publications did benchmarking and other
normative research to try and determine what an “average LOS” should be. It is important to note that
NRPA and the prestigious American Academy for Park and Recreation Administration, as organizations,
have focused in recent years on accreditation standards for agencies, which are less directed towards
outputs, outcomes, and performance, and more on planning, organizational structure, and management
processes. The following table gives some of the more commonly and historically used “capacity
standards.”
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Common Historically‐Referenced LOS Capacity “Standards”
Activity/
Facility

Recommended
Space
Requirements

Baseball
Official

3.0 to 3.85 acre
minimum

Little League
Basketball
Youth

1.2 acre minimum

High school

5,040 – 7,280 s.f.

Football

Minimum 1.5 acres

Soccer

1.7 to 2.1 acres

Softball

1.5 to 2.0 acres

Swimming
Pools

Varies on size of
pool & amenities;
usually ½ to 2‐acre
site

Tennis

Volleyball

Total land
Acreage

2,400 – 3,036 vs.

Minimum of 7,200
s.f. single court
area (2 acres per
complex
Minimum 4,000 s.f.

Service
Radius and
Location Notes
¼ to ½ mile
Unlighted part of neighborhood complex; lighted
fields part of community complex

¼ to ½ mile
Usually in school, recreation center or church
facility; safe walking or bide access; outdoor courts
in neighborhood and community parks, plus active
recreation areas in other park settings
15 – 30 minute travel time
Usually part of sports complex in community park or
adjacent to school
1 to 2 miles
Youth soccer on smaller fields adjacent to larger
soccer fields or neighborhood parks
¼ to ½ mile
May also be used for youth baseball
15 – 30 minutes travel time
Pools for general community use should be planned
for teaching, competitive & recreational purposes
with enough depth (3.4m) to accommodate 1m to
3m diving boards; located in community park or
school site
¼ to ½ mile
Best in groups of 2 to 4 courts; located in
neighborhood community park or near school site
½ to 1 mile
Usually in school, recreation center or church
facility; safe walking or bide access; outdoor courts
in neighborhood and community parks, plus active
recreation areas in other park settings
Various types of parks ‐ mini, neighborhood,
community, regional, conservation, etc.

Number of
Units per
Population
1 per 5,000;
lighted 1 per 30,000

1 per 5,000

1 per 20,000

1 per 10,000

1 per 5,000 (if also used for
youth baseball)
1 per 20,000 (pools should
accommodate 3% to 5% of
total population at a time)

1 court per 2,000

1 court per 5,000

10 acres per 1,000

Sources:
David N. Ammons, Municipal Benchmarks ‐ Assessing Local Performance and Establishing Community
Standards, 2nd Ed., 2002
Roger A. Lancaster (Ed.), Recreation, Park and Open Space Standards and Guidelines (Alexandria, VA: National
Recreation and Park Association, 1983), pp. 56‐57.
James D. Mertes and James R. Hall, Park, Recreation, Open Space and Greenways Guidelines, (Alexandria, VA:
National Recreation and Park Association, 1996), pp. 94‐103.
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In conducting planning projects, it is important to realize that the above standards can be valuable when
referenced as “norms” for capacity, but not necessarily as the target standards for which a community
should strive. Each community is different, and there are many varying factors which are not addressed
by the standards above. For example:
 Does “developed acreage” include golf courses? What about indoor and passive facilities?
 What are the standards for skateparks? Ice Arenas? Public Art? Etc.?
 What if the community is urban and land‐locked? What if it is a small town surrounded by open
Federal lands?
 What about quality and condition? What if there are ample ballfields, but they have not been
maintained in the last ten years?
 And many other questions….
B. GRASP® Composite‐Values Level of Service Analysis
In order to address these and other relevant questions, a new methodology for determining Level of
Service was developed. It is called a Composite‐Values Methodology and has been applied in many
communities across the nation since 2001, to provide a better way of measuring and portraying the
service provided by parks and recreation systems. Primary research and development on this
methodology was funded jointly by GreenPlay LLC, a management consulting firm for parks, open space
and related agencies, Design Concepts, a landscape architecture and planning firm, and Geowest, a
spatial information management firm. While Composite‐Values Methodology can be utilized by anyone,
the proprietary trademarked name for the composite‐values methodology process that these firms use
is called GRASP® (Geo‐Referenced Amenities Standards Process). The GRASP® methodology for analysis
is proprietary, but the software used is common and typical for most agencies, and the data and
information collected is owned and can be updated and managed by the agency for ongoing usage.
For 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 create
GRASP® inventory and analysis, parks, trails, recreation, open space, and any other relevant amenities
and properties being studied are looked at as part of an overall infrastructure for a community made up
of various components, such as playgrounds, multi‐purpose fields, passive areas, etc. The methodology
inventories 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.
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The characteristics of components include:
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 receive service from something, you need to be able to get to it. Therefore,
service is dependent upon proximity and access. All components are geographically
located using GPS coordinates and GIS software.
Comfort – The service provided by a component is increased by having amenities. For example,
outdoor components are often enhanced by attributes 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. For example, a well‐designed park is preferable to
poorly‐designed one, and this enhances the degree of service provided by the
components within it.
Capacity is still part of the LOS analysis and the quantity of each component is recorded as well. By
combining and analyzing the composite values of each component, it is possible to measure the service
provided by a parks and recreation system from a variety of perspectives and for any given location.
Typically, this begins with a decision on “relevant components” for the analysis, collection of an
accurate inventory of those components, analysis and then the results are presented in a series of maps
and tables that make up the GRASP® analysis of the study area.
Data for Analysis and Making Justifiable Decisions
All of the data generated from the GRASP® evaluation is compiled into an electronic database that is
then available and owned by the agency for use in a variety of ways. The database can help keep track of
facilities and programs, and can be used to schedule services, maintenance, and the replacement of
components. In addition to determining LOS, it can be used to project long‐term capital and life‐cycle
costing needs. All portions of the information are in standard available software and can be produced in
a variety of ways for future planning or sharing with the public.
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It is important to note that the GRASP® methodology not only provides accurate LOS and facility
inventory information, but also works with and integrates with other tools to help agencies make
decisions. It is relatively easy to maintain, updatable, and creates easily understood graphic depictions
(analysis maps and/or “Perspectives”) of issues. Combined with a needs assessment, public and staff
involvement, and program and financial assessment, GRASP® allows an agency to make defendable
recommendations on priorities for ongoing resource allocation along with capital and operational
funding.
C. Inventory Data Collection Process
A detailed inventory of relevant components for the project is conducted. The inventory locates and
catalogues all of the relevant components for the project, and evaluates each one as to how well it was
serving its intended function within the system. The planning team first prepares a preliminary list of
existing components using aerial photography and the community’s Geographic Information System
(GIS). Components identified in the aerial photo are given GIS points and names according to the GRASP®
list of standard components.
Next, field visits are conducted by the consulting and project team staff to confirm the preliminary data
and collect additional information. Additionally indoor facilities are scored and for the purposes of this
study, each relevant space is considered a component and is scored based on its intended function.
During the field visits and evaluations, any missing relevant components are added to the data set, and
each component is evaluated as to how well it meets expectations for its intended function. During the
site visits, the following information is collected:
 Component type and location
 Evaluation of component condition
 Evaluation of comfort and convenience features
 Evaluation of park design and ambience
 Site photos and general comments
After the inventory is completed, it is given to the project team for final review and approval for
accuracy.
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D. Standardized Process for Scoring Components
Component Scoring
The approved inventory is the basis for the creation of values used in the GRASP® analysis. Each
component received a functional score that is related to the quality, condition, and ability of the space
to meet operational and programming needs.
The range of scores for each component is as follows:
 Below Expectations (BE) – The component does not meet the expectations of its intended primary

