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1. Executive Summary 
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
The Prospect Recreation & Park District provides quality park facilities to serve the needs and meet 
the high expectations of this unique community. To continue providing this high level of service and 
to meet the increased demands of this growing community, the District embarked upon a planning 
process to develop a roadmap to guide them with future decisions. 
 
The purpose of this Parks and Recreation Master Plan is to direct the Prospect Recreation & Park 
District in planning for and providing parks and recreation services, programs, and facilities for the 
next five to ten years. The planning process for this Master Plan spanned from March   August 2008 
and included a needs assessment, park inventory and analysis, and organizational analysis. This 
process included extensive input from staff, Board members, and the public through public meetings 
and a resident survey. The Master Plan provides a framework to respond to the evolving needs of 
the growing community and identifies priority areas for implementation.  Following is a summary of 
key findings identified through the planning process and recommendations to address key issues 
and opportunities. 
 
SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 
 
Demographics and Trends 

The 2007 population estimate for the Prospect Recreation & Park District is 10,638 and is expected 
to experience continued growth. The median income of District residents is $93,607, higher than 
both Jefferson County and Colorado. The median age of residents (46) is also higher than the County 
and State. This demographic trend shows higher percentages of !boomers" and older populations in 
the District, when compared to the County or State. Recreation programs and park amenities will 
need to support this change. 

 
Community Input 
Through a series of public input meetings, the key strengths, issues, and opportunities of the 
Prospect Recreation & Park District were identified. The strengths included well!used, multi!use 
parks as well as responsive staff. Lack of trail connectivity and need for additional funding to support 
a growing system were identified as key issues. Identified opportunities included increasing trail 
connectivity, preserving open space, and incorporating more  activities for kids and adults. 
 
In addition, a statistically!valid survey was sent to all District households to solicit resident opinions 
on parks and recreations needs and priorities. Highlights of the results include the following. 

 Expanding or improving paved and unpaved trails (74%), open space/natural areas (52%), 
and playgrounds (34%) 

 Increasing awareness of programs (33%) 
 Improving existing parks, trails, and open space (34%) 
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The survey results also indicated support for improvements to the undeveloped Strippgen property 
in the northern part of the District including: restoration and maintenance of the property as a 
natural area, multi!use trails, and bird/wildlife viewing areas. 
 
In addition, survey respondents expressed strong support (78%) for preserving the Applewood Golf 
Course as a golf course or for recreational uses in the long!term. Sixty!two percent indicated that 
they would support a tax increase to preserve the Applewood Golf Course, if necessary. 
 
 

Inventory and Analysis 
Eight parks and two small indoor rental facilities make up 
the parks and recreation facility inventory of the District. 
These facilities are well!maintained and enjoyed by 
residents. Most of these parks are developed parks with 
three containing equestrian features. Service is well!
provided at a neighborhood level; however, gaps in 
service appear at a walkable (one!third mile) level.  
 
(Note: The adjacent map is provided for reference only. See 
Master Plan for larger versions of maps.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Programs 
The District offers limited programs which, as of 2007, consisted of four special event programs 
throughout the year. The survey results indicated interest in adding children"s summer programs, 
adult programs, senior programs, and tennis programs. The District does not operate an indoor 
recreation center and residents are served by the many recreation facilities in adjacent 
municipalities. Expanded collaboration with neighboring recreation agencies and strategic allocation 
of program resources is encouraged. 
 
Administrative and Financial  
The District has experienced fiscal stability. However, costs such as utilities and personnel continue 
to grow. Additional resources are needed to maintain the current system, in addition to improving 
and developing new services and properties. Efforts to expand alternative funding (fees, charges, 
grants, etc.) should continue. Consideration should be given to increase the mill levy (three mills 
since 2000), to help support the expanded operational needs of the District. The survey results 
indicated that 52 percent of respondents are willing to support a property tax increase to support 
the development and operation of new park and recreation properties that are most important to 
their household. (Eighteen percent indicated they were uncertain.) 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 
 
GOAL 1:  CONTINUE PROVIDING A HIGH LEVEL OF SERVICE THROUGH PROPERTY 

    IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Strategies: 
1.1.  Improve the Strippgen property to allow public access. 

 
 Inventory and address all safety issues on site such as exposed culverts and debris 

removal. 
 Create an Environmental Restoration Plan that includes complete inventory, mapping, 

and recommendations for habitat enhancement. 
 Work with Jefferson County Open Space to provide access between Van Bibber Open 

Space and the Strippgen property. 
 Negotiate with Jefferson County Open Space to allow shared use of the parking at Van 

Bibber Open Space. 
 Use the attached Concept Plan (Appendix F) to guide the development of the property 

for the next five years.  
 Reevaluate property use and public opinion in five years. 

 
1.2. Make best use of the additional 1.5 acres leased to the District at Tanglewood Park. 
 

 Develop a site plan and identify funding. 
 Consider most popular enhancements identified in the survey. Improvements to 

consider include: 
! Additional open turf 
! Native grass area 
! Additional Playground 
! Dog Park 
! Spray ground 
! Sports field expansion 

  Create construction documents for identified improvements. 
 
1.3. Develop a life cycle equipment replacement schedule. 

 
1.4. Make strategic improvements to existing parks.          

 
Arapahoe Park 

 Develop and implement a tree replacement program. 
 Consider replacing playground with a water play feature when the playground 

reaches the end of its useful life. 
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Prospect Arena 
 Create a site master plan prior to any major improvements.  
 The master plan should consider: 

! Neighborhood vision for the park 
! Arena and amenities 
! Historic farm implement display 
! Water availability at the south end of the site 
! Trailer parking 
! Increased picnic opportunities 
! Removal of announcers booth 
! Soft surface walking loop around perimeter of park 
! Fence improvements on north and south park perimeter 

 

Applewood Park 
 Identify funding to make strategic park improvements including the following: 

! Playground (including 2!5 year old playground equipment and replacement of 
pea gravel with engineered wood fiber) 

! Expansion of shelter  
! Parking lot drainage and surfacing improvements 
! Fence replacement 
 

GOAL 2:  ENHANCE WALKING/BIKING OPPORTUNITIES AND TRAIL CONNECTIVITY WITHIN 
   THE DISTRICT 

 

Strategies: 
2.1.       Act as an advocate for trails to Jefferson County on behalf of District residents.  

 

Priorities for trail advocacy include: 
 North!south connection along McIntyre St. and connection to existing Clear Creek 

Trail 
 Continuation of 32nd Ave. Multi!Use trail 
 North!south connections along existing irrigation ditches 
 Connections to North and South Table Mountain Parks 
 Connections to and between parks 

 

2.2.   Look for opportunities to add loop walks to parks, when appropriate.  
 

GOAL 3:  PURSUE OPPORTUNITIES TO ACQUIRE ADDITIONAL PROPERTY TO EXPAND THE 
PARK SYSTEM TO MEET THE GROWING NEEDS OF THE COMMUNITY 

 

Strategies: 
3.1. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to purchase additional properties near Arapahoe Park. 
3.2. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to purchase any additional parcel near Prospect Arena. 
3.3. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to partner with other agencies to preserve Applewood 

Golf course as a golf course and/or public open space. 
3.4. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to purchase park corridors or large parcels that become 

available, especially in the center of the District. 
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FUNDING & SUSTAINABLE OPERATIONS 
 
GOAL 4:  PLAN FOR THE CONTINUED FINANCIAL VIABILITY OF THE DISTRICT 
 
Strategies: 
4.1. Develop a strategic plan for a referendum campaign to increase the District"s existing three 

(3) mill property tax rate. 
4.2. Increase maintenance and operating budget to correspond with increased park acreage and 

responsibilities. 
 
GOAL 5:  CONTINUE TO ENHANCE FINANCIAL PLANNING TOOLS 
 
Strategies: 
5.1. Develop a subsidy and cost recovery philosophy.  
5.2.  Determine the direct and indirect costs for each service. 
5.3. Continue to evaluate current fees for services (events, rentals, etc.) and adjust, as necessary. 
5.4. Evaluate opportunities for operational efficiencies. 
 
GOAL 6:  INCREASE ALTERNATIVE FUNDING SOURCES AND VOLUNTEER INVOLVEMENT 
 
Strategies: 
6.1. Consider dedicating staff resources to community outreach and the acquisition of 

alternative funding sources such as grants, donations, sponsorships, and volunteer 
management.  

6.2. Further develop the fundraising plan for Prospect Foundation to include funding sources, 
target funding goals, and an implementation plan. 

 
COMMUNITY RECREATION PROGRAMS 
  
GOAL 7:  PARTNER WITH OTHER RECREATION SERVICE PROVIDERS TO MAXIMIZE 

    EFFICIENT USE OF RESOURCES  
 
Strategies: 
7.1. Establish collaborative efforts with other parks and recreation service providers based upon 

common values and mission, and reciprocal needs. 
7.2. Continue to efficiently offer special events to residents, considering partnerships with other 

recreation service providers that provide similar special events to avoid duplication and 
promote effective use of resources (e.g. Easter Egg Hunt).  

7.3. Consider formal partnerships or collaborations with neighboring municipal recreation 
service providers. 

 
GOAL 8:  DEVELOP A STRATEGIC FOCUS FOR RECREATION PROGRAMS AND EVENTS 
 
Strategies: 
8.1. Review survey results and develop a program plan to respond to program interests and 

needs. 
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8.2. Consider adding events/activities for adults. 
8.3. Establish event/activity objectives to determine intent and success indicators. 
8.4. Conduct participant evaluations for each event/activity. 
8.5. Expand upon the existing practice of conducting staff review and evaluations of each 

event/activity. 
 

COMMUNICATION & COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
 
GOAL 9:  CREATE GREATER AWARENESS OF DISTRICT FACILITIES AND EVENTS 
 
Strategies: 
9.1. Promote increased use of the District website through other mediums.  
9.2. Collaborate with area equestrian groups to promte the District"s unique equestrian facilities. 
 
GOAL 10:  INCREASE VOLUNTEER OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Strategy: 
10.1. Develop a comprehensive volunteer program that includes the promotion, training, and 

management of volunteers. 
 

Actions: 
 Allocate staff resources to the development of a volunteer program.  (See previous 

Funding and Sustainable Operations section on methods for increasing alternative 
funding sources and volunteer involvement.) 

 Create a volunteer manual. 
 Create a menu of volunteer opportunities (to include natural area restoration at the 

Strippgen property) and publicize on website and in newsletter. 
 Track volunteer hours and financial contribution of donated hours of service. 
 Recognize volunteer contributions in the newsletter and at events. 

 
GOAL 11:  CREATE ONGOING OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMMUNITY INPUT 
 
Strategies: 
11.1. Continue to offer public comment forms on the District website and at events. 
11.2.  Plan for pro!active community meetings and processes to solicit input on park planning and 

design projects. 
11.3. Conduct statistically!valid survey with Master Plan Update in five years. 
 



2. Past, Present and Future   The Planning Context  
 
 
A. District Mission 
 
As a steward of public lands and recreational development, Prospect Recreation & Park District is 
dedicated to protecting, managing, expanding its parkland, and promoting opportunities for 
citizens to pursue sports, historic, cultural, and leisure time activities. 
 
 
B. Purpose of this Plan  
 
The Parks and Recreation Master Plan will guide the Prospect Recreation & Park District in planning 
for parks and recreation services, programs, and facilities for the next five to ten years. The planning 
process thus far has involved input from staff, Board members, and the public through public 
meetings and a resident survey. The plan provides a framework to respond to the evolving needs of 
the growing community and identifies priority areas for implementation. 
 
 
C. Regional Context 
 
The Prospect Recreation & Park District (PRPD) is located in the Denver metro area and is at the 
base of the foothills of the Rocky Mountains. Located in Jefferson County, the District has easy 
access to many of Jefferson County"s many great open spaces and trails, including North and South 
Table Mountain Parks which frame the District on the west side.  
 
Founded over 50 years ago, Prospect Recreation & Park District was formed to fill the need for 
recreation in an unincorporated part of Jefferson County, Colorado. The District now encompasses 
over 5,000 acres and covers parts of seven incorporated and unincorporated communities. PRPD is 
comprised of two major neighborhoods   Fairmount in the north and Applewood in the south. 
Separating these two neighborhoods are State Highway 58 and Clear Creek. Other than Arapahoe 
Park, the parks within these neighborhoods are located toward the northern and southern 
boundaries of the District. Generally, the District is comprised of a mix primarily of residential, 
commercial, and light industrial developments. 
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Map A: Regional Context 

 
 
 
D. District Background and History  
 
Prospect Recreation & Park District is a Colorado Title 32 Special District. From 1955 through 1999, 
Prospect Recreation District was a Title 30 District, capped at one mill. A successful election was held 
in 1999, leading to the formation on January 1, 2000 of Prospect Recreation & Park District. The 
District was formed with a property tax mill levy of three mills. This rate is still in effect.  
 
The District is located on the west side of the Denver metro area, between the municipalities of 
Arvada, Golden, Lakewood, and Wheat Ridge. Its borders can generally be described as 56th Avenue 
on the north, Ward Road and Youngfield Street on the east, Colfax Avenue on the south, and around 
the east sides of both North and South Table Mountains on the west. Clear Creek runs west to east 
through the District, paralleling State Highway 58. 
 
The area of the District is comprised of the following three (3) subdistricts. 
 

 Fairmount   The North Subdistrict lies north of Clear Creek and is known as the community 
of Fairmount.  

 Applewood   The South Subdistrict lies south of Clear Creek and is primarily comprised of 
the community of Applewood and a portion of the City of Lakewood.  

 Subdistrict 3   This Subdistrict lies in the Clear Creek Valley in a portion of the District 
recently annexed by the City of Wheat Ridge. It remains within the District by accord of an 
Intergovernmental Agreement between the District, the City of Wheat Ridge, and Cabela"s 
Retail, Inc.  
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Both Fairmount and Applewood are communities of long standing. While largely unincorporated, 
both communities maintain a strong sense of identity, and have a proven history of public 
involvement on community issues. 
 
 
E. Related Planning Efforts and Integration 
 
This Parks and Recreation Master Plan is an update of the 1999!2000 Prospect Recreation & Park 
District Service Plan, which was formulated with both citizen input and the assistance of professional 
consultants. In addition, area plans including the Jefferson County Open Space Master Plan (2008 
Draft) were reviewed, providing a regional framework for open space planning. 
 

 
F. Methodology of this Planning Process 
 
This project has been guided by a project team made up of key staff and three District Board 
members, along with input from a public input process. This project team met with consultants from 
the GreenPlay team and provided input throughout the planning process. This collaborative effort 
has created a Plan that fully utilizes the consultant"s expertise and incorporates the local knowledge 
and institutional history. The project consisted of the following tasks. 
 
Needs Assessment and Public Involvement:  

 Review of previous planning efforts and District historical information 
 Consideration of the profile of the community and demographics, including anticipated 

population growth;  
 Extensive community involvement effort including focus groups, community!wide public 

meetings, and a statistically!valid community interest and opinion survey 
 Identification of alternative providers of recreation services to provide insight regarding 

partnership opportunities 
 Research of trends and statistics related to American lifestyles to help guide the efforts of 

programming staff 
 
Level of Service Analysis: 

 Input from staff to provide information about parks and recreations facilities and services, 
along with insight into the current practices and experiences of the District in serving its 
residents 

 Analysis addressing parks, recreation, open space, trails, environmentally sensitive areas, 
and related services 

 
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 

 
Assessment and Analysis: 

 Review and assessment of relevant plans 
 Measurement of the current delivery of service using the GRASP® Level of Service Analysis, 

allowing for a target level of service to be determined that is both feasible and aligned with 
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the desires of residents as expressed through the community survey. This analysis is also 
represented graphically through maps or Perspectives. 

 Exploration of finance and funding mechanisms to support development and sustainability 
of the system 

 
Recommendations and Implementation Strategies: 

 Identification and categorization of recommendations into goals and strategies for 
implementation 

 Development of an action plan for recommendations, including financial implications and a 
timeframe to support the Plan"s implementation  

 
G. Timeline for Completing the Master Plan  
         
        2008 
Start!up       March 
Community Process      April!July 
Inventory and Assessment of Existing Facilities   April!June   
Community Needs Assessment Survey    April!June 
Demographic and Trends Analysis and Projections  May!June 
Analysis of Programs and Services    May!June 
Findings Presentations      June!July 
Draft Master Plan      August  
Adoption of Master Plan     September 
 
 



3. What We Want ! Our Community and Identified Needs 
 
 
Identification of community demographics and needs helps us better understand future parks and 
recreation opportunities for the Prospect Recreation & Park District. Following is an overview of the 
Prospect community and a needs assessment of parks and recreation facilities and services. This section 
first describes the key demographic information and national trends in parks and recreation services. 
Additional community, Board, and staff input highlights key strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities 
related to the District"s parks and recreation facilities and services. Results from a statistically!valid 
community survey are highlighted to further clarify park and recreation needs and interests. All of this 
information provides a framework to understand the context, community needs, and future direction of 
the Prospect Recreation & Park District. 
 