function. Factors leading to this may include size, age, accessibility, or others. Each such component is
given a score of 1 in the inventory.
 Meeting Expectations (ME) – The component meets expectations for its intended function. Such
components are given scores of 2.
 Exceeding Expectations (EE) – The component exceeds expectations, due to size, configuration, or
unique qualities. Such components are given scores of 3.
 If the feature exists but is not useable because it is unsafe, obsolete, or dysfunctional, it may be listed
in the feature description, and assigned a score of zero (0).
If a feature is used for multiple functions, such as a softball field that is also used for T‐Ball or youth
soccer games, it is scored only once under the description that best fits the use that for which the
component is designed.
Neighborhood and Community Scoring
Components are evaluated from two perspectives: first, the value of the component in serving the
immediate neighborhood, and second, its value to the entire community.
Neighborhood Score
Each component is evaluated from the perspective of a resident that lives nearby. High scoring
components are easily accessible to pedestrians in the neighborhood, are attractive for short
and frequent visits, and are unobtrusive to the surrounding neighborhood. Components that do
not have a high neighborhood score may not be located within walking distance of residents,
may have “nuisance features” such as sports lighting, or may draw large crowds for which
parking is not provided.
Community Score
Additionally each component is evaluated from the perspective of residents in the community
as a whole. High scoring components in this category may be unique components within the
parks and recreation system, have a broad draw from throughout the community, have the
capacity and associated facilities for community‐wide events, or are located in areas that are
accessible only by car.
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Indoor Components
Indoor components are generally thought to be accessible to the entire community, partially
because it is often not financially feasible to provide indoor facilities at a walking distance from
every distance from each residence. Additionally, indoor facilities often provide programs and
facilities that are geared to the community as a whole, or in larger communities, are intended
for a region of the community. For these reasons, unless a detailed indoor analysis is completed,
indoor facilities are given only one score.
Modifiers (Comfort and Convenience Features) Scoring
Outdoor Modifiers
Besides standard components, this inventory also evaluates features that provide comfort and
convenience to the users. These are features that a user might not go to the parks specifically to
use, but that may enhance the users’ experience by making it a nicer place to be, and can
include: drinking fountains, seating, BBQ grills, dog stations, security lighting, bike parking,
restrooms, shade, connections to trails, park access, parking, picnic tables, and seasonal and
ornamental plantings. These features are scored as listed above with the 1‐3 system. In this
case, it is not important to get a count of the number or size of these components; instead, the
score should reflect the ability of the item to serve the park.
Indoor Modifiers
For indoor facilities the comfort and convenience features change slightly to reflect the
characteristics of the building. Building modifier categories include: site access, setting
aesthetics, building entry function, building entry aesthetics, overall building condition, entry
desk, office space, overall storage, and restrooms and/or locker rooms.
Activity and Sports Lighting
This modifier accounts for lighting that allows for component use in the evening/night hours and
is applied to the quantity of the component as it affectively expands the capacity of the
component. This modifier does not apply to security lighting.
Shade
Like Activity and Sports lighting, shade can be added to outdoor components to extend use
beyond normal hours or seasons.
Design & Ambience Scoring
Using the same rating system that is used for components and modifiers, the quality of Design and
Ambience is scored. Good design not only makes a place look nice, it makes it feel safe and pleasant,
and encourages people to visit more often and stay longer
Trails Scoring
Trails can be scored as independent parks or greenways or as individual components within another
park. The former type of trail receives its own set of scores for modifiers and design and ambiance. The
trail in the latter situation takes on the modifiers and design and ambiance of the larger park in which it
resides. Multi‐use trails are assumed to consist of three components, including one active component,
one passive component, and the parcel itself. Because traveling the length of any given trail is time
consuming, trail information is often collected with the aid of staff.
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Ownership Modifier
This modifier is generally weighted with a percentage that is applied to the GRASP® score after other
modifiers have been applied. It accounts for access and control of components that are provided by
alternative providers. For example, in most cases components that are owned and managed by schools
are given a 50% weighted ownership modifier, which halves the GRASP® score to account for the limited
access that the neighborhood has to school facilities (it is only open to the public outside of school
hours).

E. Calculating GRASP® Functional Scores
Once the components are inventoried and scored, calculations can be made for any combination of
components to derive average scores, scores per combinations of various components, scores per sub‐
areas, etc., depending on the key issues being studied and objectives for the project. These are very
helpful for analyzing area comparisons and setting of target scores for component service and agency
target standards.
For example, a total composite GRASP® score for each individual component is determined by using the
following formula:
(total component score) x (adjusted modifier score) x (design and ambiance score) x (ownership
modifier) = Composite GRASP® Score
These individual scores can be additively combined in various ways to examine service from various
subsets of the agency’s system.

F. GRASP® Perspectives and Target Scores
GRASP® scores are often used to create analysis maps, called Perspectives, to show the cumulative level
of service available to a resident at any given location in the community service area. The scores
provided blended quantitative values based on the number and quality of opportunities to enjoy an
experience (or level of service) that exist in a reasonable proximity to the given location. Tables and
charts are created along with the Perspectives to help provide quantitative and graphic analysis tools.
If a philosophy is adopted wherein the goal is to provide some minimum combination of opportunities
to every residence, a GRASP® score can be calculated that represents this minimum. These scores can be
used to create standards set for the agency to maintain a measurable level of service over time. A
variety of Perspectives are created to analyze and depict the communities LOS through a variety of
combinations and composites, depending on the key issues being studied.
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Typical and Standard GRASP® Perspectives
Often Perspectives are created that analyze the actual level of service being obtained as compared to a
“standard” target.
Neighborhood Composite
This Perspective depicts service from a neighborhood point of view. The target for analysis is
that each resident will have access within 1/3 mile of their home to four recreation components
and one recreational trail. Further expanded, the goal is to offer a selection of active and passive
recreation opportunities (indoor or outdoor) to every residence, along with access to a
recreational trail of which components, modifiers, and design and ambiance are meeting
expectations.
Walkability (same as Neighborhood Composite but with only 1/3 mile buffers)
The idea for this target score and Perspective is that each resident will have access within 1/3
mile of their home to four recreation components and one recreational trail.
Perspectives showing Neighborhood LOS for one component
The target here is that each resident will have access within 1/3 mile of their home to the
selected components of which the component, modifiers, and design and ambiance are meeting
expectations.
Active (or Passive) Components
This target evaluates if each resident will have access within 1/3 mile of their home to three
active (or passive) components. Further expanded, the goal is to offer at least three
components, which equates to roughly half of the components provided in the minimum
neighborhood composite scenario. These components can be either indoor or outdoor and will
be provided within walking distance to every residence and have scores that meet expectations.
Note: Aside from meeting this goal, the mix of components also needs to be considered. For example, a
home that is within 1/3 mile of four tennis courts and no other amenities would meet the basic numeric
standard, but not the intent of the standard. Based on this, it is recommended that the target be to
provide the minimum score to as many homes as possible, but also to exceed the minimum by some
factor whenever possible.

G. GRASP® Project Technical Standards for GIS Data
The GRASP® Team utilizes the most up to date computer hardware and software to produce and
enhance project‐based GIS data. The following technical details are standard with all GRASP® Team
projects.



All GRASP® Team GIS workstations employ Microsoft® Windows® operating systems. All project
files conform to PC‐based architecture and extension naming standards.
The GRASP® Team employs ESRI® ArcGIS™ 9.x for all GIS applications. Final project GIS data is
submitted to the client in Microsoft® Access™‐based Geodatabase (*.mdb) Feature Class format
and/or Shapefile (*.shp/*.dbf/*.shx) format. ArcMap™ Layer files (*.lyr) are submitted to ease
client replication of all project map legend formats. The GRASP® Team will not resubmit original
client source data that has not undergone enhancement.
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All final GIS datasets (deliverables) area submitted to the client using the geographic coordinate
system(s) from the original client source data. The GRASP® team will assign a coordinate system
that is most appropriate for the client location if the client does not require a predetermined
standard coordinate system. Most GRASP® project data is submitted in State Plane Coordinates
(Feet) with a NAD83/NAD83 HARN datum.
The GRASP® Team employs Trimble® GPS units for all (spatial) field data collection. All data is
collected with sub‐foot and/or sub‐meter accuracy when possible. All GPS data is post processed
with Trimble® Pathfinder Office® software. All GPS data will be submitted to client as an ESRI®‐
based Geodatabase Feature Class or Shapefile.
All GRASP® Perspectives and Resource Maps (deliverables) are submitted to the client in
standard PDF and JPEG formats. The project PDFs are high resolution, print‐ready files for
scalable print operations. Most project map‐based PDFs are 300dpi, 36”x24” images. The
project JPEGs are lower resolution digital presentation‐ready files for insertion into Microsoft®
Office® productivity suite applications – MS Word®, MS Power Point®, etc. Most project map‐
based JPEGs are 300dpi 4x6” images.

H. Project Deliverables and Future Use
All information and deliverables described above are transmitted “as‐is” to fulfill specific tasks identified
in the scope of services for this contract. While these may be useful for other purposes, no warranties or
other assurances are made that the deliverables are ready for such use.
The database can be modified to add, change, or delete information as needed by personnel trained in
use of these standard software applications. For example, if new parks or facilities are constructed, the
components of these may be added to the database to keep it current. The database may also be
queried in a variety of ways to produce tables, charts, or reports for use in operations, management,
and planning or other agency tasks. Such modification, updating, reformatting, or other preparation for
use in other purposes is the sole responsibility of the client.
Similarly, the database information can be used to prepare a variety of maps and analysis perspectives
using GIS software. Such use by the client is beyond the scope of this contract, and no warranties or
assurances are made that the deliverables are ready or intended for such future use. If desired, the
GRASP® Team can make such modifications, and/or prepare additional or updated maps or Perspectives
upon request for a negotiated fee.
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Appendix C – GRASP® Maps and Perspectives
Resource Map A: System Map
Resource Map B: Trails Map
Resource Map C: Trails Recommendations Map
Perspective A: Access to All Components
Perspective A2: Access to All Components (Bracketed)
Perspective B: Access to Trails
Perspective B2: Access to Trails (Bracketed)
Perspective C: Access to Playgrounds
Perspective C2: Access to Playgrounds (Bracketed)
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Sample
PARKS, RECREATION, OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS
RECOMMENDED MAINTENANCE STANDARDS
Source: Highlands Ranch Metro District
LEVEL

I

MOWING

Weekly – 32 X year
Bluegrass, Fescue, Rye
and general turf areas.

Sports fields are mowed
2 X week/16 weeks or
during play season

II

Weekly-32X year
Bluegrass, Fescue, Rye
and general turf areas

TREE AND TURF
FERTILIZATION

AERATION

No more than 2X
annually. Selected areas
may be mowed more
frequently as determined
by parks staff. Site
specific plans as needed

Turf – 4 X year

Parks – 2 X year

Sports fields receive 6
applications

Sports fields receive 1 deep core
aeration and +/-4 slice or core
aerations annually. Topdressing
applied in fall as needed

Trees – 1 X every 2
years

Irrigated turf greenbelts – 2 X
year

Turf – 4 X year

2 X year

Native grasses
fertilized annually in
selected areas only.

WEED CONTROL

TRIMMING
Maintain clean edge on all walks and
curbs
Trim around tree wells, signs, borders
and fence lines with weekly mowing

Maintain clean edge on all walks and
curbs.
Trim around tree wells, signs, borders
and fence lines with weekly mowing

Trees – 1 X every 2
years

III

EDGING/

N/A

Trail edges trimmed twice annually or as
needed

Trees – 1 X every 2
years

Weekly inspections control as needed

Apply broadleaf weed control to all turf areas
twice annually

Weekly inspections-control as needed

Apply broadleaf weed control to all turf areas
twice annually
Monthly inspections-control as needed

Priority control for noxious weeds

Level I – Community Entries, Community Parks, and Athletic Fields
Level II – Neighborhood Parks, Irrigated Greenbelts; and other designated properties
Level III – Open Space and Trail Corridors; rights of way
* Parks and irrigated greenbelts are irrigated at 24 inches annually. Sports fields may receive higher amounts. Low use/passive areas may receive less. Parks and irrigated greenbelts will
not exceed 24” average without approval.
Mowing heights for irrigated turf areas will range from 1¾ inches to 3 inches depending on use. Mowing heights will be set by Park Superintendent consistent with turf maintenance guidelines.
Turf fertilization rates should accomplish 1 lb. of Nitrogen per 1,000 sq.ft., per application, with soils tests annually to determine proper ratio of fertilizer needed.