 
A. Demographic Profile and Recreation Trends Analysis  
 
The demographic profile of the service area identified for the Prospect Recreation & Park District as well 
as relevant park and recreation trends are highlighted below. Using figures from the 2000 U.S. Census, 
as well as projections from ESRI Business Information Solutions, the trends discussed in this document 
were carefully considered based on national, regional, and local research. Implications of the trends are 
broken down to help analyze recreation and leisure needs specific to the District and help identify 
recommendations.  
 
Service Area and Population 
  
The primary service area for this analysis is defined by the following boundaries: 56th to the North, Ward 
Road and Youngfield Street on the East, Colfax Avenue on the South, and around the east sides of both 
North and South Table Mountains on the West. All estimated 2007 populations, as well as projected 
population and demographic breakdowns by population, are taken from ESRI. The projected 2007 
population for Prospect Recreation & Park District is 10,638, Jefferson County is 534,512, and Colorado 
4,883,413. 
 
Demographic Trends 
 
Population Distribution  
Population growth percentages from 2000 to 2007 for Prospect Recreation & Park District, Jefferson 
County, and the State of Colorado are illustrated in Figure 1. Jefferson County experienced a slower 
population growth from 2000 to 2007 of 2%, compared to the State at 12%. Prospect Recreation & Park 
District has grown by 8%, a faster rate than the County. With consideration of past and forecasted 
population growth trends, Prospect will need to plan programs and provide park amenities that reflect a 
community experiencing larger demands.  
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Figure 1: Percent Change in Population 2000 to 2007   Comparisons  
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Age Distribution  
The following age breakdown is used to separate the population into age sensitive user groups. Percent 
of population distribution by age for Prospect Recreation & Park District, Jefferson County, and Colorado 
is shown in Figure 2. 
 
Figure 2: 2007 Population Breakdown Percent of Total by Age   Comparisons 
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Age Population Comparisons 
Age population comparisons indicate that the residents of Prospect Recreation & Park District 
are concentrated in the 45 + age ranges. These are higher percentages compared to Jefferson 
County and the State of Colorado. A smaller percentage of the population is represented by the 
25!34 age range and the Under 5 category in the District, when compared to the County and 
State percentages. The median age for the District is 46.2; for Jefferson County, it is 39.1, and 
for Colorado, it is 35.8.  

 
 Prospect Recreation Age Trends  

No matter what the targeted age is, in our fast!paced modern society it has become essential to 
stay on top of the current trends that are impacting parks and recreation services and facilities. 
The recreational provider is faced with the challenge of meeting and exceeding user 
expectations. Part of this task involves understanding what participants want now and 
projecting future recreation trends. The following information highlights demographic trends as 
well as relevant regional and national recreation trends of importance to Prospect Recreation & 
Park District.  

 Figure 3 shows age population trends from 2000!2012 for the District. The 
demographic trend shows higher percentages of !boomers" and older populations in the District, 
when compared to the County or State. Recreation programs and park amenities will need to 
support this change. 

 Figure 3: 2000!2012 Prospect Population Age Trendline  
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 Under 5 years: This group represents users of preschool and tot programs and 

facilities, and as trail and open space users in strollers. These individuals are future 
participants in youth activities. There is a slight projected decline in this age group 
through 2012 in the District. 

 
 5 to 14 years: From 2000!2012 there is a projected 2.8% decline in population for 

this age group. This group represents current youth program participants.  
 
 15 to 24 years: This age group reflects less than a 1% increase in growth. These 

program participants are moving out of youth programs and into adult programs. 
Members of this age group are often seasonal employment seekers.  

 
 25 to 34 years: Many individuals in this group may be beginning long!term 

relationships and establishing families. This group is often balancing work and family 
life and is interested in flexible recreation opportunities such as drop!in adult 
programs and self!directed activities such as jogging and biking. There is less than a 
.5% increase in change for this age group. 

 
 35 to 44 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 raising teens. Their time is limited to short commitments. A 
7.7% decrease is projected for 35!44 year olds. 

 
 45 to 54 years: This group also represents users of adult programming and park 

facilities. Their characteristics extend from having young children using youth sports 
and recreation programs to becoming empty nesters and enjoying their own leisure 
time. There is a 1% increase in this age group. 

 
 55 to 64 years: This group represents users of older adult programming. Many in 

this age group are approaching retirement or already retired and typically enjoying 
grandchildren. This age group is anticipated to grow by 6.7%. 

 
 65 years plus: Nationally, this group will be increasing dramatically. Current 

population projections suggest that this group will grow almost 70% in the next 13 
years. This group generally ranges from very healthy, active seniors to more 
physically inactive seniors. This age group is projected to grow by 2.1% from 2000!
2012. 

 
  Colorado Aging Trends  

Colorado has the seventh fastest growing aging population in the U.S. From the years 
2000 ! 2010, the numbers of these seniors will increase 39%. In the year 2010, there will 
be more than 770,000 seniors age 60 and over in Colorado.  
 
A survey prepared for the Denver Regional Council of Governments by the National 
Research Center, Inc. assessed the needs and strengths of older adults in the Denver 
metro area. Random samplings of populations 60 years and older throughout the area 
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were surveyed. The survey report breaks down findings by county. Some of the results 
for Jefferson County are listed below:       
      

 Physical health was cited as the most problematic category for respondents, with 
52% saying that their physical health had been at least a #minor' problem in the 
previous 12!month period. 

 
 83% of seniors in Jefferson County rated their physical health as #good,' #very 

good,' or #excellent' (32%, 30%, 21%, respectively). The average rating for 
Jefferson County on a 100!point scale was 62. 

 
 The majority of respondents (88%) said that they engaged in moderate physical 

activity at least one day per week. Overall, respondents exercised an average of 
4.5 days per week. 

 
 Eighty!nine percent (89%) of respondents rated their overall quality of life as #very 

good' or #good.' Twenty!three percent (23%) of respondents were employed, at 
least part!time. Thirty!nine percent (39%) volunteered at least one hour per week. 

 
 Twenty!four percent (24%) of respondents reported spending an hour or more 

each week participating in senior center activities. 
 
 About nine in ten older adults said that they #sometimes' or #frequently' got 

information about services and activities from television (94% of respondents), the 
newspaper (90%) or #word of mouth'  (87%). Two!thirds at least #sometimes' used 
the radio or senior publications for their information. The library was used by 57% 
and least commonly used was the Internet, though nearly half of respondents 
reported using it at least some of the time. 

 
  National Aging Trends 

The following are trends related to the aging population in the United States and are 
relevant to the District"s aging population. 

 
 America is aging and estimates indicate that by 2010, the median age will be 37 

years, and by 2030 the median age will be 39 years. The current life expectancy at 
birth in the United States is 77.9 years.  

 
 There is a growing body of evidence that indicates that aging has more to do with 

lifestyles and health behaviors than genetics.  
 

 Seniors control more than 70 percent of the disposable income and have more than 
$1.6 trillion in spending power, according to Packaged Facts, a division of 
MarketResearch.com, which publishes market intelligence on several consumer 
industries.  

 
 Seniors also are the fastest growing segment of health club memberships, according 

to the International Health, Racquet, and Sportsclub Association. (IHRSA) 
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 The top three sports activities for persons 65 years and older in 2004 were exercise 

walking, exercising with equipment, and swimming. (NSGA) 
 

Baby Boomers are adults born between 1946 and 1964. This generation makes up 
approximately 25% of the total population in the United States. The following are trends of 
this generation: 
 
 According to International, Health, Racquet, and Sportsclub Association data for 2003, 

91% of Boomers feel the need to take measures to ensure their future health. 
 
 Boomers claim 37.6% of all health club memberships. 

 
 Eighty percent of Boomers in a study by American Association of Retired Persons believe 

they will continue to work either full or part!time into their retirement years. 
 
 Race/Ethnicity (2007) 
Statistics gathered from ESRI Business Solutions provide the race and ethnicity breakdown for Prospect 
Recreation & Park District, Jefferson County, and Colorado. As shown in Table 1, the race with the 
largest population is White for all three regions. The percentage of White Alone is higher by 4.8 in the 
District when compared to the County, and 12.9% over the State.  

Table 1: Race/Ethnicity Comparisons for 2007 

Race Prospect Jefferson County Colorado 

White Alone 94.0% 89.2% 81.1% 

African American Alone 0.5% 1% 3.9% 

American Indian Alone 0.6% 0.8% 1% 

Asian or Pacific Islander Alone 1.6% 2.9% 2.8% 

Some Other Race Alone 1.9% 3.9% 8.2% 

Two or More Races 1.4% 2.2% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Ethnicity Prospect Jefferson County Colorado 

Hispanic/Latino Origin (Any Race)* 6.2% 11.9% 19.6% 
Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions 
*Persons of Hispanic Origin may be of any race. This number reflects the percentage of the total population.  
 
 
Education  

According to ESRI Business Information Solutions as shown in Table 2, Prospect Recreation & Park 
District shows a lower percentage of its population with education less than ninth grade or those 
without a high school diploma. The District has higher percentages of Bachelor"s Degrees and higher 
education degrees when compared to the County and State. The margins are within 4.5%. 
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Table 2: Educational Attainment   25 Years and Older (2000) 

Level of Education Attained Prospect Jefferson County Colorado 

Less than 9th Grade 1.4% 2.1% 4.8% 

9th!12th Grade, No Diploma 4.5% 6.1% 8.2% 

High School Graduate 22% 22.6% 23.2% 

Some College, No Diploma 23.5% 25.5% 24.0% 

Associate Degree 6.1% 7.2% 7.0% 

Bachelor"s Degree 26.8% 24.5% 21.6% 

Master"s/Prof/Doctorate 15.6% 12.1% 11.1% 
Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions   
 
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, with 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. Residents in the District reflect a highly educated 
section of Colorado"s population. Based on these demographics, #Boomers' and the aging population in 
the District have resources to spend on recreation and leisure activities. 
 
Household Income 

According to ESRI Business Information Solutions, the estimated 2007 median household income for 
Prospect Recreation & Park District is $93,607 and per capita income is $46,202, both higher than the 
County ($73,113 and $36,744 respectively). The median household income for the State is $60,976 and 
per capita income is $31,684. Figure 4 shows the percent of households by income.   

Figure 4: Households by Income   Comparisons  
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 The highest percentage of households in the District earns greater than $100,000 annually 
 (25.2%). Over 64 percent of the District"s population earns greater than $75,000 annually. By 
 comparison, the population percentage of residents in Jefferson County earning greater than 
 $75,000 annually is 48.7 and in Colorado 39.6.     
 

Figure 5 shows an increased household income trend in Prospect Recreation & Park District by 
the year 2012. According to ESRI Online Business Solutions, in 2007, the annual average amount 
spent on entertainment and recreation by household in the District is $5,640. This amount does 
not include travel. 

Figure 5: 2000!2012 Prospect Population Age Trendline 
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Household Size and Housing Units  
The 2007 average household size in the District was 2.55 persons. The average household size in 
Jefferson County is 2.49 persons, and in the State, it is 2.54 persons. Table 3 shows that the Prospect 
Recreation & Park District has significantly higher owner!occupied housing units than the County and 
the State. The District"s income levels, age, and owner occupied housing units demonstrate a stable 
population. 

Table 3: Housing Units (2007) 

Housing Units Prospect Jefferson County Colorado 

Owner Occupied Housing Units 80.8 70.6% 62.5% 

Renter Occupied Housing Units 11.5% 23.7% 26.4% 

Vacant Housing Units 7.7% 5.7% 11.1% 
 Source: ESRI Business Information Solution 
 
 Employment  
According to 2007 estimates of the employed work force in the District, approximately 71.1% are 
engaged in white!collar professions such as management, business, financial, and sales. The balance of 
the work force is engaged in service industries (11.3%) and blue!collar (17.5%) professions. Jefferson 
County reflects similar percentages as Prospect, 69% are engaged in white!collar professions, 12.6% in 
service industries, and 18.4% in blue!collar professions. The state, however, has a slightly lower 
percentage of the population engaged in white!collar professions (63.4%), and a higher percentage 
engaged in service industries (15.1%) and blue!collar professions (21.5%).   
 
Population Forecasts 
Although we can never know the future with certainty, it is helpful to make assumptions about it for 
planning purposes. Population figures for 2000 were from the 2000 US Census Report. 2007 and 2012 
projections were derived from ESRI Business Information Solutions. All three regions   Prospect 
Recreation & Park District, Jefferson County, and Colorado   are estimated to decrease in rate of growth 
over the next five years. It is interesting to note that Jefferson County"s growth rates are significantly 
lower than the District and State. The growth rate for the District is projected to slow to 4.1% over the 
next five years. Jefferson County"s growth rate is anticipated to decrease by 1.25% and the State growth 
rate by 3.75%.   

Table 4 contains estimated population increases Prospect Recreation & Park District, Jefferson County, 
and Colorado.   

Table 4: Population Projections and Percent Change   Comparisons  

 Prospect % Change Jefferson County % Change Colorado % Change 

2000 9,754  111,006  2,926,324  

2007 10,638 8% 124,240 2% 3,030,140 12% 

2012 11,058 3.9% 133,403 .75% 3,110,913 8.25% 

 
Source: ESRI Business Information Solutions 
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Demographic Analysis Summary 
 
In summary, key demographic trends to reference for future planning efforts of the Prospect Recreation 
& Park District are the following. 
 

 Median age for District residents is older (46.2) than both the County (39.1) and the State (35.8). 
 Median household income is higher than Jefferson County and the State of Colorado. 
 Owner occupied housing units is greater in the District than in the County and State. (Prospect 

80.8%, County 70.6%, and State 62.5%) 
 Education attainment for District residents indicates more people 25 years and older with 

Bachelor"s and Master"s Degrees than residents in Jefferson County and the State of Colorado. 
 Population in the District is projected to increase at a higher rate than the County, however, not 

as high as the State of Colorado. 
 
 
Behavioral Trend Information 
 
Health and Obesity Trends 
The United Health Foundation has ranked Colorado 16th in its 2007 State Health Rankings, unchanged 
from 2006. The State"s biggest strengths include: 
 

 Lower prevalence of obesity when compared with most states, with 18.2% of the population 
considered as obese. (However, consistent with the national trends of increasing obesity rates, 
Colorado went from an obesity rate of 6.9% in 1990 to 18.2% in 2007. This increasing obesity 
rate in Colorado could therefore be considered a challenge more than a strength.  

 Low rate of cancer deaths at 176.8 deaths per 100,000 population.  
 Low rate of preventable hospitalizations with 56.2 discharges per 1,000 Medicare enrollees. 

 
Some of the challenges the State faces include: 
 

 Limited access to adequate prenatal care with only 68.6% of pregnant women receiving 
adequate care. 

 High rate of uninsured population at 17.2%. 
 Low per capita public health spending.  

 
Source: http://www.unitedhealthfoundation.org/media2007/shrmediakit/ahr2007.pdf 

 
Athletic Recreation Trends  
 
Colorado Trends 
Colorado"s largest interest areas in terms of sports and recreation include hiking/backpacking (83%), 
mountain climbing (85%), camping and mountain biking (76%), rafting (73%), hunting (72%), fishing 
(66%), and walking/strolling (61%). 
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National Trends 
The National Sporting Goods Association Survey on sports participation found that the top ten activities 
ranked by total participation included many outdoor activities that are consistent with the Colorado 
trends mentioned above. The top five activities are walking, swimming, bicycle riding, hiking, and 
fishing. Additionally, the following active, organized, or skill development activities still remain popular: 
field sports, skateboarding and inline skating, golf, aerobic exercise and working out, yoga, Tai Chi, 
Pilates, and Martial Arts.  
 
National Youth Sports Trends  

 According to the Sporting Goods Manufacturers Association (SGMA), six of the 15 most popular 
activities for children are team sports.   

 Participation in out!of!school activities and programs offer support for youth and working 
families; and benefit youth socially, emotionally, and academically. (trendSCAN) 

 According to the International Health, Racquet & Sportsclub Association, health clubs could play 
a key role in providing the missing fitness and exercise in students" lives. Providing organized, 
after!school activities, club sports, and programs targeted to school!age children in communities 
around the country could fill the fitness void that is growing wider in United States schools. 