LEVEL
I

IRRIGATION
CHECKS
1 X weekly

WATERING

TREE AND SHRUB PRUNING

Turf

1 X every 2 years or as needed

FLOWER OR SHRUB BED
MAINTENANCE
Weekly weeding, edging and clean up

Check trees and turf weekly - control within
48 hours if severe

Weekly weeding, edging and clean up

Check trees and turf weekly – control within
48 hours if severe

Parks – 24 inches/year *
Repairs as needed
within 48 hours

II

1 X weekly

Irrigated greenbelts – 24
inches/year*
Turf

Hazardous tree inspection
annually and removal as needed

1 X every 2 years or as needed

Parks – 24 inches/year
Repairs as needed
within 48 hours
III

N/A

Greenbelts - 24 inches/year
Trees watered 4 X year if not
drip irrigated. At least one
winter season watering

DISEASE AND INSECT CONTROL

Hazardous tree inspection
annually and removal as needed
1 X every 2 years or as needed

Hazardous tree inspection
annually and removal as needed

2X Annually as needed

Check trees weekly - control within 48
hours if severe

LEVEL

I

Sidewalk
Sweeping
4 X year

General Park Inspections

Written Reports:
Weekly – April –October

Specific dates
determined by
need and weather

Restrooms

Playgrounds

(Portable Toilets)
Service 3 X week – April –
October

Bi-weekly – November –March
Service weekly – November –
March

Special Park Features
(Shelters, picnic areas, etc)

Check and complete written report: weekly –
January – December and complete repairs as
needed
Level and replace safety surface monthly or as
needed

Check during scheduled inspection
and complete repairs as needed
Picnic Areas – Serviced daily April –
October and 1 X week – November –
March

Sweep and/or blow around playground weekly –
April – October, bi-weekly – November - March

Visits:
Daily – April – October
2 X week – November – March
II

4 X year

Written Reports:
Weekly – April –October

Specific dates
determined by
need and weather

Service 3 X week – April –
October

Bi-weekly – November –March
Service weekly – November –
March

Check and complete written report: weekly –
January – December and complete repairs as
needed
Level and replace safety surface monthly or as
needed

Check during scheduled inspection
and complete repairs as needed
Picnic Areas – Serviced daily April –
October and1 X week – November –
March

Sweep and/or blow around playground weekly –
April – October, bi-weekly – November - March

Visits:
Daily – April – October
2 X week – November – March
III

3 X year

Written Reports:
Bi-weekly – April –October

Specific dates
determined by
need and weather

Check during scheduled inspection service and repair as needed

Monthly – November –March
Visits:
Weekly – April – October
Bi-weekly – November – March

None

None

LEVEL

Vandalism

Snow Removal

I

Repair within 48 hours of
report

Per approved snow removal policy.

Trash Removal
7 X week – April – October
2 X week – November – March

Policy priority #1

Signage

Tennis Courts/Playcourts

Checked weekly –
Replaced or repaired
within 48 hours

Sweep and remove trash and
debris weekly.

Checked weekly –
Replaced or repaired
within 48 hours

Sweep and remove trash and
debris weekly.

Checked 2 x month –
Replaced or repaired
within 48 hours

N/A

Clean or replace trash barrels as needed

Check and repair nets as
needed

Collect trash when liners are 50% full or
greater
II

III

Repair within 48 hours of
report

Repair within 48 hours of
report

Per approved snow removal policy

7 X week – April – October
2 X week – November – March

Policy priority #2

Clean or replace trash barrels as
needed. Collect trash when liners are
50% full or greater.

Per approved snow removal policy

3 X week – April – October
1 X week – November – March

Policy priority #3

Clean or replace trash barrels as needed

Check and repair nets as
needed

Level

Athletic Fields

I

Mow 2 X week during play
season at a height of 1 ½ to
1 ¾ inches
Drag and line skinned
infields according to play
schedule

II

Mow 2 X week during play
season at a height of 1 ½ to
1 ¾ inches
Drag and line skinned
infields according to play
schedule.

III
N/A

Trails and Walkways

Sweep or blow grass clippings
after each mowing
Maintain a clean edge on all
walks and curbs

Sweep or blow grass clippings
after every mowing
Maintain a clean edge on all
walks and curbs

Sweep or blow grass clippings
after every mowing.
Edge annually or as needed
Mow at 4” height for a minimum
of 3 feet on both sides of trail.
Mow all other areas according
to management plan or as
directed by Park
Superintendent.

Maintenance Standards for Parks and Facilities
SAMPLE
January 2010

ATHLETIC FACILITIES AND COMPETITIVE FIELDS
Turf
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Turf has a healthy dense stand of grass and coverage is no less than 95% of playable area
Play area has a uniform surface and is well drained
Turf to be mowed at the appropriate height for the type of grass used, time of season, and type of field use
Turf is free of any litter or debris
Apply top dressing and over seeding as needed to maintain healthy grass
Fields may be closed for use periodically to allow for turf recovery
Turf is free of disease, insects, and weeds

Skinned Infields
• Infields have a uniform surface and are free of lips, holes and trip hazards
• Infields are well drained with no standing water areas
• Infields have proper soil composition for intended use with ball field mix added as needed
• Infields are free of weeds and grass
• Infields are free of rocks, dirt clods, and debris
• Bases and plates are properly installed, level, and are at proper distances and anchored according to manufacturers specifications and
league requirements
• Fields dragged and lined as needed according to use schedules
Soccer Fields and Goals
• Goals are properly installed and anchored
• Goal frames show no excessive bending
• Nets are in good condition and free of holes, tears and fraying which would allow a soccer ball to pass
• Field lines marked (painted) as needed for specified use
• Goal mouths sodded or reseeded as needed and free of standing water
Bleachers
• Hardware is intact and bracing and safety rails tightly connected
• Seating surface is clean, smooth, free of protrusions and have no exposed sharp edges or pointed corners
• Clean trash receptacles provided and in good condition, area under bleachers free of trash

Lights
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Electrical system and components are operational and in compliance with applicable building codes
90% of lamps for each field are operational
No electrical conducting wires exposed
Ballast boxes and components are properly installed and secured
Lights provide uniform coverage on facilities and fixtures and are adjusted to eliminate dark or blind areas
Fixtures securely fastened to poles and poles secured in ground according to manufacturers specifications
Poles and fixtures inspected immediately after any major wind, ice or hail storm

Fencing
• Fencing material is galvanized chin link and appropriate gauge wire for specified use
• Fencing material is properly secured to support rails
• Support rails are properly connected and straight
• Fencing is free of holes and protrusions
• Fabric is straight and free of bending and sagging
• Gates and latches are operational
Restrooms/Portable Toilets
• Toilets are clean, sanitary, and properly stocked with paper products
• Lights and ventilation systems are operational
• Toilets, stall doors, and hand air dryers are operational
• Buildings and enclosures are free of graffiti
• Doors are properly marked according to gender
• Restrooms have clean trash receptacles
• All doors and locks are operational
• Restrooms/portable toilets are in compliance with ADA requirements

PLAYGROUNDS
Play Equipment
• Equipment and surrounding play areas meet ASTM and National Playground Safety Institute (NPSI) standards
• Play equipment and hardware is intact
• Play equipment is free of graffiti
• Age appropriateness for equipment is noted with proper signage
• Regular inspection and repair program is in place and enforced
Surfacing
• Fall surface is clean, level and free of debris
• Fall surface meets ASTM and NPSI standards
• Fall surface is well drained
• Rubber cushion surfaces are free of holes and tears
• Rubber cushion surfaces are secure to base material and curbing
Borders
• Playground borders are well defined and intact
• Playground borders meet ASTM and NPSI standards
Decks
• Planks are intact, smooth, structurally sound, free of splinters and no cracks greater than ¼ inch
• Nails, bolts and screws are flush with surface
• Planks are level with no excessive warping
General
• Slides and climbing devices are properly anchored
• All moving parts are properly lubricated and functioning as intended
• S‐hooks and swing seats are in good operating condition
• Damaged or under repair equipment is removed or properly marked and isolated from public use until repaired

PICNIC AREAS AND SHELTERS
General
• Access to facilities complies with ADA
• Shelters are clean, sanitary, and free of graffiti
• Lights and electrical plugs are operational and comply with appropriate building codes
• Vegetation around structure is trimmed back to reduce hazards and does not impede entry and egress
• Grounds around structure are mowed, trimmed and free of litter, debris, and hazards
• Shelters are structurally sound, clean, painted with no rotted lumber or rusted metal and no loose siding or loose shingles
• Water fountains and hose bibs (if provided) are operational
• Signage and rules and regulations information are posted in a noticeable location
Tables
•
•
•
•

Tables are clean, free of dust, mildew, and graffiti
Table hardware is intact
Table frames are intact and slats are properly secured
Table seats and tops are smooth with no protrusions and have no exposed sharp edges or pointed corners

Grills
•
•
•

Grills are operational and free of rust and metal deterioration
Grills are clean and free of grease build‐up
Grill racks are operational and secure, and grills are properly anchored to reduce hazard and theft

Trash Receptacles
• Receptacles are clean, free of odors and liners in place
• Receptacles are painted, free of damaged or missing parts and properly anchored
• Area around receptacles is clean and free of trash and debris
Portable Toilets
• Toilets are clean, sanitary, and properly stocked with paper products
• Enclosures are secure and free of graffiti
• Clean trash receptacles located nearby
• Toilets are in compliance with ADA

TENNIS COURTS
Surfacing
• Surface is smooth, level, and well drained with no standing water
• Surface is free of large cracks, holes, and trip hazards
• Surface is painted and striped in accordance with U S Tennis Association court specifications
• Worn painted surfaces do not exceed 30% of total court surface
• Surface is free of litter, debris, gravel and graffiti
Nets
•
•
•
•

Nets are free of tears and frays
Nets are properly installed and secured to support poles
Nets have center stripes installed at the regulated height and are anchored to the court
Support poles have hardware intact, and are properly anchored and installed

Fencing
• Fencing is galvanized chain link and is the appropriate gauge wire for specified use
• Fencing material is properly secured to support rails
• Support rails are properly secured and straight
• Fencing is free of holes, protrusions and catch points
• Fabric is straight and free of bending or sagging
• Gates and latches are operational
• Windscreens are tightly secured and free of tears and holes
BASKETBALL COURTS
Surfacing
• Surface is smooth, level, well drained and free of standing water
• Surface is free of large cracks, holes, and tripping hazards
• Surface is painted and striped per court specifications
• Surface is free of litter, debris, gravel and graffiti
Goals and Backboards
• Goals and backboards are level with hardware intact
• Goals and backboard are painted
• Nets are properly hung and free of tears and fraying
• Support poles are secure in ground and straight

SAND VOLLEYBALL COURTS
Nets
•
•
•
•

Nets are free from holes and are not torn or tattered
Nets are hung tightly at specified height
Nets are securely attached to support poles
Support pole shave hardware intact, are properly anchored and installed

Sand Surface
• Court surface is loose sand
• Surface is smooth with good drainage and no standing water
• Surface is free of weeds, grass, debris, and litter
Borders
• Borders are well defined and intact
• Borders meet ASTM and NPSI standards
• Surrounding area is free of debris and encroaching landscaping to reduce hazard
PONDS AND LAKES
Water
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Aerators, if provided, are operational
Pond surface is at least 90% free of vegetation
Water area is free of trash and debris
Bank areas are smooth and free of washouts and erosion, rip rap in place where needed
Ponds and lakes, where appropriate, are stocked with appropriate species of fish
Inlet and outlet structures are operational
Appropriate and seasonal rules and regulations signage is in place at noticeable locations

Fishing Piers and Decks
• Planks are intact, smooth, structurally sound, free of splinters and have no cracks greater than ¼ inch
• Nails, bolts and screws are flush with surface
• Planks are level with no excessive warping
• Handrails are present and structurally sound
• Piers and decks comply with ADA
• Trash receptacles provided nearby

Benches
• Hardware is intact and structurally sound
• Nails, bolts or screws are flush with surface
• Seats and backing are smooth with no protrusions, have no sharp edges or pointed corners, and are structurally sound
• Benches are secured in ground and properly installed
PARKS GENERAL STANDARDS
Grounds
• Grounds mowed and trimmed on a regular schedule
• Park is free of litter, debris, and hazards
• Parking lots, if applicable are clean, striped, free of debris, holes and tripping hazards
Drinking Fountains (where applicable)
• Fountains are accessible and operational
• Fountains are in appropriate locations and in compliance with ADA
• Fountains are installed on a solid surface and free of standing water and debris
• Drain system is operational
Signage
• Park identification signs are secure, and properly installed in a noticeable location
• Handicapped parking signs are secure, visible, and installed to code
• Park rules signs are secure, and properly installed in a noticeable location
• Restroom signs are secure and visible
• Signs are clean, painted, free of protrusions and graffiti
• Directional signs provided as needed in appropriate locations
• Signs include Town logo and contact phone number
Ornamental Plants and Trees
• Plants and trees are healthy and free of disease and insects
• Plant beds are free of litter, debris, and weeds
• Plant selection is appropriate for season and area usage
• Trees trimmed and shaped on a regular basis, inspect for and remove hazardous trees as needed
• Tree species selection should provide a wide variety of native and selected non‐native trees where appropriate
• Tree wells and planting beds mulched for protection and water conservation

Walkways and Trails
• May be hard surface or soft surface depending on location and intended use
• Soft surface trails are free of water collecting depressions and erosion
• Walkways and trails have a uniform surface, positive drainage, are level with ground and free of trip hazards and excessive material
deflection
• Walkways and trails are free of litter, debris, sediment and seasonal snow
• Walkways and trails meet ADA requirements
• Walkways and trails provide unobstructed access and are free from low and protruding tree limbs, guide wires, sign posts and
ornamental plants
• Walkways in irrigated park areas are neatly edged
• Walkways and trails are clear of weeds and grass growth in cracks and expansion joints; adequate trash receptacles provided
• Guard rails and safety fencing provided in appropriate locations
• Routine safety and function inspections are performed including surface, culverts, water crossings, signage and vegetation
Trash Receptacles (random locations)
• Receptacles are clean and free of odor with liners in place
• Receptacles are painted, free of damage and missing parts and properly anchored
• Roll‐off containers and dumpsters are clean, screened, and placed in non‐intrusive locations
• Area around trash receptacles is clean and free of trash and debris
• Area around roll off containers and dumpsters is clean and free of trash and debris
Wood Fencing
• Fences are intact, structurally sound, and free of damage or deterioration
• Nails, bolts and screws are flush with surface with no exposed sharp points
• Fences have no excessive cracks or splintering
Security and Exterior Lights
• 90% of security and exterior lights are operational
• No electrical conducting wires are exposed
• Lights comply with appropriate building code
• Poles and components are secured in ground, operational and straight
Bridges
• Bridges have a uniform surface, are free of trip hazards and are free of graffiti
• Lumber and other materials are structurally sound, free of cracking deterioration and splintering
• Bridges comply with ADA requirements
• Bridges have handrails intact and properly installed and anchored
• Bridges are free of litter and debris