 The number of youth participants in amateur softball increased 6.7% between 2004 and 2005. 
The number of youth Amateur Softball Association teams increased 6.25% for the same time 
period. (Statistical Abstract 2007) 

 Specific offerings for kid"s fitness are slowly increasing in health and fitness facilities. (IDEA) 
 In 2005, the top three activities that youth ages 12 to 17 years old participated in were 

basketball, bicycle riding, and fishing. (NSGA) 
 For youth seven to 11 years of age, bicycle riding has the highest number of participants. The 

fastest growing activity between 1995 and 2005 by change in participation rate is skateboarding 
(219%), followed by snowboarding (91%). (NSGA) 

 
Aquatics 
National Trends 
According to the National Sporting Goods Association, swimming ranked second in terms of 
participation in 2005. Outdoor pools in Colorado are only open for approximately three months out of 
the year. There is a growing trend towards indoor leisure and therapeutic pools. Additional amenities 
like #spray pads' are becoming increasingly popular as well. 
 
Natural Environments and Open Space 
 
Outdoor Recreation and Wildlife 

 Environmental education programs were listed at the top of the 10 programs parks and 
recreation departments are planning to add within the next three years. (Recreation 
Management, June 2007) 

 Eighty!two million United States residents, about 39% of the population 16 years and older, 
participated in wildlife!related recreation activities in 2001.   

 Since 1995 fishing and camping have had the highest number of participants. (NSGA) 
 The most popular outdoor recreation activities are camping and hiking. The growth areas are 

kayaking, snowboarding, and wakeboarding.   
 More participants interested in wildlife!related recreation are between the ages 35 to 54 years 

than any other age category. 
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 The top three active outdoor recreation activities in terms of participation are wildlife 
watching, bicycling, and trail!based activities. (OIA) 

 With nearly 2 million horse owners in the United States, branded equestrian developments are 
popping up across the country, including in Colorado, which ranks tenth nationally in number 
of horses. There are about 250 equestrian communities nationwide.  

 Industry experts say the developments have strong similarities to golf course developments in 
terms of approach and demographic draw.  

 Colorado ranks tenth among states in number of horse owners. 
 Forty!one percent (41%) of Equestrians are 45 or older.  
 Equestrian industry-s economic impact nationwide is $39 billion. 

 
Nature Programming 
In April 2007, National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) sent out a survey to member agencies 
in order to learn more about the programs and facilities that public park and recreation agencies 
provide to connect children and their families with nature. A summary of the results follow. 
 

 Sixty!eight percent (68%) of public parks and recreation agencies offer nature!based 
programming and 61% have nature!based facilities. More than 30% of public agencies offer no 
nature programming, and slightly less than 40% have no nature!based facilities. 

 The most common programs include nature hikes, nature!oriented arts and crafts, fishing!
related events, and nature!based education in cooperation with local schools.  

 Of the agencies that do not currently offer nature!based programming, 90% indicated that they 
want to in the future. Additional staff and funding were again the most important resources 
these agencies would need going forward.  

 The most common facilities include nature parks/preserves, self!guided nature trails, outdoor 
classrooms, and nature centers.  

 When asked to describe the elements that directly contribute to their most successful facilities, 
agencies listed funding as most important followed by presence of wildlife and community 
support.  

 
Trails and Specialty Parks 

 In 2007, Colorado residents used trails, parks, and open 
spaces approximately 1.5 times per week, whereas they used 
community recreation centers about .7 times per week. 
(Colorado Recreation  Trends, Issues, and Needs Survey 
conducted by Business Research Division Leeds School of 
Business, University of Colorado at Boulder, July 2007) 

 Trails, parks, and playgrounds are among the five most 
important community amenities considered when selecting a 
home, according to a 2002 survey of recent homebuyers by 
the National Association of Home Builders and National 
Association of Realtors. (Pack & Schunuel) 

 Two of the emerging specialty parks include skate parks and 
dog parks. (van der Smissen et al.) 

 The Sporting Goods Manufacturers Association estimates 
there are about 1,000 skateboard parks in the United States. 
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Facilities 
 
The Baby Boomer generation is between 60 and 70 million strong. They are moving into retirement and 
they are very active, so the services they are going to need will be focused on activities such indoor 
walking, fitness, and aquatics. The current national trend is toward a #one!stop'  facility to serve all ages. 
This is especially relevant as the District"s demographics indicate the majority of the population falls into 
this age group. Multi!use facilities verses specialized space is a trend, offering programming 
opportunities as well as free!play opportunities. While building a multi!use facility may not be necessary 
or feasible for the District, partnerships with neighboring municipalities with multi!purpose recreation 
centers should be explored.  
  
Recreation and Park Administration  
 
Municipal parks and recreation structures and delivery systems have changed and more alternative 
methods of delivering services are emerging. There is more contracting out of certain services, and 
cooperative agreements with non!profit groups and other public institutions. Newer partners include 
the healthcare system, social services, 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 healthcare institutions is vital in promoting wellness. The traditional relationship 
with education, such as 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: 
 

 Level of subsidy for programs is lessening and more #enterprise' activities are being developed, 
thereby allowing subsidy to be used where deemed appropriate  

 Information technology that allows for tracking and reporting 
 Offering peak, off!peak, and off!season rates 
 Partnering with private, public, and non!profit groups  
 

Behavioral Trends Analysis Summary 
 

Key behavioral trends reflective of Prospect Recreation & Park District, which may be important to 
evaluate for future planning efforts, include the following. 
 

 The United Health Foundation has ranked Colorado 16th in its 2007 State Health Rankings. 
 Colorado"s largest interest areas in terms of Sports and Recreation are hiking/backpacking, 

mountain climbing, camping and mountain biking, rafting, hunting, fishing, and 
walking/strolling. 

 Participation in out!of!school activities and programs offer support for youth and working 
families; and benefit youth socially, emotionally, and academically  

 Outdoor pools in Colorado are only open for approximately three months out of the year. There 
is a growing trend towards indoor leisure and therapeutic pools. Additional amenities like #spray 
pads' are becoming increasingly popular as well. 
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 Environmental education programs were listed at the top of the ten programs parks and 
recreation departments are planning to add within the next three years. (Recreation 
Management , June 07) 

 Forty!one percent (41%) of Equestrians are 45 or older. 
 68% of public parks and recreation agencies offer nature!based programming and 61% have 

nature!based facilities. More than 30% of public agencies offer no nature programming, and 
slightly less than 40% have no nature!based facilities. 

 Trails, parks, and playgrounds are among the five most important community amenities 
considered when selecting a home. 

 National trends in the delivery of parks and recreation systems reflect more partnerships. 
 

Sources: 
#About the Industry,' International Health, Racquet and Sportsclub Association, 2006. 

#Camping and Hiking: Enthusiasts Help Growth,' Press Release, Sporting Goods Manufacturers Association, March 14, 2005. 

 #Changes and Trends,' ESRI Business Information Solutions, 2007. 

#Colorado Recreation Trends, Issues, and Needs Survey,' Business Research Division Leeds School of Business, University of 
Colorado at Boulder, July 2007. 

Jackson, Margaret, #Equestrian Services,' mjackson@denverpost.com, January 15, 2008.  

#Human Powered Outdoor Recreation: State of the Industry Report,' Outdoor Industry Association, Boulder, CO, 2002. 

McNeil, C.M  (ed.)#IHRSA Trend Report,' Volume 11, Number 3, International Health Racquet and Sportsclub Association, July 
2004, pp. 1!4. 

Pack, A. & S. Schunuel, #The Economics of Urban Park Planning,' Parks and Recreation, August 2005, pp.64!67. 

#Sports Participation,' National Sporting Goods Association, 2006. 

van der Smissen, et al. editors, Management of Parks and Recreation Agencies, National Recreation & Parks Association, 2005. 
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B. Community and Stakeholder Input 
 

A focus group with Prospect Recreation & Park District stakeholders and two community meetings were 
held in April 2008 to obtain input on strengths, issues, and opportunities related to District parks and 
recreation facilities and services. In addition, input was gathered from focus group meetings with staff 
and District Board members. Below is a summary of this input. This input, along with the results from 
the statistically!valid survey, is important to help identify community needs and interests. 
 
Strengths 

 Well used, multi!use parks  
 Unique community character (equestrian, neighborhoods, access to open space) 
 Special events in parks 
 Responsive staff 

 

Issues/Challenges 
 Lack of trail connectivity 
 Additional funding/resources needed as system grows 
 High demand for athletic fields 
 Equestrian uses need to be considered (e.g., trailer parking, safe access and trails) 

 

Opportunities 
 Increase trail connectivity 
 Preserve open space and wildlife corridors 
 Consider new facilities to respond to trends 
 Increase park special events and activities for kids and adults 
 Identify additional funding sources (e.g., fees, grants, taxes) 
 Add native landscaping/natural areas and environmental education 
 Include interpretive signage in parks (e.g., natural areas, Prospect Arena) 
 Preservation and potential acquisition of the Applewood Golf Course 

 
 

C. Statistically!Valid Survey 
 
A statistically!valid mail survey was used to solicit community input as part of the master planning 
process. The survey response rate was 13.7% (456 out of 3,335). Following are highlights from the 
survey results. The full survey report is included in Appendix C. 
 
Current Parks, Trails, and Recreation Facilities 
 
When asked about their frequency of use, respondents indicated the highest number of average visits 
per year to Applewood Park (12.1 times per year) and Maple Grove Park (9.5 times per year). Fairmount 
Park and Tanglewood Sports Park were also used frequently throughout the year (between 7.5 and 8 
times per year). Overall, most parks, trails, and, facilities available in the District received relatively 
positive satisfaction ratings. 
 
When asked what other organizations respondents and their household members use, 59% of 
respondents indicated that they use Golden Parks and/or Recreation Center, along with 50% who 
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identified area trails, 46% Wheat Ridge Parks and/or Recreation Center, and 40% Apex Parks and 
Recreation. 
 
Future Recreation Facilities and Amenities  
 
Most Important Facilities to Expand or Improve 

 Open space/natural areas (52%) 
 Unpaved trails (40%) 
 Paved recreational paths/trails (34%) 
 Playgrounds (34%) 
 Clear Creek access (21%) 

 
Top Concerns for District to Address 

 More trails (38%) 
 Better pedestrian access (36%) 
 Awareness of programs (communications) (33%) 
 Condition of parks (29%) 
 Better Clear Creek access (23%) 

 
Program, Activities and Special Events 
 
Activities to Expand or Add 

 Individual activities (biking & hiking) (37%) 
 Children"s summer programs (28%) 
 Adult classes & programs (22%) 
 Senior classes & programs (22%) 
 Tennis (20%) 
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Financial Opinions 
 
It was explained in the survey that #The District is responsible for developing and managing a variety of 
park services and facilities. If you were responsible for budgeting $100 of District funds, how would you 
spend it?'  As illustrated in the following figure, residents clearly distributed the greatest share to 
existing parks, trails, and open space improvements, followed by additional trails.   
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4. What We Have Now   An Analysis of Public Programs and Spaces 
 
 
Following is a description and analysis of the Prospect Recreation & Park District s current programs, 
parks, and facilities. First, the District s programs and area alternative providers are discussed. Next, the 
inventory process and GRASP® Level of Service Analysis process is summarized. This methodology 
provides the District with a management tool to identify how parks and recreation facilities are meeting 
current needs and plan for future needs. The section concludes with a description and summary of 
community input related to potential future uses of the Strippgen property. 
 
 
A. Community Recreation Programs  
 
The Prospect Recreation & Park District provides a minimal array of special events for District residents 
and non!residents. Due to the number and quality of local recreation providers, the District has 
determined that agency resources are best utilized on recreation activities that are unique, provide 
community connections, are image builders for the District, and are not duplicative. The area providers 
include but are not limited to the Apex Park and Recreation District, the City of Golden Parks and 
Recreation Department, the City of Lakewood Community Resources Department, and the City of Wheat 
Ridge Parks and Recreation Department. 
 
District!managed Events 
 
Special events not only provide the community with activity opportunities, they also serve as public 
relations strategies for the Prospect Recreation & Park District. 

 
A description of the three primary special events offered by the District follows. 

 
Easter Egg Hunt  
The Egg Hunt follows a traditional egg hunt 
format for children 12 years and younger. This 
free event is provided annually the Saturday 
preceding Easter in Maple Grove Park.  
 
Predicting or anticipating future event growth or 
attrition is difficult based upon unreliable 
participation trends since 2005 due to inclement 
weather. Participation trends for the past three 
years are as follows (attendance figures are 
rounded to the nearest tenth): 

 2005 ! 50 participants (inclement weather affected attendance) 
 2006 !  50 participants (inclement weather affected attendance) 
 2007 !  500 participants 
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 Pumpkin Fest  
The annual Pumpkin Fest is typically held the first 
Saturday in October from 10 am ! 2 pm in Fairmount Park. 
The Pumpkin Fest includes a pancake breakfast, children s 
activities such as pony rides, an air castle, pumpkin 
decorating, and a pumpkin hunt. The event is offered free 
of charge; however, the Prospect Foundation provides 
concession services at the event as a fundraising 
opportunity.  
 
Pumpkin Fest participation has increased 18% since 2005, 
with attendance remaining significant and steady 
between 2006 and 2007. Participation trends for the past 
three years are as follows (attendance figures are 
rounded to the nearest tenth): 

 2005 ! 1100 participants  
 2006 ! 1300 participants  
 2007 ! 1300 participants 

   
Holiday Teas 
Holiday Teas were initiated because of the District Board s interest in creating cultural activities 
for District residents. The Teas are offered with assistance from the Colorado School of Mines 
who provide, for a small donation, carolers and musicians to entertain participants. Other event 
attributes include Santa and refreshments.  
 
The Teas are offered at the Arbor House in Maple Grove Park on the two Sundays following 
Thanksgiving and require a pre!registration fee of $15 for residents and $20 for non!residents. 
 
Participation trends for the Holiday Tea indicate a steady interest in the event. Space limitations 
inhibited event growth beginning in 2006 as it was determined that a participant maximum was 
necessary in order to maintain event quality. 
 
Participation trends for the past three years are as follows (attendance figures are rounded to 
the nearest tenth): 

 2005 ! 110 participants  
 2006 ! 92 participants  
 2007 ! 92 participants 

 
Marketing efforts for all three events are conventional. Banners, a newsletter, the District s webpage, 
flyers distributed to local schools, and press releases sent to the Golden Transcript are used to publicize 
events to both residents and non!residents. Additionally, the previous year s Holiday Tea participants 
receive invitations through the mail. Staff recommendations and survey results confirm that the 
newsletter is the most effective marketing tool to publicize events. 
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Alternative Recreation Providers 
 
District residents have at their disposal a myriad of recreation service providers. These alternative 
providers offer a breadth of recreation services including but not limited to youth sports, health and 
wellness activities, older adult services, aquatics activities and facilities, golf, and community or 
recreation centers. 
 
These alternative providers include agencies and organizations representing the public, non!profit and 
private sectors and include the following: 
 

 Applewood Athletic Club 
 Applewood Golf Course 
 Golden Goal Sports Complex 
 Denver Kickers Sports Club 
 Colorado Railroad Museum & Robert W. Richardson Railroad Library 
 APEX Recreation and Park District 
 City of Golden 
 Susan M Duncan Family YMCA 
 City of Lakewood  
 City of Wheat Ridge  
 Colorado Wildfire Baseball 
 Table Mountain Soccer Association 
 Westside Lacrosse 
 Wheat Ridge Baseball 
 Our Lady of Fatima (baseball) 
 Golden/Applewood Midget Football 
 Golden Junior Baseball 

 
 
B. Inventory 
 
One essential component of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is to establish a complete and 
accurate database of amenities related to recreational provisions offered by the Prospect Recreation & 
Park District.   
 
A complete inventory was conducted in April 2008. This was accomplished by visiting each property and 
facility, talking with appropriate personnel, and recording the quantity and functionality of each 
component. For the purposes of this Master Plan, the inventory focused only on components at sites 
that are maintained for public use by the Prospect Recreation & Park District. Several parcels are owned 
by other providers, but are leased by the District and therefore, are included in this analysis. It is 
recognized that other providers exist, and that the facilities they provide are part of the overall level of 
service enjoyed by people in the Prospect Recreation & Park District. However, the purpose of this study 
is to analyze the effectiveness of District!provided services and to create a complete inventory of 
facilities managed by the District.   
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Each component was located, counted, and assessed for the functionality of its primary intended use. A 
Geo!Referenced Amenities Standards Process (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 received a score of one (1) in the inventory. 

 Meeting Expectations (ME) !  The component meets expectations for its intended function. Such 
components received a score of two (2). 

 Exceeding Expectations (EE) !  The component exceeds expectations, due to size, configuration, 
or unique qualities. Such components received 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). 

 
Components were evaluated according to this scale from two perspectives: first, the value of the 
component in serving the immediate neighborhood, and second, its value to the entire community.   
 
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 park site or indoor facility was given a set of scores to rate its comfort and convenience to the user. 
This included such amenities as the availability of restrooms, drinking water, shade, and scenery. 
 
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 comprise the design and 
ambiance score. 
 
The assessment findings from each location were entered into a master inventory database/spreadsheet 
(See Appendix D). The database served as a record of the inventory and was also used to perform the 
GRASP® analysis that follows. 
 
Inventory Description 
 
Parks 
 
The Prospect Recreation & Park District has eight properties, two indoor facilities, and several miles of 
trails to serve the needs of the District. These eight properties range in size, location, and type. Overall, 
the parks are well maintained and very well used by the residents in the District. The District provides 
high quality park components that are traditional (e.g., playgrounds, athletic fields) with the notable 
exception of its provision of equestrian facilities. The District s long history in this rural area contributes 
to the District s large number of equestrian facilities for a park system of its size.  
 
Currently, the District provides a variety of mid!sized developed parks and several trail corridors. Also in 
the property inventory, but not yet open to the public, is the Strippgen Property which provides 
significant opportunity to expand the District s natural areas and open space. The District owns many of 
these properties but is also involved in several successful partnerships in which the District leases land 
on which to provide parks. In the last several years, the District has also been very conscious of design in 
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parks and has constructed some of the area s nicest neighborhood parks. Below is a brief description of 
each park and its function in the park system. 
 

 
Applewood Park 
This is a popular park located within a neighborhood along I!70. It 
features a playground, shelter, two ball fields, horseshoe pit, and 
basketball.  
 
 
 
 
 
Arapahoe Park 
Centrally located, this park serves the entire District and is located 
near an industrial business area. The park features ballfields, a shelter, 
horseshoe pit, basketball, open turf, and playground.  
 
 
 
 

 
Crestview Park and Arena 
Located in the northern part of the District, Crestview Park is a newly 
renovated park that exhibits a high level of design. The park includes 
multiple features including a horse arena, shelter and seating area, 
native plantings, and the soon to be completed Kendrick Cottage.  
 
 
 
 
 
Fairmount Park 
Located in the northwest part of the District, this park is the largest 
developed park in the District and has a good balance between native 
plantings and components developed for active use. The variety of 
activities and plantings in this park exemplify defining features of 
many District parks: native areas, developed landscapes, and 
equestrian uses.  
 
 
Maple Grove Park 
Similar in size, location, and amenities to Applewood Park, Maple 
Grove Park contains a variety of components primarily centered on 
activity and play. Also located in this park is the Arbor House, which 
features an attractive, large multi!purpose room used for rentals and 
District activities and events.  
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Prospect Arena 
This park has a vibrant history that includes horse shows and 
neighborhood events. Currently it has a relatively new shelter and 
playground, but the aging equestrian facilities are in need of 
upgrades. 
 
 
 
 
 
Strippgen Property 
This property, not yet open to the public, was purchased by the 
District in 2001 with considerable restrictions to its development. 
Ownership agreements mandate that the property maintain a natural 
quality although some development is allowed. This property has
great potential in the system to serve

 
 the residents in new ways and is 

 in more detail in Section 4.C. 
 
studied

 
Tanglewood Park 
This park is an excellent example of the high quality design suppor
by the District and the successful partnerships that help make the 
system valuable. Tanglewood Park is built partially on land owned by 
the District as well as land that is leased to the District from Jefferson
County Open Space. The park consists of a playground, tennis cour
putting green, and group shelter. The Di

ted 

 
ts, 

strict recently acquired an 
 1.5 acres to expand the park. 

 

door Facilities  

additional

 
In

 
Arbor House 
This popular rental facility is located in Maple Grove Park and con
a multipurpose room, kitchen, patio, and storage. Because of its 
beautiful design and park settin

tains 

g, it is used for everything from public 
ngs to private receptions. 

 

meeti
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Kendrick Cottage 
This facility is located in Crestview Park and was being renovated at 
the time of this Master Plan process. Upon completion, a small multi!
purpose room will be available for community meetings and rentals. 
 
 
 
 

 
Trails 
There are several trails within the District, some of them managed by the District and others by 
Jefferson County Open Space. Included in the trail system are loop walks that are internal to District 
parks such as those at Fairmount, Applewood, and Crestview Parks. There are also multiuse trails that 
include informal non!paved trails as well as paved trails that are parts of regional trails, such as the Clear 
Creek Trail and the Van Bibber Open Space trail.  
 
Alternative Providers 
Generally, the residents of the District rely on other recreation service providers for indoor recreation. 
Some of the other providers include private health clubs as well as surrounding municipalities such as 
Wheat Ridge, Lakewood, and Golden. In addition, other providers of outdoor recreation exist in the 
District including schools and several private soccer and tennis clubs and golf courses.  
 
Map B: Inventory 
 

This map shows where existing parks, trails, and open 
spaces are located. In addition, schools, landmarks, 
and barriers to pedestrian access are shown for 
reference. (Larger maps and GRASP® Perspectives can 
be found in Appendix E.) 
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C. Level of Service   The GRASP® Analysis 
 
As part of the Prospect Recreation & Park District Master Plan, a Levels of Service (LOS) assessment 
was conducted. This tool allows for analysis of the inventory, quantity, location, distribution, and access 
to recreation components. Level of Service is typically defined in parks and recreation plans as the 
capacity of the system s components to meet the needs of the public.  
 
The analysis utilized two distinct evaluation methods. One method used a traditional capacities 
approach that compares quantity to population. The other analysis incorporated the GRASP® Level of 
Service methodology, which records quantity, quality, and location information about the components 
and displays the results in chart and map form. A more detailed description of the history of GRASP® 
and its relationship to NRPA standards can be found in Appendix 3: GRASP® History and Methodology. 
 
GRASP® Level of Service Analysis 
 
GRASP® methodology is a unique way of looking at LOS because it considers the quantity and 
distribution of parks and facilities and the quality, comfort and convenience, and overall design and 
ambiance. It is also unique in that it applies to individual recreation components to create a component!
based model for evaluating LOS.   
 
After scoring each component as outlined in the inventory description, GIS software was used to create 
graphic representations that allowed for easy visual and numerical analyses of the parks and recreation 
system. Some of the representations, referred to as Resource Maps, show raw data collected through 
the inventory process or received from other sources. Other representations emerged from data 
processing 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 referred to as a GRASP® Perspective. The 
following maps and Perspectives were prepared for this report and can be found in Appendix E: Maps 
and GRASP® Perspectives. 
 
Map A:  Regional Context 
Map B:  System Map 
Perspective A:  Neighborhood Access to All Components 
Perspective B:  Walkable Access to All Components  
Perspective C:  Neighborhood Access to Trails 
 
For each GRASP® Perspective, each inventoried component shows its GRASP® score as applied to a 
service area (or buffer), and based on a radius from the component. The Neighborhood Perspective 
applies the components  qualitative score to both one mile and one!third mile buffers. One!mile buffers 
represent a distance from which convenient access to the component can be achieved by typical means 
such as driving or bicycling. The one!third mile buffer shows the distance that a resident can reasonably 
walk in 10 minutes. Scores are doubled within the one!third mile buffer to reflect the added accessibility 
of walking, since almost anyone can reach the location on their own by walking, even if they do not 
drive or ride a bicycle.  
 
When buffers with associated scores are plotted on a map, a picture emerges that represents the 
cumulative LOS. Where buffers for multiple components overlap, a darker shade results and indicates 
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 
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important to note that 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.   
 
GRASP® Target Scores Analysis 
 
Within the GRASP® Perspectives, the buffers and associated scores are presented in two ways !  with 
infinite tone ranges (orange) and in two tones based on target values (purple and yellow).   
 
The larger scale map in each of the Perspectives shows the GRASP® buffers with an infinite tone range 
that portrays the nuances of service that is being provided to the community. At this scale, it is easier to 
see the differences in services provided by parks and individual components. The complete Perspective 
series is set to the same tone scale so that the different Perspectives can be compared side!by!side.  
 
The inset map shows the GRASP® score ranges grouped into categories that represent score as either 
"Below Target Minimum Score# or "Above Target Minimum Score.# In the inset, you can clearly see 
what areas fall into each of the categories for a summarized look at the service being provided. Different 
score breaks were used on the inset maps so that each set of components could be evaluated based on 
what the target minimum score was for each Perspective. For this reason, the individual Perspectives 
cannot be compared since the components are specific to each Perspective. 
 
The Maps and Perspective section below reviews the Perspectives and highlights where higher and 
lower levels of service are being provided from a given set of components.   
 
Community Comparison Chart for Target Scores and Perspective Results 
 
Table 5 is a summary of several comparable communities. The values in the table were used to compare 
the interpretations of Prospect Recreation & Park District s GRASP® analysis to those of other 
comparable communities in Colorado.  
 

Table 5: GRASP® Inventory Summary Report 
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10,638 8 65 8.1 98.5% 5,264 0.037 8.125 146.5 75.5 

Glenwood Springs 8,825 20 77 3.9 95.0% 3,433 0.044 3.850 NA 61.6 

Lone Tree 10,134 49 219 4.5 75.8% 6,117 0.055 4.469 225.7 75.4 

Monte Vista 7,687 9 43.5 4.8 64.0% 1,381 0.006 4.833 NA 48 

Windsor  16,178 29 117 3.8 83.3% 14,691 0.047 4.034 142.3 106.9 

 
Compared to the communities in the table above which are similar in size, Prospect Recreation & Park 
District s has the fewest number of park parcels. However, the number of components provided to 
Prospect District residents is in line with other communities. This gives the District the highest number 
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of components per parcel compared to the other communities. In terms of coverage of service, the 
District shows the greatest percentage of community LOS. When looking at the average LOS score, the 
District is in line with the other communities listed. Overall, this indicates that the District is providing a 
high level of service and a high number of components to its residents with a limited number of parks. 
 
Maps and Perspectives for Prospect Recreation & Park District  
 
Small versions of the some of the maps and Perspectives are shown here for convenience only !  the 
reader should refer to the full!sized maps in Appendix E for complete information and clarity. 
 

Perspective A: Neighborhood Access to All Components 
 
This Perspective shows how the District is providing service at the 
neighborhood level. This is defined as having services within one!
mile radius from home, with a higher value placed on the services 
that are available within walking distance, or one!third mile.  
 
A majority of the residential neighborhoods have access to some 
service at the neighborhood level. The larger GRASP® map shows 
concentration of services in the north around Crestview Park and 
in the south central around Maple Grove Park. The inset map 
shows that most of the District has services that are meeting 
target levels. The gaps in service are in areas that have little 
residential use and do not require service at the same levels as 
residential neighborhoods. 

 
Table 6 provides a numeric summary of GRASP® Perspective A, showing percentages of areas that 
either have no service, service that is below the target level, or service that meets or exceeds targets 
that correspond to residential service models. In this analysis, residents that have access to the 
equivalent of a park with four components and a multi!use trail within a one!third mile from their home 
are receiving service at residential target levels.  
 

Table 6:  Perspective A   Neighborhood Access to All Components in the Prospect District 
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Within the District boundary, Prospect Recreation & Park District provides service at a neighborhood 
level to 98.5% of its boundary. Of the total area, 83.2% meets or exceeds target residential levels. Most 
of the areas in the District that do not have service that is meeting target levels are in non!residential 
areas.  
 

Perspective B: Walkable Access to all Components 
 
This Perspective shows the level of service provided to the community 
at a walkable level. All components are shown and each has only a 
one!third mile buffer, which equates to about a ten minute walk. 
These buffers have been truncated at the primary barriers. Scores 
within the buffers are equal to the base score for the components, 
calculated as described in Appendix 3, and doubled to reflect the 
walkable access, as was done on Perspective A. In a sense, this is 
Perspective A with the one!mile buffers removed. Like Perspective A, 
target scores for residential areas reflect the equivalent of a park with 
four components and a trail within a one!third mile from each home. 
 

In this Perspective, more gaps in service appear, even in areas that are well!covered in the first 
Perspective. Like Perspective A, concentrations in service are located around the far north and 
immediately around the parks in the south.  
 
This Perspective highlights the barriers to pedestrian access that exist within the District !  especially in 
the north!south directions. Arapahoe and Maple Grove Parks, the only parks that serves the central part 
of the District and likewise both major neighborhoods, have less pedestrian access due to the major 
transportation/road barriers that abut them.   
 
As walkability is considered in Perspective B, planning and desires of the community must be addressed. 
As stated in the survey, most residents feel that their ability to walk around the District is good or 
excellent. However, there is also a significant part of the community that feels like this could be 
improved. The District s street and lot layouts provide for large amounts of private open space, 
minimizing the need for parks within walking distance of home. Because the residents have mixed 
feelings about walkability, the District should consider a mix of park improvements that provide 
walkable and vehicle access, offering a more community!wide draw. Conversely, the District may want 
to look for opportunities to provide more facilities within walking distance of residents to accommodate 
those that do not or cannot drive. 
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Table 7 shows that 68.8% of the District boundary has access to parks and recreation facilities within 
one!third mile of their homes. Additionally, 29.1% of the total area has service that meets or exceeds 
the target minimum score. As the District moves forward in planning, it may choose to de!emphasize the 
need for walkable facilities and instead concentrate on providing better access to parks via bike routes, 
public transportation, or parking facilities. 

Table 7: Acres and Percentages of Walkable Service in the Prospect District 
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 Perspective C: Neighborhood Access to Trails 
 
In this Trails Perspective, there are several types of trails that are 
shown, not all owned or maintained by the District. 

 Multi!use trails that accommodate multiple user types and 
extend outside of individual parks to create a community!
wide network  

 Trails within parks that are geared toward multi!modal use 
or provide specific access to natural areas  

 Loop walks within parks that may not accommodate 
multiple user types and are used primarily for circuit walking 

 Not included in this Perspective are sidewalks that provide 
access to components and do not form a loop appropriate 
for circuit walking.  

  
Loop walks are considered in the Trails Perspective but are not classified as multi!use trails. Loop walks 
may not accommodate more than one user group (walkers) whereas multi!use trails generally can 
accommodate several user groups (bikes, walkers, rollerbladers, equestrian etc). Each trail type has a 
different benefit to the community and is scored and buffered appropriately.  
 

 Multi!use trails are highly valued by the community and have a wide!range of uses, therefore 
they are scored as three components ! active, passive, and the parcel itself, and receive 
modifiers for comfort and convenience and design and ambiance. They are given a one!third 
mile buffer, which represents the distance that people will generally travel without a car to 
begin their recreational experience, which may include destinations miles away. The buffers are 
applied to the entire length of the trail. 

 
 Trails and loop walks within parks are scored as a component within that park much the way 

that a playground is scored. They receive a single score and receive modifiers for comfort and 
convenience, and design and ambiance. Because they do not extend outside of the park and 
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provide no other destination, they are given a one!mile buffer and a one!third mile buffer just as 
the other components in the park receive in the neighborhood perspective. The buffers are 
applied to a point that represents the location of the trail or loop walk. 

 
Perspective C shows that Prospect Recreation & Park District has within its boundaries a developing 
network of trails owned and managed by a variety of agencies. However, at this time, significant gaps 
in service can be observed, particularly around major pedestrian barriers. The trails do not form a 
consistent connected network, but instead exist as fragmented segments within the District. Some of 
these trails, such as the Clear Creek Trail, do connect to trails outside of the District; however, there is 
an overall lack of connectivity within the District especially connecting north to south.  
 
Table 8 provides a numeric summary of the GRASP® Perspective showing percentages of area that 
either have no service, service that is below the target level, or service that meets or exceeds the 
minimum target score. Table 8 shows that 79.4% of the District has access to trails/greenways at a 
neighborhood level and that 24.2% of that area has service that is below the target minimum score. This 
indicates that although there is service, the quality of the service is below user expectation. Expectations 
for greenways include easy access, active and passive recreational opportunities, and comfort and 
convenience features. However, there is opportunity for the District to improve the level of service 
provided by trails by adding wayfinding signage, plantings, trailheads, and additional seating to existing 
trails; creating better connections between greenways; or adding new trails. 
 

Table 8: Acres and Percentages of Access to Trails in the Prospect District  
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Other Tools for Measuring Level of Service (LOS) 
 
Besides the GRASP® Perspectives and associated LOS numbers, this Plan also incorporates 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.  
 
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 
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within the community for the activity served by the component. Skate parks and group picnic facilities 
fall into this category.   
 
Table 9 represents the current level of service and projected needs for community components in the 
Prospect Recreation & Park District. This table closely resembles a traditional LOS analysis and shows 
how the quantities of certain park and recreation components compare to the total population. For 
each component, the table shows the current quantity of that component on a "per!1000 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. For the District, this 
chart can serve as a benchmark as the District grows and changes. The population is not expected to 
increase at a rate that will require the District to add significant community facilities in the next five 
years. However, the District may choose to add components that are not shown here to serve new 
populations or keep up with trends in the field of parks and recreation. 
 