General Use Turf Areas
• Turf areas are free of litter and debris
• Turf areas are mowed and trimmed on a regular schedule
• Turf areas have a uniform surface and are well drained
• Areas have clean trash receptacles present that are in good condition
• Turf is free of disease, insects, and weeds
• Supplemental irrigation is provided as needed
• Turf areas are fertilized and aerated on a regular basis
Irrigation
• Irrigation system is fully operational with complete and uniform coverage
• System is free of leaks, backflow prevention devices are in place and functioning properly
• Heads are installed properly for intended use
• Heads are properly adjusted with rotations and arcs to set to reduce water run off
• Systems are set to run at specific times to minimize evaporation and waste
• Systems function checks are conducted on a regular basis
• Repair excavations are properly compacted and turf restored
OPEN SPACE AREAS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Native grasses mowed, if necessary, according to specific management plans, with focus on promoting natural growth heights and
cycles and wildlife habitat
Trail corridors and picnic areas mowed as needed
Trail surfaces are free of debris and weeds
Native tree and shrub growth are encouraged
Wildlife habitat and water quality preservation emphasized
Rules and regulations and identification signs are posted in noticeable locations
Annual and noxious weeds are controlled as needed
Property access points and boundaries are clearly marked

Appendix E – Trends
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Aquatics National Trends
According to the National Sporting Goods Association (NSGA), swimming ranked third in terms of
participation in 2010, up one ranking from 2009. Outdoor swimming pools are only open three months
out of the year in Colorado. There is an increasing trend towards indoor leisure and therapeutic pools.
Studies suggest that there is potential benefit for all ages that practice aquatic exercise or therapy.
Programs can be designed to restore and maintain health and function. Water is the safest training
venue for achieving increased functional daily activities as well as decreased pain, increased range of
motion, weight loss, and cardiac conditioning. Other benefits are increased balance and coordination,
and a relaxed state of mind. Aquatic therapy can also aid in minimizing both the physiological and
psychological effects of aging.
Additional amenities such as “spray pads” are becoming increasingly popular as well. In some cities,
spray pools are popular in the summer months and are then turned into ice rinks in winter months.

Athletic Recreation National Trends
Sports Participation
The 2010 National Sporting Goods Association, NSGA, Survey (NRPA does not provide annual research)
on sports participation found some of the top ten athletic activities ranked by total participation
included: exercise walking, exercising with equipment, swimming, camping, and bicycle riding.
Additionally, the following active, organized, or skill development activities remain popular: hiking,
running/jogging, basketball, golf, and soccer. Table 13 further outlines the top twenty sports ranked by
total participation in 2010 and the percent change from 2009.
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Table 13: Top Twenty Sports Ranked by Total Participation 2010
Sport
Total
Exercise Walking **
95.8
Exercising with Equipment**
55.3
Swimming **
51.9
Camping (vacation/overnight)
44.7
Bicycle Riding **
39.8
Bowling
39.0
Aerobic Exercising **
38.5
Hiking (all types) **
37.7
Workout at Club (private and public) **
36.3
Running/Jogging **
35.5
Fishing **
33.8
Weight Lifting **
31.5
Basketball **
26.9
Billiards/Pool
24.0
Golf**
21.9
Yoga **
20.2
Boating, Motor/Power
20.0
Target Shooting (net)
19.8
Hunting with Firearms
16.3
Soccer **
13.5

% Change*
2.6%
‐3.4%
3.4%
‐12.0%
4.3%
‐13.3%
16.3%
10.9%
‐5.3%
10.3%
2.8%
‐8.8%
10.1%
14.8%
‐2.0%
28.1%
‐16.2%
0.3%
‐13.5%
‐0.3%

*Percent Change is from 2009
** Currently offered by EPRD or within its boundaries
Source: NSGA 2010

The Ten‐year History of Sports Participation Report published by NSGA shows national trends in team
sports and individual sports. Participation trends for team sports indicate that tackle football, hockey,
and soccer had an increase in participation between 1999 and 2009. Since the report, lacrosse has also
become one of the country’s fastest growing team sports. Participation in high school lacrosse has
almost doubled this decade. An estimated 1.2 million Americans over the age of seven have played
lacrosse within the previous year. Individual sports show an increase in backpacking, swimming, boating,
camping, and exercising with equipment. Table 14 illustrates a ten year change in participation for
selected activities, including both team sports and individual sports. Updated data for 2010 is not yet
available.
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Table 14: Ten‐Year History of Sports Participation (in millions) 1999‐2009
2009
2007
2005
2003
Aerobic Exercising **
33.1
30.3
33.7
28.0
Backpack/Wilderness
12.3
13.0
13.3
15.1
Camp **
Baseball **
11.5
14.0
14.6
15.4
Basketball **
24.4
24.1
28.9
27.9
Bicycle Riding**
38.1
37.4
41.1
38.3
(leisure)
Boating,
24.0
31.9
27.5
24.2
Motor/Power **
Camping
50.9
47.5
46.0
53.4
(vacation/overnight)
Exercise Walking **
93.4
89.8
86.0
81.6
Exercising with
57.2
52.9
54.2
50.2
Equipment **
Fishing **
32.9
41.0
41.6
42.7
Football (tackle) **
8.9
9.2
9.9
8.7
Golf
22.3
22.7
24.7
25.7
Gymnastics **
3.9
na
na
na
Hiking **
34.0
28.6
29.8
26.7
Hockey (ice) **
3.1
2.1
2.4
1.9
In‐Line Roller Skating
7.9
10.7
13.1
16.0
Kayaking
4.9
5.9
na
na
Mountain Biking (off
8.4
9.3
9.2
8.2
road) **
Running/Jogging **
32.2
30.4
29.2
23.9
Skateboarding **
8.4
10.1
12.0
9.0
Skiing (cross
1.7
1.7
1.9
1.9
country)**
Soccer **
13.6
13.8
14.1
13.0
Softball **
11.8
12.4
13.1
12.4
Swimming **
50.2
52.3
58.0
52.3
Table Tennis
13.3
na
na
na
Tennis **
10.8
12.3
11.1
9.6
Volleyball **
10.7
12.0
12.2
10.4
Weight Lifting **
34.5
33.2
33.5
25.9
Workout at Club
38.3
36.83
34.7
29.5
Wrestling
3.0
2.1
na
na
Yoga **
15.7
10.7
na
na

2001
26.3
14.5

1999
26.2
15.3

14.9
28.1
39.0

16.3
29.6
42.4

23.9

24.4

48.7

50.1

78.3
43.9

80.8
45.2

44.4
8.2
26.6
na
26.1
2.2
19.2
na
6.9

46.7
8.4
27.0
5.0
28.1
1.9
24.1
na
6.8

24.5
9.6
2.3

22.4
7.0
2.2

13.9
13.2
54.8
8.4
10.9
12.0
23.9
26.5
3.5
na

13.2
14.7
57.9
8.2
10.9
11.7
na
24.1
3.8
na

** Currently offered in EPRD
Source: NSGA 2009

Parks & Recreation Master Plan

175

Youth Sports
Specific offerings for kids’ fitness are slowly increasing in health and fitness facilities. Facilities are
offering more youth‐specific exercise equipment, and individualized youth sports training opportunities
are becoming more popular as well. For youth ages 7 to 11, bowling, bicycle riding, and fishing had the
highest number of participants in 2010 (same as 2009); however, ice hockey, tennis, and mountain
biking saw the highest percent of increase in 2010. Additional trending youth sports are lacrosse, rugby,
and basketball.
Another noteworthy trend is the increase in “pick‐up” play in team sports. In recent years, the Sporting
Goods Manufacturers Association (SGMA) has noticed that participation in team sports has been driven
by organized/sanctioned play. However, in 2008, there were seven team sports in which “casual/pick‐
up” play exceeded organized/sanctioned play. Those sports were basketball, ice hockey, field hockey,
touch football, lacrosse, grass volleyball, and beach volleyball. Many people are choosing less expensive
ways to play sports and stay active.

Facilities – National Trends
The current national trend is toward “one‐stop” indoor recreation facilities to serve all ages. Large,
multi‐purpose regional centers help increase cost recovery, promote retention, and encourage cross‐
use. Agencies across the U.S. are increasing revenue production and cost recovery. A multi‐use facility
versus specialized spaces is a trend, offering programming opportunities, as well as free‐play
opportunities. “One stop” facilities attract young families, teens, and adults of all ages. Specific to EPRD,
one‐stop multi‐purpose facilities such as WRC and the BPRC have proven to be beneficial due to
transportation barriers (i.e. size of the District, limited road and trails to centers) within the District.
According to Recreation Management Magazine’s, “2010 State of the Industry Report,” recent economic
conditions are leading many park and recreation agencies across the country to cut their budgets, while
at the same time, an increase in participation may be on the rise. Whether people are trading in pricier
health club memberships, they are taking advantage of public programs, or they are staying close to
home for vacation, many citizens are looking to their public recreation facilities to provide an avenue for
recreation and leisure pursuits.
The report also summarized a survey that included public, private, and non‐profit agencies. The
following identifies the most popular spaces specific to all types of facilities and which facilities are
currently offered by the EPRD:
1. Classrooms and meeting rooms (WRC, BPRC, Lake House)
2. Fitness centers (WRC,BPRC)
3. Bleachers and seating (various athletic field, WRC pool, and gymnastics)
4. Locker rooms (WRC,BPRC)
5. Exercise studio rooms (WRC, BPRC)
6. Concession areas (Lake House)
7. Playgrounds (various EPRD parks and school partners)
8. Indoor sports courts (WRC, BPRC, various school partners)
9. Outdoor sports courts (WRC, various school partners)
10. Open spaces, including gardens and natural areas (various locations throughout EPRD)
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Fitness and Health National Trends
There have been many changes in fitness programs in the last ten years. What clients wanted in 2000 is
not necessarily what they want today. Fitness programs that have increased in popularity since 2000
include fitness programs for older adults, children and obesity, boot camp, personal training, and sport‐
specific training. Declining programs since 2000 include dance, sports clinics, aerobics, Pilates, stress‐
management classes, and weight‐management classes.
The American College of Sports Medicine’s (ACSM’s) Health and Fitness Journal reports on its annual
survey to determine trends that would help create a standard for health and fitness programming. Table
15 shows the change in trends from 2010 to 2011 that focus on trends in the commercial, corporate,
clinical, and community health and fitness industry that seems to be reflective of the Evergreen
community.
Table 15: Worldwide Fitness Trends for 2010 and 2011
2010
1. Educated and experienced
fitness professionals
2. Strength training
3. Children and obesity
4. Personal training
5. Core training
6. Special fitness programs for older adults
7. Functional fitness
8. Sport specific training
9. Pilates
10. Group personal training
Source: American College of Sport Medicine

2011
1. Educated and experienced
fitness professionals
2. Fitness programs for older adults
3. Strength training
4. Children and obesity
5. Personal training
6. Core training
7. Exercise and weight loss
8. Boot camp
9. Functional fitness
10. Physician referrals

Health and Obesity Trends
Recent studies indicate that Colorado ranked first in the United States with the lowest obesity levels.
However, when considering other health factors, as listed below, the United Health Foundation ranked
Colorado 13th in its 2010 State Health Rankings.
The State’s biggest strengths include:
 Low levels of air pollution
 Low rate of preventable hospitalizations
 Low rates of cancer deaths and cardiovascular deaths
 Lower prevalence of obesity than most other states
Some of the challenges the State faces include:
 Low immunization coverage
 High geographic disparity within the state
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Economic Effects
Inactivity and obesity in the United States costs the country hundreds of billions of dollars annually.
Some local governments are now accepting the role of providing preventative health care through park
and recreation services. The following are facts from the International City/County Management
Association.
 89% believe P&R agencies should take the lead in developing communities conducive to active
living.
 Nearly 84% support recreation programs that encourage active living in their community.
 45% believe the highest priority is a cohesive system of parks and trails and accessible
neighborhood parks.
As obesity in the United States continues to be a topic of interest for legislators and our government,
there continues to be research suggesting that activity levels are stagnant among all age groups. The
following are statistics that support this concern.
 Only 25% of adults and 27% of youth (grades 9‐12) engage in recommended levels of physical
activity.
 59% of American adults are sedentary.
 Children born now have a lower life expectancy than their parents.
 Children are engaged in various uses of technology such as video games, computers, cell
phones, etc. for 4.5 ‐ 8 hours daily (30‐56 hours per week).
 Prevalence of overweight children:
o Ages 2–5 years (12.4%)
o Ages 6–11 years (17%)
o Aged 12–19 years (17.6%)

Programming Trends – National Trends
General Programming
One of the most common concerns in the recreation industry is creating innovative programming to
draw participants into facilities and services. Once in, participants recognize that the benefits are
endless. According to Recreation Management Magazine’s, June 2011 “State of the Industry Report,”
the most common programs offered included fitness programs, educational programs, and teen
programs. These trends represent all sectors of the recreation field including universities/colleges,
YMCAs, school districts, health clubs, and park and recreation agencies.
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Recreation Management Magazine’s “2011 State of the Industry Report” highlighted the following top
10 programs. Interestingly enough, none of the field sports were included in the top ten. Those that did
make the top ten most commonly offered included:
1. Fitness programs
2. Educational programs
3. Teen programming
4. Mind‐body/balance programs
5. Active older adults
6. Day camps and summer camps
7. Environmental education
8. Individual sports activities
9. Holiday events and other special events
10. Sports tournaments or races
Additional trends specific to government agencies include performing arts programs, Special Needs
programs, and athletic or sports programs.
Adult Programming
The NSGA released a Ten Year Participation Report for 45‐54 year olds between the years 2001‐2010.
Exercise walking, exercising with equipment, and camping ranked in participation as the top three of the
sports included in the survey. The lowest sports ranked were skateboarding and ice hockey. However,
these sports illustrate the greatest rate of increase in participation in consecutive years. Also, according
to the NSGA, popular senior programming trends include: hiking, birding, and swimming.