It is important to note that this table is simply one tool that is used to make final recommendations and 
establish budgets. 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 the possibility of 
partnerships. 
 
Table 9: Prospect District Capacities Level of Service (LOS) 
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District Components 5 7 7 4 8 2 
CURRENT RATIO PER POPULATION 
CURRENT POPULATION ! YEAR 2007          = 10,638  

Current Ratio per 1000 Population  0.47 0.66 0.66 0.38 0.75 0.19 

Population per component  2,128 1,520 1,520 2,660 1,330 5,319 
PROJECTED POPULATION ! YEAR 2012       = 11,058   

Total '  needed to maintain current ratio of 
all existing facilities at projected 
population 

 5 7 7 4 8 2 

Number that should be added to achieve 
current ratio at projected population 

 0 0 0 0 0 

 

0 
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D. Strippgen Property Analysis 
 
Overview of the Strippgen Property 
 
The Strippgen property is one of the newest acquisitions to the inventory of properties owned by 
Prospect Recreation & Park District. The property was acquired by the Prospect Recreation & Park 
District in 2002 as a Conservation Easement by benefactor Serene Strippgen.  
 
The property is located at 5550 Indiana Street and covers 18 acres of land. It is bounded by a trailhead 
to the north at Indiana Street, and connecting to the Van Bibber Open Space to the east, Indiana Street 
to the west, and the Croke Canal to the south. The entrance to the site is located mid!way along the 
property line along Indiana Street. Any existing buildings located on the site were removed. Three 
intermittent ponds exist on the property, as well as many native species of birds. Along with adjacent 
properties, this site acts as a wildlife corridor for deer in the area.  
 
The Van Bibber Creek runs through the northeastern portion of the site and the boundary for the 100! 
year floodplain extends even further south of the creek. Water rights to excess spring irrigation water 
originate from the Farmers Highline Canal through a ditch that crosses through the southern portion of 
the property, delivered by the Alford Selman Lateral.  
 

Figure 6: Strippgen Property Site Analysis 
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Figure 7: Panorama of Strippgen Property 

 
 
The Strippgen family established a Conservation easement to preserve and protect the land. Potential 
improvements to the eastern 13!14 acres of the property are restricted to nature trails and possible 
pond improvements. The floodplain on the property also restricts the land s use and development. The 
remaining 3!4 acres of the property along Indiana Street can be developed but is restricted to the 
following permitted uses: 
 

1. Farming and other agricultural uses 
2. Park and open space usage and wildlife habitat 
3. Recreational facilities, including trails, parking areas, picnic facilities, a visitor center, and 

appropriate rest rooms 
4. Educational facilities, and combinations of the above permitted uses, such as a 

demonstration farm for educational purposes 
 
Public Input 
 
As part of the master planning process, community input was gathered on potential future uses of the 
Strippgen property within the parameters of the conservation easement from a needs assessment 
survey, public meetings, and Board members. This input is summarized below.  
 
Survey Results 
The survey provided a list of parks and recreation facilities that could be developed at the Strippgen 
property, and asked respondents to indicate which facilities would be most important to them. The 
results show that a multi!use trail and restoration and maintenance of the property as a natural area 
were the most important options among responding households (each with 65% of respondents 
indicating a 4 or 5 on a 5!point scale). Also important were bird/wildlife areas (56%) and tree 
arboretum/orchards (48%). The least important options were community meeting space, living history 
facility, community garden, and nature center (each with 41 to 58% of respondents indicating a 1 or 2 on 
a 5!point scale). 
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Figure 8: Importance of Facilities to be Developed at the Strippgen Property 
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Public Meeting 
 
The first public meeting on April 22, 2008 revealed that those who attended wished to see the property 
maintained as a natural area, and would like to see improvements such as seating, trails for horses, and 
hikers, and wildlife viewing. In general, attendees did not feel there was a need for any buildings, 
restrooms, or additional parking. (It should be noted that a majority of meeting attendees resided 
outside the District boundaries in adjacent residential developments.) Listed below are some of the 
comments from the public meeting: 
 

1.  No restrictions to wildlife access/movement.! 
2.  Adding wildlife viewing/bird watching area interpretative signs for animals and foliage 

would be good.! 
3.  Leverage Van Bibber parking area to avoid building another.! 
4.   Walking paths.! 
5.  Restrooms only at Indiana Van Bibber parking lot. This lot is big enough to support more 

walking activity.! 
6.  No buildings.! 
7.  Maybe some parking at the far south end of the entrance.! 
8.  Do not need to do anything to property "  leave as is.! 

 
Participants in the first public meeting were also asked to break into groups and develop a concept for 
the property following the design guidelines and site restrictions described above. Participants were 
asked to create a concept that reflected how they believed the property should be developed.  
  
Board members believe that maintaining the property in a natural state is important but still wish to 
consider potential additional uses allowed by the conservation easement.   
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5. How We Manage ! Analysis of Findings and Oversight 
 
This section provides an overview of the District#s administration and financial context.  
 
A. Administration and Management  
 
The District is administered by a five!member elected Board of Directors serving four!year terms.  
 
Staff currently consists of the following seven full!time staff positions: 

 District Manager 
 Office Manager 
 Administrative Assistant 
 Parks Supervisor 
 Parks Foreman 
 Groundskeeper (2) 

 
Seasonal employees are hired as needed. Additionally, some tasks, such as mowing, are 
supplemented by contracted labor.  
 
B. Financial Overview and Analysis 
 
Funding Overview 
 
The District is in a strong financial position to support the current demand for services. However, 
potential development of parkland and the necessary operating and maintenance costs that 
accompany new development, or enhanced or increased recreational services, may burden the 
existing financial structure over time if long! term organizational sustainability strategies are not put 
into place. 
 
The District has established and currently maintains financial reserves, creating a financial safety net 
for the existing system and ensuring that the immediate and short!term condition of District 
properties is secure. According to the survey, respondents are satisfied with the existing system#s 
condition; however, there is significant interest in maintaining natural areas, adding trails and 
improving community connectivity, and enhancing or adding park amenities. All of these identified 
community desires will come at a development, and operations and maintenance price.  
 
Community expectations for quality are high and without additional identified funding, the District 
will be challenged to maintain a quality level of service over the long term if significant dependency 
is placed on property tax revenues.   
 
As illustrated below Figure 9, inconsistencies have existed in the District#s subsidy (property tax and 
other tax sources) levels. Additionally, the District#s costs of doing business are increasing at a rapid 
rate due to inflation, personnel, and significant increases in utility and some supply costs. These 
costs are expected to continue to increase at a faster rate than that of revenue streams and tax 
subsidy sources such as property taxes.  
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Figure 9: Financial Trends 
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Significant funds have contributed to the District#s subsidy from Jefferson County Fees in Lieu since 
2005. (Jefferson County requires developers to provide a portion of the developable land to park 
and school districts, or fees in lieu of the value of that land.) However, this funding source is 
expected to diminish due to the lack of remaining lands available for development. For example, 
2008 projections for Fees in Lieu are $22,000 as compared to actual revenues of $402,168 in 2006 
and $264,382 in 2007. Additionally, grants have provided a steady source of revenue for the District. 
It is important to note that while these sources have been fruitful in the past, they are both unstable 
and should not considered secured resources for the future.   
 
The District has not realized an increase in its current property tax rate (3 mills property tax rate) 
since 2000. Survey results indicate that 52 percent of District residents would  definitely!  or 
 probably! vote  yes! in support of a property tax increase to support future development, 
maintenance, and operations of the District. Although current economic conditions make the 
likelihood of a self!imposed tax increase more challenging, the District should begin to strategize 
about when and how a potential ballot measure could be presented to District residents. 
 
The District#s establishment of capital reserve minimums is a sound and logical strategy. However, 
this strategy must be complemented by the identification of the full capital as well as operations and 
maintenance costs of all services, both current and future.  
 
There are various traditional and alternative funding sources available to municipal parks and 
recreation departments and special districts. The graphic below visually illustrates both traditional 
and alternative sources. It should be noted that many of the traditional funding sources (i.e. 
property tax and other taxing methods) require voter approval. 
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Figure 10: Overview of Funding Sources  
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Traditional Funding Sources 
 
Prospect Recreation & Park District funding comes from a variety of traditional funding sources in 
the State of Colorado including property taxes, user fees and charges, and lottery funds. As a result 
of steady community growth, a stable tax base, and support for parks and recreation services, the 
District has been well!funded.  
 
The District#s funding portfolio includes:  

 Jefferson County Fees in Lieu 
 Interest 
 Colorado Lottery Proceeds 
 Grants 
 District Property Tax 
 Recreation Fees and Charges 
 DMV Tax 
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Subsidy/Cost Recovery 
 
Cost recovery refers to the amount of revenue received from fees and charges, and alternative 
funding sources in proportion to operational expenditures. In 2007, the District recovered 17% of 
operations and maintenance costs associated with providing parks and recreation services from fees 
and charges, and Colorado Lottery proceeds. This correlates to a subsidy of 83% from funding 
sources such as property taxes and others to support the District#s operations and maintenance 
functions. 
 
Examples from across the country show a wide range of subsidy levels or tax investment, from 15% 
to 80%, and higher. These levels largely depend upon the mission of the organization, operations 
funding availability, the community#s philosophy regarding subsidy levels and user fees, and 
structure of agency budgets.    
 
The Prospect Recreation & Park District does not have a cost recovery policy that articulates a 
philosophy that establishes cost recovery expectations and the strategic use of subsidy. However, 
efforts can be given to develop amongst the Board, staff, and the public, a philosophical 
understanding of the balance between the benefit received by the user and the allocation of 
subsidy.  Essentially, a cost recovery and subsidy policy answers the question:  where should 
subsidy dollars be allocated?! 
 
Alternative Funding Sources 
 
In order to fund the Prospect Recreation & Park District into the future, consideration will  need to 
be made for a variety of types of funding sources. It cannot be expected that traditional funding 
alone will cover the costs of the community#s desired services.   
 
Grant Awards 
The District has been aggressive in researching and applying for grant funding for a variety of capital 
improvement projects. These range from the application and acquisition of state dollars for 
neighborhood park development to funding for playground equipment. The District has realized 
success in their efforts to acquire grant money. Between 2005 and 2007, the District was awarded 
more than $600,000 in grant monies from a variety of sources including Great Outdoors Colorado 
(GOCO), Jefferson Count Joint Venture, and the Conservation Trust Fund (CTF) for projects such as 
Prospect Arena landscaping, Crestview Park development, and Maple Grove Park irrigation. 
 
Although the District has been successful in the alternative funding strategies it has employed, it is 
important to recognize that there are other sources available.   
 
The following summarizes potential funding sources that could enhance both capital expenditures 
for construction and operating budgets for the District.   
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Philanthropy 
Philanthropy is defined as the concept of voluntary giving by an individual or group to promote the 
common good and improve the quality of life in a community. Philanthropy generally takes the form 
of donor programs, capital campaigns, and volunteer and in!kind services.   
 
The time commitment to initiate a philanthropic campaign can be significant. Current District 
resources that could be dedicated to such a venture are limited. However, the Prospect Foundation 
may provide the necessary resources to seek out these types of contributions. 
 
The Prospect Foundation, a 501(c)(3)formed by local citizens with the help of the Prospect 
Recreation & Park District, exists to !protect, manage and expand parkland and promote 
opportunities for citizens to pursue sports, historic, cultural and leisure time activities." With the 
Foundation#s IRS non!profit designation, they could act as an effective fundraising arm for the 
District. The volunteer leadership of the Foundation could lead grant application efforts and work to 
solicit financial support for District services such as operational and maintenance needs and/or 
capital development and improvement.  
 
Partnerships/Collaborations 
The word  partnership! has become an umbrella term for arrangements or agreements including 
joint or cooperative ventures, alliances, and collaborations. The District currently has a successful 
partnership with the Apex Park and Recreation District whereby the Apex District provides resident 
discounts for Prospect Recreation & Park District residents for all Apex Center offerings except Apex 
Center annual passes (Prospect residents receive intermediate rates). 
  
Similar partnerships or collaborations may be possible with local municipal providers such as the 
cities of Golden and Wheat Ridge due to the significant number of survey respondents stating that 
they currently use one of these community#s recreation centers, or that they would if they were 
able to receive special rates. The benefit to each of these agencies lies in their opportunity to 
enhance their user base and generate additional revenues for their systems. 
 
Additional collaborative opportunities could be pursued through a joint use agreement with the R!1 
School District. The School District is a large user group of outdoor recreational spaces and may find 
value in a trade of outdoor turf for indoor recreational space of which the Prospect Recreation & 
Park District may benefit. 
 
Volunteers 
Volunteers can play a significant role in the provision of parks and recreation services. The Prospect 
Recreation & Park District and its residents currently realize volunteer contributions such as those 
received at the Strippgen property for natural lands maintenance assistance. 
 
The value and benefit provided by volunteers to an agency are unlimited. Most notably are 
operational savings through their service contributions and public relations opportunities through 
community connection and altruism. 
 
The District can build upon its current volunteer force by developing formal volunteer management 
tools that further promote volunteer opportunities, train prospective volunteers, and manage their 
work and time. Volunteer contributions can provide significant operational savings when service 
hours and contributions are calculated. 
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Fees and Charges 
Determining appropriate costs and values for recreational user fees and charges is a critical element 
of pricing services. When fees and charges are deemed fair, and are based upon a sound and logical 
methodology, they are seen as value!based.  
 
The District has established a menu of user rates for rental facilities such as the Arbor House, park 
shelters, and additional amenities such as baseball fields, volleyball, and tennis courts. There also 
exists a user fee for the two Holiday Tea special events.  
 
An opportunity exists for the District to analyze the prices of these services based upon market 
demand, competitor pricing (if applicable), and established cost recovery/subsidy goals. The 
District#s development of a cost recovery/subsidy philosophy and a pricing methodology could 
strengthen the Department#s financial management practices and establish pricing methods based 
upon the values of the community.  
 
 



6. Great Things to Come:  Goals, Strategies, and Action Plan 
 
The Parks and Recreation Master Plan recommendations and action plan are outlined in this 
section. This Plan will guide the Prospect Recreation & Park District in planning for parks and 
recreation services, programs, and facilities for the next five to ten years. These recommendations 
evolved from the planning process that included input from staff, Board members, and the public 
through public meetings and a resident survey. 
 
A.  Master Plan Recommendations 
 
Based on the parks and recreation needs assessment in the preceding sections of this plan, the 
following goals and strategies are proposed to address key needs and to build on the strengths of 
the Prospect District parks and recreation system. The recommendations are divided into the 
following sections:  

 Facility Improvements 
 Funding & Sustainable Operations 
 Community Recreation Programs 
 Communication & Community Outreach 

 
Funding & Sustainable Operations 
 
GOAL 1:  Continue to provide a high level of service through property improvements 
 
Strategies: 
1.1. Improve the Strippgen property to allow public access. 
 

Actions: 
 Inventory and address all safety issues on site such as exposed culverts and debris 

removal. 
 Create an Environmental Restoration Plan that includes a complete inventory, 

mapping, and recommendations for habitat enhancement. 
 Work with Jefferson County Open Space to provide access between Van Bibber 

Open Space and the Strippgen property. 
 Negotiate with Jefferson County Open Space to allow shared use of the parking at 

Van Bibber Open Space. 
 Use the attached Concept Plan (Appendix F) to guide the development of the 

property for the next five years. Proposed improvements include: 
! Add a soft surface trail 
! Add park entry signage 
! Add interpretive signage 
! Add wildlife viewing area 
! Limited access trails permitted (soft surface, no horses) 
! Picnic tables 
! Benches 
! Portable toilets 
 

 Reevaluate the use of the property and public opinion in five years. 
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1.2.  Make best use of the additional 1.5 acres leased to the District at Tanglewood Park. 
 

Actions: 
 Develop a site plan and identify funding. 
 Consider most popular enhancements identified in the survey. Improvements to 

consider include: 
! Additional open turf 
! Native grass area 
! Additional Playground 
! Dog Park 

Other additions could include: 
! Spray ground/splash park 
! Sports field expansion 

 
  Create construction documents for identified improvements. 

 
1.3. Develop a life cycle equipment replacement schedule. 

 
Park amenities such as shelters, playground equipment, and picnic tables periodically need 
to be replaced as they age. The District should develop an equipment replacement schedule 
and budget to proactively plan for the replacement of park amenities as well as 
infrastructure such as irrigation. 