Marketing
As stated in Recreation Management Magazine’s, June 2011 “State of the Industry Report,” marketing
and increasing participation are also top concerns for park and recreation professionals. Participation
has been affected by the economy. Many people have less money to spend on fitness, recreation, and
sports programs.
Respondents to the report indicated that electronic marketing has forced the industry to change the
way they market to people. No longer can agencies reach everyone with the same marketing tools. Each
generation responds differently to brochures, flyers, websites, social media, and mobile marketing, etc.
Niche marketing trends have experienced change more frequently than ever before as technology
affects the way the public receives information. Web 2.0 tools and now Web 3.0 tools are available for
agencies to use as a means of marketing programs and services. Popular social marketing electronic
tools include:
 Facebook
 Whirl
 Twitter
 You Tube
 Flickr
 LinkedIn
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Mobile marketing is a trend of the future. Young adults engage in mobile data applications at much
higher rates than adults in age brackets 30 and older. Usage rates of mobile applications demonstrate
that chronologically across four major age cohorts, millennials tend to get information more frequently
using mobile devices such as smart phones. For example, 95 percent of 18‐to‐29‐year‐old cell phone
owners send and receive text messages, compared to 82 percent of 30‐to‐49‐year‐olds, 57 percent of
50‐to‐64‐year‐olds, and 19 percent of people ages 65 and older. It is also a fact that minority Americans
lead the way when it comes to mobile access. Nearly two‐thirds of African‐Americans (64%) and Latinos
(63%) are wireless internet users, and minority Americans are significantly more likely to own a cell
phone than are their white counterparts (87 percent of blacks and Hispanics own a cell phone,
compared with 80 percent of whites).

Natural Environments and Open Space
Economic & Health Benefits of Parks
There are numerous economic and health benefits of parks, including the following:
 Trails, parks, and playgrounds are among the five most important community amenities
considered when selecting a home.
 Research from the University of Illinois shows that trees, parks, and green spaces have a
profound impact on people’s health and mental outlook. US Forest Service research indicates
that when the economic benefits produced by trees are assessed, total value can be two to six
times the cost for tree planting and care.
 Fifty percent of Americans regard outdoor activities as their main source of exercise. “There’s a
direct link between a lack of exposure to nature and higher rates of attention‐deficit disorder,
obesity, and depression. In essence, parks and recreation agencies can and are becoming the
‘preferred provider’ for offering this preventative healthcare.” – Fran P. Mainella, former
director of the National Park Service and Instructor at Clemson University.
The Trust for Public Land has published a report titled: The Benefits of Parks: Why America Needs
More City Parks and Open Space. The report makes the following observations about the health,
economic, environmental, and social benefits of parks and open space:
 Physical activity makes people healthier.
 Physical activity increases with access to parks.
 Contact with the natural world improves physical and physiological health.
 Residential and commercial property values increase.
 Value is added to community and economic development sustainability.
 Benefits of tourism are enhanced.
 Trees are effective in improving air quality and act as natural air conditioners.
 Trees assist with storm water control and erosion.
 Crime and juvenile delinquency are reduced.
 Recreational opportunities for all ages are provided.
 Stable neighborhoods and strong communities are created.
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While understanding the benefits of parks, open space, and trail systems, it is also important to know
what residents want in their parks. Recreation Management Magazine’s, “2010 State of the Industry
Report” suggests the top 10 amenities currently included in park facilities are:
1. Playgrounds
2. Park structures such as restroom buildings and picnic shelters
3. Open spaces such as natural areas
4. Outdoor sports courts for games such as basketball and tennis
5. Natural turf sports fields for baseball and football
6. Trails
7. Bleachers and seating
8. Concession areas
9. Classrooms and meeting rooms
10. Community or multipurpose centers
While outdoor art is not mentioned on a national level, focus group input indicates that EPRD residents
place high value on the inclusion of art in the parks.
Amenities and specialty parks that are still considered “alternative” but are increasing in popularity
include the following:
 Climbing walls.
 Green design techniques and certifications such as Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED®). A recent Building Commissioners Association (BCA) survey indicated that 52
percent of recreation industry survey respondents indicated that they were willing to pay more
for green design knowing that it would significantly reduce or eliminate the negative impact of
buildings on the environment and occupants.
 Two of the emerging specialty parks include skate parks and adult fitness parks.
Outdoor Recreation
Local parks and recreation agencies are a common place for residents to look when getting outside for
leisure activities. It is often the mission of public park agencies as well as private or non‐profits to get
more people outdoors.
The Outdoor Foundation released the 2010 Participation in Outdoor Recreation Report. The report
highlights growth in nature‐based outdoor activities and continued decline in youth outdoor
participation. The Foundation states that the trends show the beginning of adjustments in American
lifestyles brought about by a challenging economy, shifting demographics, and changing times. Their
research brought the following key findings:
Participation in Outdoor Recreation
 Return to Nature: Nearly 50% of Americans ages six and older participated in outdoor
recreation in 2009. That is a slight increase from 2008, and equates to a total of 137.8 million
Americans.
 Plans for the Future: While less than a quarter of all participants reported getting outside two
times a week or more in 2009, 82% said that they plan to spend more time participating in
outdoor activities in 2010.
 The Economy: 42% of outdoor participants said the economy impacted how often they
participated in outdoor activities in 2009.
Parks & Recreation Master Plan
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Fitness and Health Benefits: Outdoor participants rate their fitness level at 6.4 on a 10‐point
scale, versus 4.9 for nonparticipants. In terms of health, outdoor participants rate their health
level at 7.5 versus 6.6 for non‐participants.
Preservation of Land: The majority of Americans agree that preserving undeveloped land for
outdoor recreation is important. A large percentage of outdoor participants also believe that
developing local parks and hiking and walking trails is important and that there should be more
outdoor education and activities during the school day.

Youth
 More Indoor Youth: An overall downward slide in outdoor recreation among 6 to 12 year olds
was realized.
 The Influence of Family: Most youth are introduced to outdoor activities by parents, friends,
family, and relatives.
 Physical education in schools: The importance cannot be understated. Among adults ages 18
and older who are current outdoor participants, 83% say that they had PE in school between the
ages of 6 and 12. That compares with just 70% of non‐outdoor participants.

Recreation and Park Administration
National Trends
Municipal parks and recreation structures and delivery systems have changed, and more alternative
methods of delivering services are emerging. Certain services are being contracted out, and cooperative
agreements with non‐profit groups and other public institutions are being developed. Newer partners
include the health system, social services, justice system, education, the corporate sector, and
community service agencies. These partnerships reflect both a broader interpretation of the mandate of
parks and recreation agencies and the increased willingness of other sectors to work together to address
community issues. The relationship with health agencies is vital in promoting wellness. The traditional
relationship with education and the sharing of facilities through joint‐use agreements is evolving into
cooperative planning and programming aimed at addressing youth inactivity levels and community
needs.
Listed below are additional administrative national trends:
 More “enterprise” activities are being developed and programs are being planned with higher
cost recovery, either in response to decreasing tax funding or allowing tax subsidy to be shifted
where deemed appropriate.
 Information technology allows for better tracking and reporting.
 Pricing is often determined by peak, off‐peak, and off‐season rates.
 Cost‐recovery policies are being created and implemented in agencies around the country.
 Agencies are partnering with private, public, and non‐profit groups.
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