 
1.4. Make strategic improvements to existing parks.          
 

Actions: 
Arapahoe Park 

 Develop and implement a tree replacement program. 
 Consider replacing playground with a water play feature when the playground 

reaches the end of its useful life. 
 
Prospect Arena 

 Create a site master plan prior to any major improvements.  
 The master plan should consider: 

! Neighborhood vision for the park 
! Arena and amenities 
! Historic farm implement display 
! Water availability at the south end of the site 
! Trailer parking 
! Increased picnic opportunities 
! Removal of announcers booth 
! Soft surface walking loop around perimeter of park 
! Fence improvements on north and south park perimeter 
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Applewood Park 
 Identify funding to make strategic park improvements including the following: 

! Playground (including 2!5 year old playground equipment and replacement of 
pea gravel with engineered wood fiber) 

! Expansion of shelter  
! Parking lot drainage and surfacing improvements 
! Fence replacement 
 

GOAL 2:  Enhance walking/biking opportunities and trail  connectivity within the District 
 
Strategies: 
2.1.       Act as an advocate for trails to Jefferson County on behalf of District residents.  

 
Priorities for trail advocacy include: 

 North!south connection along McIntyre St. and connection to existing Clear Creek 
Trail 

 Continuation of 32nd Ave. Multi!Use trail 
 North!south connections along existing irrigation ditches 
 Connections to North and South Table Mountain Parks 
 Connections to and between parks 

 
2.2.   Look for opportunities to add loop walks to parks, when appropriate.  
 
GOAL 3: Pursue opportunities to acquire additional property to expand the park system to 

  meet the growing needs of the community. 
 
Strategies: 
3.1. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to purchase additional properties near Arapahoe Park. 
3.2. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to purchase any additional parcel near Prospect Arena. 
3.3. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to partner with other agencies to preserve Applewood 

Golf course as a golf course and/or public open space. 
3.4. Pursue opportunities, as they arise, to purchase park corridors or large parcels that become 

available especially in the center of the District. 

 
Financial Improvements 
 
GOAL 4:  Plan for the continued financial viability of the District 
 
Strategies: 
4.1.  Develop a strategic plan for a referendum campaign to increase the District s existing three 

(3) mill property tax rate. 
 

The District is realizing increased operational costs. Since 2000, operational expenditures 
have increased at a faster rate than revenues (fees and charges, and tax sources). Costs such 
as utilities, personnel, and supplies continue to climb and the gap between expenditures 
and revenues is expected to grow. Although the District s financial condition is currently 
stable, additional resources will be needed to maintain the current system, in addition to 
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improving and developing new services and properties due to increased costs and continued 
demand for services by constituents.  
 
It is recommended that strategic planning begin to move forward relative to a referendum 
to increase the District s existing three (3) mill property tax rate. This strategic plan must 
include an analysis of the property tax increase necessary to offset future costs. The plan 
should also take into consideration other tax increase referendums, which may impact the 
voter s willingness to support multiple tax increases. Ideally, the District would avoid a 
competitive situation with other entities such as the school district; however, this may not 
be possible. Further, it will be critical that a marketing initiative accompany the referendum 
campaign, educating and informing voters of the referendum and the benefits and 
outcomes they can expect from the increased levy. These should include individual, 
community, economic and environmental benefits and outcomes.      

 
4.2.   Increase maintenance and operating budget to correspond with increased park acreage and 

responsibilities. 
 
GOAL 5:  Continue to enhance financial planning tools 
 
Strategies: 
5.1.     Develop a subsidy and cost recovery philosophy.  

 
It is important that the District develop a subsidy and cost recovery philosophy that reflects 
the values of the organization, including the community, staff, and leadership. A philosophy 
that guides decisions relative to resource allocation is invaluable for making financial 
management decisions such as allocating subsidy and determining fair and equitable pricing 
of services.  Developing and adopting a subsidy and cost recovery philosophy will be 
important as the District works to sustain services.  (See Appendix G !  Cost Recovery 
Pyramid Methodology for more information about the process for developing a resource 
allocation and cost recovery methodology.) 

 
5.2.  Determine the direct and indirect costs for each service. 
 

The District should determine the direct and indirect costs for each service provided in order 
to manage financial resources more effectively and be able to articulate the true costs of 
providing services to the community. 

 
5.3    Continue to evaluate current fees for services (events, rentals, etc.) and adjust, as necessary. 
 

The District should consider charging a fee for events, establishing a value for users. 
Psychological pricing suggests that "free# services are not viewed by users as quality 
services. In addition, field rental fees should also be evaluated with a fee comparison study 
of neighboring communities.   

 
5.5. Evaluate opportunities for operational efficiencies. 
 

The District should continue to look for opportunities maximize operational efficiencies and 
employ park management and maintenance best practices.  
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GOAL 6:  Increase alternative funding sources and volunteer involvement 
 
Strategies: 
6.1. Consider dedicating staff resources to community outreach and the acquisition of 

alternative funding sources such as grants, donations, sponsorships, and volunteer 
management.  

 
This approach can include the addition of staff resources, or if cost prohibitive, may result in 
a reallocation of staff resources, or contracting out services for tasks such as grant writing, 
sponsorship or donation solicitation, or other support services. 

 
The District has succeeded in seeking out and applying for grant funding for a variety of 
projects. This alternative funding source remains a good resource for the District. However, 
it is important to note that grant searches, application and management can be time 
intensive. The District should consider a staff resource dedicated to community outreach 
and the acquisition of alternative funding sources such as grants, donations, sponsorships, 
and volunteer management. This can be coupled with marketing efforts and 
communication. It will be important that this staff position be predicated on the premise 
that its productivity (quantified and qualified) financially exceeds the amount spent. 

 
6.2.  Further develop the fundraising plan for Prospect Foundation to include funding sources, 

target funding goals, and an implementation plan. 
 

The Foundation can provide great benefit to the District through the establishment of an 
annual work plan or strategic plan that is based upon the identified capital or programmatic 
needs of the District (capital development and recreation programs are the most appealing 
to perspective donors). This plan is built upon establishing associated funding strategies, 
assigned funding goals, timelines, and the party or parties responsible for leading the 
fundraising efforts. The Foundation is a strong and viable candidate to lead fundraising 
efforts for the District based upon their status as a non!profit extension of the District, and 
their purpose.  

 
Community Recreation Programs 
  
GOAL 7:  Partner with other recreation service providers to maximize efficient use of 

  resources 
 
Strategies: 
7.1.  Establish collaborative efforts with other parks and recreation service providers based upon 

common values and mission, and reciprocal needs. 
 

The District should consider an internal analysis of all areas where duplication of service 
exists and where potential cost savings may be realized as the result of a collaboration. (See 
Appendix H   Alternative Provider Assessment.) Upon identifying these areas, a list of 
potential collaborators should be developed that includes their mission, core service, 
perceived duplications of service with the District, and what the District believes may be 
possible benefits to both entities of a collaborative effort (e.g., enhanced usership, financial 
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benefit, decreased use of resources). Upon completion, the District can initiate 
conversations with each provider to begin exploring the merits of mutually beneficial 
collaboration. Intergovernmental agreements can be negotiated with to formalize any 
future collaborations. 

 
7.2.      In order to continue to efficiently offer special events to residents, consider partnering with 

other recreation service providers that currently provide similar special events to avoid 
duplication and promote effective use of resources (e.g. Easter Egg Hunt).  

 
This strategy allows for the continuation of noteworthy events while also responsibly using 
District resources. This also provides the opportunity to reallocate potential savings to other 
existing areas of the District, or possibly providing additional desired services. 

 
7.3.   Consider formal partnerships or collaborations with neighboring municipal recreation 

service providers. 
 

These partnerships/collaborations can mirror that which exists with the Apex Park and 
Recreation District, providing special rates (non!resident or intermediate rates) for 
recreation services to District residents for recreation center and golf course use. Potential 
partnerships could be explored with the City of Golden Parks and Recreation Department 
and the City of Wheat Ridge Park and Recreation Department. 

 
GOAL 8:  Develop a strategic focus for recreation programs and events 
 
Strategies: 
8.1.  Review survey results and develop a program plan to respond to program interests and 

needs. 
 
8.2. Consider adding events/activities for adults. 

 
Consider future events/activities for adult populations as the District s demographic profile 
and trends indicate that more than 80 percent of the District s population is over the age of 
20. Events and activities that do not duplicate what area recreation providers are currently 
offering will fill service gaps and avoid duplication of service.   

 
Event objectives should be established to ensure that an event is needed or desired and that 
it is measured to determine success and effectiveness. Objectives are established at the on!
set of event planning so as to determine event intent, and success indicators. 

 
8.3. Establish event/activity objectives to determine intent and success indicators. 
 
8.4. Conduct participant evaluations for each event/activity. 
 

Summative participant evaluations for each event (post!event) should be conducted. These 
evaluations should address participant satisfaction, facility appropriateness and future 
interest. Distribution should be strategic and be done with the greatest return in mind. It is a 
good practice to consider an incentive for completion and return of evaluations. 
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8.5. Expand upon the existing practice of conducting staff review and evaluations of each 

event/activity. 
 

Staff evaluations of events/activities should include event description and details; objective 
review and analysis; participation; budget information including revenues and expenditures; 
participant evaluation data; and recommendations.  
 

Communication & Community Outreach 
 
GOAL 9:  Create greater awareness of District facilities and events 
 
Strategies: 
9.1.  Promote increased use of the District website through other mediums.  

 
Although the newsletter is viewed by staff and survey respondents as the most effective 
communication tool, it is recommended that the District s reliance on the newsletter be 
reduced. Directing residents to the website and encouraging their use of the internet to 
receive District information will result in a cost savings for the District and a more cost 
effective use of District resources. This may be accomplished by referencing the use of the 
District s website address in the newsletter, on promotional banners displayed at various 
park sites, on event fliers and other promotional tools. Also, the District may consider an 
incentive to residents who visit the website such as contests and activities that are website 
based. Reasonably restricting some business activities to the website may also encourage its 
use (e.g., registration, rentals).  

 
9.2. Collaborate with area equestrian groups to help promote the District s unique equestrian 

facilities. 
 
GOAL 10:  Increase volunteer opportunities 
 
Strategy: 
10.1. Develop a comprehensive volunteer program that includes the promotion, training, and 

management of volunteers. 
 

Actions: 
 Allocate staff resources to the development of a volunteer program. (See previous 

Financial Goal section on methods for increasing alternative funding sources and 
volunteer involvement.) 

 Create a volunteer manual. 
 Create a menu of volunteer opportunities (to include natural area restoration at the 

Strippgen property) and publicize on website and in newsletter. 
 Track volunteer hours and financial contribution of donated hours of service. 
 Recognize the contributions of volunteers in the newsletter and at events. 
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GOAL 11:  Create ongoing opportunities for community input 
 
Strategies: 
11.1. Continue to offer public comment forms on the District website and at events. 
11.2.  Plan for pro!active community meetings and processes to solicit input on park planning and 

design projects. 
11.3. Conduct statistically!valid survey with Master Plan Update in five years. 
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B.  Action Plan 
 
This Parks and Recreation Master Plan provides a guiding mechanism to meet existing and future 
community needs. The strength of this plan stems from extensive research, community 
involvement, analysis of needs, and public review that form the basis for the recommendation it 
contains. The Plan contains goals for the Prospect Recreation & Park District that: 
 

 Focus on consistently meeting and exceeding resident expectations; 
 Use innovative ideas and methods to successfully meet challenges posed by budgetary, 

facility and staffing limitations; 
 Provide a system that benefits residents by increasing services to all age groups and 

providing diverse opportunities; 
 Are guided by a stewardship approach to providing high!quality facilities, both existing and 

future, through judicious use of public funds; 
 Foster cooperation and partnerships with alternative providers in providing recreational 

services and facilities; and 
 Facilitate a proactive planning process guided by community needs and executable 

strategies and establish a process for reviewing and updating this document regularly. 
 
This Plan is designed to serve as a decision!making tool for the District to help set priorities for 
implementation to improve the level of service for parks and recreation facilities and services. The 
following Action Plan chart summarizes the plan recommendations and identifies timing and 
financial impact where appropriate. (Note:  Dollar amounts identified in the Financial Impact column 
of the Action Plan chart are based on 2008 dollars.) The Action Plan is subject to further study and 
annual review, and is part of the budget development and work plan each year.   
 
This Plan is intended to be a 5!10 year Plan with a focus on short and medium!term priorities. Long!
term priorities are also identified to guide planning efforts beyond five years. The following Action 
Plan is based on the following time framework for short, medium and long!term priorities:  

 Short!term:  Within one!two (1!2) years 
 Mid!Term:  Within three!four (3!4) years 
 Long!term:  Five (5) years and beyond 
 Ongoing 
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Table 10:  Action Plan 

Goals and Strategies Responsibility Financial Impact Timing 

FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

GOAL 1: CONTINUE TO PROVIDE A HIGH LEVEL OF SERVICE THROUGH PROPERTY IMPROVEMENTS 

Strategies:  
1.1. Improve the Strippgen property to 
         allow public access. 

Staff Varies 
Short to      
mid!term 

      Actions: 
 Inventory and address all safety 

issues on site such as exposed 
culverts and debris removal. 

Staff 

Varies  

(Staff time and 
material costs) 

Short!term 

 Create an Environmental 
Restoration Plan. 

Staff/Consultant $4,000 Mid!term 

 Work to provide access between 
Van Bibber Open Space and the 
Strippgen property. 

Staff (working with 
Jefferson County 

Open Space) 
NA Short!term 

 Negotiate to allow shared use of 
the parking at Van Bibber Open 
Space. 

Staff (working with 
Jefferson County 

Open Space) 
NA Short!term 

 Use the attached Concept Plan 
(Appendix F) to guide the 
development of the property for 
the next five years. 

 
Add amenities to Strippgen,          
including: 
1. Add a soft surface trail (1500 lf.) 
2. Add park entry signage (1)  
3. Add interpretive signage (3) 
4. Picnic tables (3) 
5. Benches (3) 

Staff/Consultant 

 

 

 

 
 
 
1. $9,000 
2. $8,000 
3. $9,000 
4. $4,500 
5. $3,300 

Total = $33,800 

Mid!term 

 Reevaluate the use of the 
property and public opinion in 
five years. 

Staff 
Varies 

(depending on 
method) 

Long!term 

1.2. Make best use of the additional 1.5 
acres leased to the District at 
Tanglewood Park. 

Staff/Board Varies 

Short to      
mid!term 
(based on 
funding) 

        Actions: 

 Develop a plan and identify 
funding. 

Staff/Board Staff time 
Short to       
mid!term 
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Goals and Strategies Responsibility Financial Impact Timing 

 Consider most popular 
enhancements identified in the 
survey. 

Staff/Consultants 
Staff/Consultant 

time 

Short to  

mid!term 

 Create construction documents 
for needed improvements. 

Consultants $25,000 
Short to  

mid!term 

1.3.Develop a life cycle equipment    
replacement schedule. 

Staff Staff time Short term 

1.4.Make strategic improvements to 
existing parks. 

Staff/Board Varies Varies 

Actions: 

Arapahoe Park 

 Develop and implement a tree 
replacement program. 

 
 Consider replacing playground 

with a water play feature when 
the playground reaches the end 
of its useful life. 

Staff 

 

Staff/Board 

 

 

$400 per tree   
(2!2.5# caliper) 

 

$50,000!
$150,000 

(Varies based on 
design) 

Short!term 

 

Long!term 

      Prospect Arena 

 Create a site master plan. 

Consultants (with 
direction from staff 

and Board) 
$20,000 Mid!term 

Applewood Park 

 Identify funding to make strategic 
park improvements (i.e. 
playground, shelter expansion, 
etc.) 

Staff 
Short to mid!
term (pending 

funding) 
$192,900 

GOAL 2:  ENHANCE WALKING/BIKING OPPORTUNITIES AND TRAIL CONNECTIVITY WITHIN THE 
                 DISTRICT 

Strategies: 

2.1.Act as an advocate for trail 
development. 

 

Staff/Board 
(working with 

Jefferson County) 
Staff time Ongoing 

2.2.Look for opportunities to add loop     
walks to parks, when appropriate.  

 

Staff Staff time Ongoing 
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GOAL 3:    PURSUE OPPORTUNITIES TO ACQUIRE ADDITIONAL PROPERTY TO EXPAND THE PARK 
                   SYSTEM TO MEET THE GROWING NEEDS OF THE COMMUNITY 

Strategies: 

3.1.Pursue opportunities, as they arise, 
to purchase additional properties 
near Arapahoe Park. 

Staff/Board Varies Ongoing 

3.2.Pursue opportunities, as they arise, 
to purchase any additional parcel 
near Prospect Arena. 

Staff/Board Varies Ongoing 

3.3.Pursue opportunities, as they arise, 
to partner with other agencies to 
preserve Applewood Golf course as a 
golf course and/or public open space. 

Staff/Board Varies As needed 

3.4.Pursue opportunities, as they arise, 
to purchase park corridors or large 
parcels that become available 
especially in the center of the 
District. 

Staff/Board Varies Ongoing 

FUNDING & SUSTAINABLE OPERATIONS 

GOAL 4:  PLAN FOR THE CONTINUED FINANCIAL VIABILITY OF THE DISTRICT 

Strategies: 

4.1.Develop a strategic plan for a 
referendum campaign to increase the 
District s existing three (3) mill 
property tax rate. 

Staff/Board 
Marketing efforts 

$5!10,000 
Short!term 

4.2. Increase maintenance and operating 
budget to correspond with increased 
park acreage and responsibilities. 

Board Varies Ongoing 

GOAL 5:  CONTINUE TO ENHANCE FINANCIAL PLANNING TOOLS 

Strategies: 

5.1.Develop a subsidy and cost recovery 
philosophy.  

 

Staff/Board 

Staff time or 
Consultant fee 

($15!20,000) 

Short to  

mid!term 

5.2.Determine the direct and indirect 
costs for each service. 

Staff Staff time Short!term 

5.3.Continue to evaluate current fees for 
services (events, rentals, etc.) and 
adjust, as necessary. 

 

Staff Staff time Short!term 

5.4. Look for opportunities to increase 
operational efficiencies. 

 
Staff/Board Staff time Ongoing 
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GOAL 6:  INCREASE ALTERNATIVE FUNDING SOURCES AND VOLUNTEER INVOLVEMENT 

Strategies: 

6.1.Consider dedicating staff resources to 
community outreach, alternative 
funding acquisition, and volunteer 
management.  

Staff/Board 

Existing staff 
time or if adding 
staff, $40,000!

$45,000 per year 

Short to  

mid!term 

6.2.Further develop the fundraising plan 
for Prospect Foundation to include 
funding sources, target funding goals, 
and an implementation plan. 

Prospect 
Foundation/Staff 

Staff and 
Foundation 
Board time 

Short!term 

COMMUNITY RECREATION PROGRAMS 

GOAL 7:  PARTNER WITH OTHER RECREATION SERVICE PROVIDERS TO MAXIMIZE EFFICIENT USE OF 
                 RESOURCES 

Strategies: 

7.1.Establish collaborative efforts with 
other parks and recreation service 
providers based on common values, 
missions, and reciprocal needs. 

Staff Staff time 
Short!term, 

ongoing 

7.2.Consider partnering with other 
recreation service providers that 
currently provide similar special 
events. 

Staff Staff time 
Short!term, 

ongoing 

7.3.Consider formal partnerships or 
collaborations with neighboring 
municipal recreation service 
providers. 

Staff Staff time 
Short!term, 

ongoing 

GOAL 8:  DEVELOP A STRATEGIC FOCUS FOR RECREATION PROGRAMS AND EVENTS 

Strategies: 

8.1.Use survey results to develop a plan 
to respond to program interests and 
needs. 

Staff Staff time  Short!term 

8.2.Consider adding events/activities for 
adults. 

Staff 

Staff time and 
funding plan 

(subsidy, fees, 
sponsorships) 

Short!term 

8.3.Establish event/activity objectives to 
determine intent and success 
indicators. 

Staff Staff time 
Short!term, 

ongoing 

8.4.Conduct participant evaluations for 
each event/activity. 

Staff Staff time Ongoing 
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8.5.Expand the existing practice of staff 
review and evaluations of events. 

Staff  Staff time Ongoing 

COMMUNICATIONS & COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

GOAL 9:  CREATE GREATER AWARENESS OF DISTRICT FACILITIES AND EVENTS 

Strategies: 

9.1.Promote use of the District website.  
Staff Staff time  

(expand existing 
marketing efforts) 

Ongoing 

9.2.Collaborate with area equestrian  
groups to help market the unique 
District equestrian facilities. 

Staff Staff time 
Short!term, 

ongoing 

GOAL 10:  INCREASE VOLUNTEER OPPORTUNITIES 

Strategies: 

10.1. Develop a comprehensive 
volunteer program that includes 
the promotion, training, and 
management of volunteers. 

Staff Staff time 
Short to  

mid!term 

        Actions: 

 Allocate staff resources to the 
development of a volunteer 
program. 

Staff/Board 

Staff time 
(additional staff 

resources may be 
needed) 

Short to  

mid!term 

 Create a volunteer manual. Staff Staff time 
Short to  

mid!term 

 Create a menu of volunteer 
opportunities and publicize on 
website and in newsletter. 

Staff Staff time 
Short to  

mid!term 

 Track volunteer hours and value 
of donated hours of service. 

Staff Staff time Short!term 

 Recognize volunteers in the 
newsletter and at events. 

Staff  Staff time Ongoing 

GOAL 11:  CREATE ONGOING OPPORTUNITIES FOR COMMUNITY INPUT 

Strategies: 

11.1. Continue to offer public comment 
forms on the District website and 
at events. 

Staff Staff time Ongoing 

11.2. Plan for pro!active community 
meetings and processes to solicit 
input on park planning and design 
projects. 

Staff/Board Staff/Board time Ongoing 

11.3. Conduct statistically!valid survey 
with Master Plan Update in five 
years. 

Staff time $12!15,000 Long!term 



Appendix A   Statistically!Valid Survey Results 
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PROSPECT RECREATION & PARK DISTRICT MASTER PLAN SURVEY 2008—FINAL RESULTS 

RRC ASSOCIATES 1

INTRODUCTION/METHODOLOGY 

The Master Plan Survey was conducted through a mailback methodology.  The survey was 
originally sent to the 3,353 households located in the Prospect Recreation & Park District.  The 
primary list source used for the mailing was the County Assessor’s property list, in addition to a 
list provided by the district of property owners West of Easley Road.  Completed surveys 
received totaled 456 out of a net estimated 3,335 delivered (approximately 18 surveys out of the 
3,353 originally mailed were returned "undeliverable" due to invalid addresses and/or residents 
who have moved and no longer reside at a particular address).  This represents a good 
response rate of approximately 13.7%.  Based upon the total sample size of 456 responses 
received, overall results have a margin of error of approximately +/- 4.6 percentage points 
calculated for questions at 50% response1.  Also, note that the resultant database is weighted 
by age of respondent to ensure appropriate representation of District residents across different 
age cohorts in the overall sample. 

RESPONDENT PROFILE 

Based on US Census data and the 2007 ESRI forecast for the Prospect Recreation & Park 
District, the age profile of District residents is distributed as follows (which is the basis for the 
weighting of the survey data): 14 percent are between 20 and 34 years old, 17 percent between 
35 and 44 years, 26 percent between 45 and 54 years, 21 percent between 55 and 64 years, 
and 22 percent 65 years or over. 

Forty-one percent of responding households have kids living at home, 15 percent are couples 
without kids, 36 percent are empty-nesters (couples and singles with kids no longer at home), 
and 7 percent are single without kids.  Respondents have an average length of residency of 
about 17 years (although 42 percent of respondents have lived in the area 10 years or less).  
Fifty-five percent of respondents live in Applewood (south of Clear Creek), compared to 42 
percent in Fairmount (north of Clear Creek), and 3 percent west of Easley Road.  In regards to 
household income, 55 percent of responding households had annual incomes less than 
$100,000.

1  For the total sample size of 456, margin of error is +/- 4.6 percent calculated for questions at 50% response (if the response for a particular 
question is “50%”—the standard way to generalize margin of error is to state the larger margin, which occurs for responses at 50%).  Note that 
the margin of error is different for every single question response on the survey depending on the resultant sample sizes, proportion of responses, 
and number of answer categories for each question.  Comparison of differences in the data between various segments, therefore, should take into 
consideration these factors.  As a general comment, it is sometimes more appropriate to focus attention on the general trends and patterns in the 
data rather than on the individual percentages. 
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Figure 1 
Respondent Demographics 

36%
64%

14%

17%
26%

21%

22%

7%
5%
6%

15%
36%

30%

11%

44%
36%

8%

50%

54%

96%
0%
1%

1%
0%

1%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Male
Female

Under 35
35 - 44
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65 or over

Single, no children

Single with children at home
Single, children no longer at home (empty-nester)

Couple, no children
Couple with children at home

Couple, children no longer at home (empty-nester)

Myself only

2 people
3-4 people
5+ people

At least one member of household is under 18

At least one member of household is over 55

Caucasian/Anglo (not Hispanic)

African American
Hispanic/Latino

Asian
Native American

Other

Percent of Respondents

Gender

Age

Number of people in
household

Household composition

Ethnicity
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Figure 2 
Respondent Demographics 
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Homeownership
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

Key findings from the study are summarized below.  Additionally, several of the questions on the 
survey form allowed respondents to “write in” their response or comment.  Major themes that 
emerge from the comments are summarized in the report, while a complete set of the 
comments is provided as an appendix section. 

In addition to overall responses, results are also segmented comparing respondents by location 
of residence, length of time lived in the District, household status, and age.  This segmentation 
of the results helps to further “explain” local opinions and provides additional insight to parks 
and recreation issues in the area.  Two sets of data tables showing these segmentations are 
provided as appendix sections. 

Current Parks, Trails, and Recreation Facilities 

Usage levels.  Among the facilities and amenities currently available in the Prospect District, 
Maple Grove Park was visited by the greatest proportion of respondents (57 percent of 
respondents have visited the park in the last 12 months), followed by Applewood Park (47 
percent), then Tanglewood Sports Park, Fairmount Park, and the Prospect Trail (37-39 percent 
of respondents have used each in the last 12 months).   

Figure 3 
Current Usage of Facilities and Areas 

Percent using at least once in last 12 months

57%

47%

39%

38%

37%

31%

19%

17%

13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Maple grove park

Applewood park

Tanglewood sports park

Fairmount park

Prospect trail

The arbor house

Prospect arena

Arapahoe park

Crestview park

Percent of Respondents who used facility/area at least once in the past year
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When asked about their frequency of use, respondents indicated the highest number of average 
visits per year to Applewood Park (12.1 times per year) and Maple Grove Park (9.5 times per 
year). Fairmount Park, Tanglewood Sports Park, and the Prospect Trail were also used 
frequently throughout the year (between 6.7 and 8 times per year).  Frequency of use is lowest 
for the Arbor House, Arapahoe Park, Crestview Park, and Prospect Arena (between 0.8 and 4.4 
times per year). 

Figure 4 
Current Usage of Facilities and Areas 

Average number of visits in last 12 months

12.1

9.5

8.0

7.5

6.7

4.4

3.1

1.4

0.8

0.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0 12.0 14.0

Applewood park

Maple grove park

Fairmount park

Tanglewood sports park

Prospect trail

Prospect arena

Crestview park

Arapahoe park

The arbor house

Average usage (times used per year)
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Importance to the community.  Respondents were then asked to indicate how important each of 
these parks and recreation amenities are to the community.  While the majority of facilities and 
amenities are rated as being relatively important to the community, Maple Grove Park (81 
percent of respondents rated it “very important,” a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale) was rated the 
highest, followed by Applewood Park (80 percent), Tanglewood Sports Park (79 percent), the 
Prospect Trail (76 percent), Fairmount Park (76 percent), and the Arbor House (73 percent).  
Also important to the community, but at a slightly lower level were Arapahoe Park (69 percent), 
Prospect Arena (68 percent), and Crestview Park (65 percent). 

Figure 5 
Importance of each facility and area to the community 

81%

80%

79%

76%

76%

73%

69%

68%

65%

4%

5%

8%

8%

9%

8%

7%

13%

11%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%
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Applewood park

Tanglewood sports park

Prospect trail

Fairmount park

The arbor house

Arapahoe park

Prospect arena

Crestview park

Percent Responding

4 & 5 (Very
Important)

1 & 2 (Not at all
Important)
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How well are parks, trails, and recreation facilities currently meeting the needs of the 
community?  Overall, most parks, trails, and, facilities available in the district received relatively 
positive satisfaction ratings.  Respondents indicated that Tanglewood Sports Park, Maple Grove 
Park, Applewood Park, the Arbor House, and Fairmount Park are meeting the needs of the 
community the most (each with 89 percent or more of respondents indicating “completely 
meeting the needs,” a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale).  Crestview Park, Arapahoe Park, Prospect 
Arena, and Prospect Trail also received relatively high satisfaction ratings, although at a level 
slightly lower (between 80 and 83 percent of respondents indicating “completely meeting the 
needs”).

Figure 6 
How well are parks, trails, and recreation facilities meeting the needs of the community? 
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90%
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83%
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Percent Responding4 & 5 (Completely meeting the needs)
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PROSPECT RECREATION & PARK DISTRICT MASTER PLAN SURVEY 2008—FINAL RESULTS 

RRC ASSOCIATES 8

Maintenance improvements for parks, athletic fields, and trails.  When given the opportunity to 
pick three maintenance priorities they would like to see addressed, 64 percent of respondents 
indicated amenities maintenance is important (e.g., playgrounds, water fountains, picnic tables, 
shelters, signage, etc.), followed by restroom maintenance (e.g., scheduled cleaning, longer 
operating hours), trash pickup and removal, and turf care.  Lower priorities include trail 
maintenance (e.g., snow removal, surface repair, etc.) and tree care (e.g. pruning, replacement, 
etc.).

Figure 7 
Most important maintenance category 

32%

16%

14%

15%

19%

4%

19%

27%

17%

17%

11%

9%

14%

16%

26%

19%

13%

10%

64%

59%

57%

51%

43%

24%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Amenities maintenance (playgrounds, picnic tables, etc)

Restroom Maintenance (e.g., cleaning, operating hours, etc.)

Trash pickup and removal

Turf care (e.g., mowing, fertilizing, watering, etc.)

Trail maintenance (e.g., snow removal, surface repair, etc.)

Tree care (e.g., pruning, replacement, etc.)

Percent Responding

Most important
Second most important
Third most important
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Use of Area Recreation Centers Outside of the Prospect District 

Other recreation facilities used.  When asked what other organizations respondents and their 
household members use, 59 percent of respondents indicated that they use Golden Parks 
and/or Recreation Center, along with 50 percent who identified area trails, 46 percent Wheat 
Ridge Parks and/or Recreation Center, and 40 percent Apex Parks and Recreation.  Other 
facilities used include schools (i.e. gyms, athletic fields, tennis courts) (30 percent), Applewood 
Golf Course (27 percent), Arvada Parks (25 percent), churches (25 percent), and the YMCA (21 
percent).

Figure 8 
Other Recreation Facilities Used 

59%

50%

46%

40%

30%

27%

25%

25%

21%

15%

14%

12%

12%

5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Golden Parks and/or Recreation Center

Area trails

Wheat Ridge Parks and/or Recreation Center

Apex (Formerly N. Jeffco) Park and Recreation

Schools (i.e., gyms, athletic fields, tennis courts)

Applewood Golf Course

Arvada Parks

Churches

YMCA

Youth sports organizations

Private clubs (e.g., Golden Goal, The Point, etc.)

Lakewood Parks and/or Recreation Center

Other

Homeowner Association properties

Percent Responding

Currently, residents of the Prospect Recreation & Park District receive special rates at the North 
Jeffco Apex Center in Arvada.  When asked if they or members of their household use the Apex 
Center, 41 percent of respondents overall indicated that they do.  Apex Center usage is higher 
among Fairmount residents (58 percent, compared to 29 percent of Applewood residents).   

When asked if they had interest in the Prospect District pursuing similar special rates at other 
area recreation centers, such as in Wheat Ridge, Golden, and Lakewood, 80 percent of 
respondents indicated that they would have an interest.  Applewood residents showed a slightly 
higher level of interest than other areas (85 percent of Applewood residents, compared to 76 
percent of Fairmount, and 72 percent of residents west of Easely Road).   

The Golden Community Center or Splash were the centers currently used most by respondents 
(71 percent) and had the highest potential for future use (77 percent of respondents indicating 
they would use it in the future).  The Wheat Ridge Recreation Center was also identified by 
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many respondents (62 percent currently use it and 63 percent would use it in the future).  At the 
same time, only 14 percent currently use Lakewood Recreation Centers and only 20 percent 
would use it in the future. 

Figure 9 
Other Recreation Facilities  

41%
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4%

77%
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USE

DO YOU OR MEMBERS OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD HAVE INTEREST IN THE PROSPECT DISTRICT PURSUING 

SPECIAL RATES AT OTHER AREA RECREATION CENTERS
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Future Recreation Facilities and Amenities

Importance of adding, expanding, or improving outdoor recreation facilities.  The survey 
provided a list of outdoor facilities/amenities that could be added, expanded, or improved in the 
Prospect District.  The results show that respondents feel open space/natural areas are the 
most important to add, expand, or improve (80 percent of respondents rating it as “very 
important”).  Also important to respondents are unpaved trails, access to Clear Creek, paved 
recreational paths/trails, and playgrounds (ratings of “very important” between 58 and 68 
percent).  Skate park facilities, equestrian facilities, public art, basketball courts, sand volleyball 
courts, outdoor hockey/ice rink, outdoor tennis courts, and splash pad/water spray feature were 
among the least important.

Figure 10 
Importance of the following outdoor recreation facilities to be added, expanded, or improved 
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Respondents were also asked to indicate which of the potential facilities and amenities were the 
three most important to them and their household.  This provides the opportunity to not only see 
what amenities are important to respondents, but also to get an idea of how the same amenities 
are viewed in relation to each other, allowing priorities to become more evident.  Open 
space/natural areas remained as the clear top priority (23 percent of respondents listing it as 
their number one priority and 52 percent of respondents listing it as one of their top three 
priorities), followed by unpaved trails (14 percent listing it as their number one priority and 40 
percent listing it as one of their top three priorities), and paved recreational paths/trails (15 
percent listing it as their number one priority and 34 percent listing it as one of their top three 
priorities).  Although somewhat lower, playgrounds were also listed as a relatively high priority 
(12 percent listing it as their number one priority and 25 percent listing it as one of their top three 
priorities).

Figure 11 
Most important outdoor facilities to be added, expanded, or improved 
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Tanglewood Sports Park

The survey provided a list of outdoor recreation facilities that could be added to the Tanglewood 
Sports Park, and asked respondents to indicate which facilities would be most important to 
them.  Overall, respondents were generally not supportive of adding facilities to the Sports Park.  
Thirty-eight percent of respondents indicated that open turf for general use was “very important,” 
but 35 percent indicated that it is “not important at all.” Each of the remaining potential facilities 
provided in the list received more “not at all important” ratings than “very important” ratings. 

Figure 12 
Importance of the following outdoor recreation facilities to be added to Tanglewood Sports Park 
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Similar to the previous outdoor priority question, respondents were also asked to indicate which 
of the potential facilities that could be added to Tanglewood Sports Park were the two most 
important to them and their household.  The dog park increased in priority over the other 
options, followed by open turf for general use, and an additional playground.  However, based 
on the low ratings indicated in the graph above, it is not evident that even these top three are 
important to only about one third of the responding households. 

Figure 13 
Most important outdoor recreation facilities to be added to Tanglewood Sports Park 
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Strippgen Property

The survey provided a list of recreation facilities that could be developed at the Strippgen 
property, and asked respondents to indicate which facilities would be most important to them.  
The results show that a multi-use trail and restoration and maintenance of the property as a 
natural area are the most important options among responding households (each with 65 
percent of respondents indicating a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale).  Also important are bird/wildlife 
areas (56 percent) and tree arboretum/orchards (48 percent).  The least important options are 
community meeting space, living history facility, community garden, and nature center (each 
with 41 to 58 percent of respondents indicating a 1 or 2 on a 5-point scale). 

Figure 14 
Importance of the following recreation facilities to be developed at the Strippgen property 
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When asked to indicate which of the potential facilities that could be developed at the Strippgen 
property were the two most important to them and their household, restoration and maintenance 
as a natural area emerged as the clear priority (31percent listing it as their number one priority 
and 50 percent listing it as one of their top two priorities), followed by a multi-use trail (31 
percent as number one priority and 42 percent as one of their top two priorities) and bird/wildlife 
viewing areas (12 percent as number one priority and 36 percent as one of their top two 
priorities).

Figure 15 
Most important recreation facilities to be developed at the Strippgen property 
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Programs, Activities, and Special Events  

The survey listed a variety of programs, activities, and special events that are currently available 
in the Prospect District or could be added in the future.  Respondents were asked to indicate 
which ones members of their household participate in and which should be expanded, 
improved, or added. 

Programs, activities, and special events participation.  Individual activities such as biking and 
hiking (73 percent of respondents), special events such as Pumpkin Fest, Easter Egg Hunt, and 
Holiday Tea (43 percent), athletic fields for youth (24 percent), and golf (21 percent) were 
indicated to have the highest participation rates among responding households (other activities 
had participation rates of 12 percent or less).   

Programs, activities, and special events that should be expanded/improved.  Among the same 
list, individual activities (52 percent), athletic fields for youth (25 percent), special events (20 
percent), golf (20 percent), and adult classes and programs (19 percent) were the most 
frequently identified as potentials for expansion or improvement (other activities received 16 
percent or less).   

Programs, activities, and special events that should be added.  Programs, activities, or special 
events respondents indicated that they would like to see added in the District include individual 
activities (37 percent), children’s summer programs (28 percent), adult classes and programs 
(22 percent), golf (22 percent), senior classes and programs (22 percent), and tennis (20 
percent).
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Trail Accessibility/Connectivity  

Transportation.  Respondents rated their ability to get to parks, recreation facilities, and 
programs in the District using alternative means of transportation average overall.  Using a 1 to 
5 scale (5 being “excellent” and 1 being “poor”), 37 percent of respondents rated their ability to 
walk around the district “excellent” and 26 percent “poor” (average rating of 3.1) while 33 
percent rated their ability to bike around the district “excellent” and 28 percent “poor” (average 
rating of 3.0) and 31 percent rated the regional trail connectivity within the district “excellent” and 
35 percent “poor” (average rating of 2.9). 

Figure 16 
Transportation and accessibility ratings 
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When asked what it is that most influences their decision to walk or bike to parks and recreation 
facilities in the District, 56 percent of respondents cited a “safe and enjoyable route,” followed by 
distance (26 percent), and overall atmosphere/quality of the park (20 percent).   

In regards to connectivity throughout the District, “trail connectivity to regional trails” was the 
most important to respondents (64 percent indicating that it is “very important”), followed by 
connectivity to North and South Table Mountains (55 percent), and connectivity between 
Prospect District Parks (54 percent). 

Figure 17 
Importance of Connectivity 
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Most Important Concerns  

What are the three most important concerns for the Prospect Recreation & Park District to 
address through the Master Plan Update?  The top priorities indicated by respondents include 
“more trails” (38 percent), “better pedestrian/bike access (36 percent), awareness of programs 
(33 percent), and condition of parks (29 percent). 

Figure 18 
Three most important concerns for the District to address that would increase your utilization 
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Financial Choices  

Amount of money currently being spent by the District.  Respondents were asked what their 
opinion is concerning how much money is currently being spent to develop new parks and 
recreation facilities, maintain current parks and recreation facilities, and develop new trails.  For 
all three categories, about one-third of the overall respondents are unsure about how much is 
currently being spent (27 to 35 percent).  In regards to developing new and maintaining current 
facilities, most respondents indicated that about the right amount is being spent (between 48 
and 59 percent).  In regards to developing new trails, however, only 25 percent of respondents 
feel the right amount is being spent, and 36 percent feel too little is being spent.   

Figure 19 
What is your opinion concerning the amount of money currently being spent in: 
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In order to allow the District to support land acquisition, or the development, maintenance, and 
operation of new park and recreation properties that are most important to you and your 
household, would you support a property tax increase for this purpose?  When asked how they 
would likely vote if such a proposal were to appear on a future District ballot, 52 percent of 
respondents indicated that they would definitely or probably vote “yes,” while 18 percent were 
unsure, and 30 percent indicated they would definitely or probably vote “no.”  Support was 
relatively consistent among all respondent types. 

Figure 20 
Support of property tax increase 
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*99 percent of respondents indicated that they are a registered voter. 



PROSPECT RECREATION & PARK DISTRICT MASTER PLAN SURVEY 2008—FINAL RESULTS 

RRC ASSOCIATES 21

Priorities for budgeting taxpayer revenue.  It was explained in the survey that “the District is 
responsible for developing and managing a variety of park services and facilities.  If you were 
responsible for budgeting $100 of District funds, how would you spend it?”  As illustrated in the 
following figure, residents clearly distributed the greatest share to existing parks, trails, and 
open space improvements—$34 or 34% of their total $100 allocation.  Allocations to other 
categories include additional trails ($23), Strippgen property ($17), Tanglewood Park expansion 
($12), other ($8), and Prospect Arena Park improvements ($6). 

Figure 21 
Budget Allocation within District 
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Communication 

Many respondents currently get information on recreation services and programs from the 
PRPD Newsletter (77 percent), followed by PRPD Banners (33 percent), the Golden Transcript 
(29 percent), and the PRPD website (11 percent).  When asked how the District can best 
communicate with them, the PRPD Newsletter was again mentioned the most (by 58 percent of 
respondents), followed by PRPD website (16 percent), Golden Transcript (11 percent), and 
PRPD Banners (4 percent).   

Other – Applewood Golf Course 

Within the Prospect Recreation & Park District boundaries, Applewood Golf Course is one of the 
few remaining large pieces of property that is undeveloped.  Applewood Golf Course is privately 
owned and is not currently for sale.  Survey respondents were asked to rate the importance of 
conserving a property such as the Applewood Golf Course property as a golf course or for open 
space/recreational uses.  Seventy percent of respondents indicated that this is “very important” 
to them, while 15 percent indicated that it is “not at all important.” 

Understanding that the Applewood Golf Course is not currently for sale, if there were ever an 
opportunity in the future for the Prospect District to participate with other agencies in the 
acquisition, management and/or operation of a property such as the Applewood Golf Course (in 
order to preserve it as a golf course or for open space/recreational uses), would you be 
supportive? Seventy-eight percent of respondents indicated that they would definitely or 
probably be supportive, while 9 percent were unsure, and 13 percent indicated they would 
definitely or probably not be supportive.   

If such an opportunity were to present itself in the future, would you support a tax increase (mill 
levy or bond issue) to preserve the Applewood Golf Course as a golf course or for open 
space/recreational uses?  When asked how they would likely vote, 62 percent of respondents 
indicated that they would definitely or probably vote “yes,” while 14 percent were unsure, and 24 
percent indicated they would definitely or probably vote “no.”   

While the proportion of respondents who would be supportive of a tax increase to preserve the 
golf course (62 percent) is greater than the proportion that indicated support for a tax increase 
to acquire, develop, and maintain new parks and recreation facilities within the district (52 
percent), it is important to note that comparisons between these two responses may not be 
directly comparable (for example, the question pertaining to the golf course addresses a 
specific, existing facility while the other question is broader and more general in its purpose as 
to what a tax increase would pay for).

Additionally, it should be noted that support for a tax increase to preserve the golf course is 
much stronger among residents of Applewood than it is in Fairmount—66 percent of Applewood 
residents would definitely (41 percent) or probably (25 percent) vote in favor, as compared to 59 
percent of Fairmount residents (just 23 percent definitely plus 36 percent probably).  As such, 
although substantial at 62 percent in favor overall, it is not a sure thing at this level that a ballot 
issue would pass, and any future ballot initiative to preserve the golf course would likely still 
require an extensive public relations outreach program to better inform and educate residents, 
in all areas of the district, on the benefits that could be realized by the community if such an 
initiative were to pass. 
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Figure 22 
Applewood Golf Course 
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Appendix B   Alternative Providers 
 
 
General ! Applewood Area 
 

Applewood Athletic Club 
13330 West 20th Avenue 
Golden, CO 80401 
303!232!4090 
Type: private 
 
Applewood Golf Course 
14001 W. 32nd Avenue 
Golden, CO 80401 
303!279!3003 
Type: public 
 
Golden Goal Sports Complex 
2650 Alkire 
Golden, CO 80401 
303!564!7251 
www.goldengoalsc.com 
Type: private 

 
General ! Fairmount Area 
 

Denver Kickers Sports Club 
16776 West 50th Avenue 
Golden, CO 80403 
303!279!9097 
www.denverkickers.com 
Type: non!profit 
 
Colorado Railroad Museum & Robert W. Richardson Railroad Library 
17155 W 44th Ave 
Golden, CO 80403 
303!279!4591 
www.crrm.org 
Type: non!profit 
 
Tony Grampsas Park 
City of Golden 
44th and Salvia 
Golden, CO 80403 
www.ci.golden.co.us 
Type: public 
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Community/Recreation Centers 
 

APEX Center 
APEX Park and Recreation District 
13150 W. 72nd Ave. 
Arvada, Colorado 80005 
303!424!2739 
www.apexprd.org 
Type: public 
 
Golden Community Center 
City of Golden 
1470 10th Street 
Golden, CO 80401 
303!384!8100 
www.ci.golden.co.us 
Type: public 
 
Susan M Duncan Family YMCA 
6350 Eldridge St 
Arvada, CO 80004 
303!467!7817 
www.denverymca.org 
Type: non!profit 
 
Whitlock Recreation Center 
City of Lakewood 
1555 Dover Street 
Lakewood, CO 80026 
303!987!4800 
www.lakewood.org 
Type: public 
 
Wheat Ridge Recreation Center 
4005 Kipling Street 
Wheat Ridge, CO 80034 
303!231!1300 
www.ci.wheatridge.co.us 
Type: public 
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Youth Sports Associations 
 

Colorado Wildfire Baseball 
Kevin McCasky 
2091 Braun Drive 
Golden CO 80401 
303!921!3907 (cell) 
303!271!8525 (day) 
lmccasky@comcast.net 
 
Table Mountain Soccer Association 
Laura Albrecht 
P.O. Box 943 
Golden CO 80402 
303!279!2686 
laura@tablemountainsoccer.org 
 
Westside Lacrosse 
Steve Perea 
14200 Crabapple Rd 
Golden CO 80401 
720!352!5800 
steve@esells.com 
 
Wheat Ridge Baseball 
Joe Garmatz 
5965 W 33rd Avenue 
Wheat Ridge CO 80212 
303!692!2148 
303!274!6760 
jjgarmatz@msn.com 
 

Our Lady of Fatima (baseball) 
Mike Weathers 
7230 W 38th Avenue 
Wheat Ridge CO 80033 
303!456!6866 
303!234!0392 
Phgs4mike@msn.com 
 
Golden/Applewood Midget Football 
Cheryl Wykoff 
3155 Wright Ct 
Wheat Ridge Co 80215 
303!961!8330 
303!271!1991 
Bu6763@msn.com 
 
Golden Junior Baseball 
Jeff Lowry 
2059 Goldenvue Dr 
Golden CO 80401 
720!560!2232 
303!916!4631  
lowjc@aol.com 
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Appendix C ! 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 assess 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 measurements including: 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 

Service 
Radius and 

Location Notes 

Number of 
Units per 

Population 
 
Baseball 
Official 
 
 
Little League 

 
3.0 to 3.85 acre 
minimum 
 
 
1.2 acre minimum 

 
¼ to ½ mile 
Unlighted part of neighborhood complex; lighted 
fields part of community complex 

 
1 per 5,000; 
lighted 1 per 30,000 

Basketball 
Youth 
 
High school 

 
2,400 # 3,036 vs. 
 
5,040 # 7,280 s.f. 

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 

 
1 per 5,000 

Football Minimum 1.5 acres 15 # 30 minute travel time 
Usually part of sports complex in community park or 
adjacent to school 

1 per 20,000 

Soccer 1.7 to 2.1 acres 1 to 2 miles 
Youth soccer on smaller fields adjacent to larger 
soccer fields or neighborhood parks 

1 per 10,000 

Softball 1.5 to 2.0 acres ¼ to ½ mile 
May also be used for youth baseball 

1 per 5,000 (if also used for 
youth baseball) 

Swimming 
Pools 

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

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 

1 per 20,000 (pools should 
accommodate 3% to 5% of 
total population at a time) 

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

¼ to ½ mile 
Best in groups of 2 to 4 courts; located in 
neighborhood community park or near school site 

1 court per 2,000 

Volleyball Minimum 4,000 s.f. 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 

1 court per 5,000 

Total land 
Acreage 

 Various types of parks ! mini, neighborhood, 
community, regional, conservation, etc. 

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 work, 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 that 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 or land!locked? What if it is a small town surrounded by 

open Federal lands? 
 What about quality and condition? What if there are a lot of ballfields, but they haven"t 

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 referred to as Composite!Values Methodology was developed. This process, which has been 
applied in many communities across the nation since 2001, provided a better way of measuring and 
portraying the service provided by parks and recreation systems. Primary research and development 
for this methodology was conducted 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 three 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 
a 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 a 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, the database 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.  

100  Prospect Recreation & Park District, CO   Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
 



 
It is important to note that the GRASP® methodology provides not only 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, update, and creates easily understood graphic depictions 
(analysis maps and/or  Perspectives!) of issues. Combined with a needs assessment, public and 
staff involvement, program and financial assessment, GRASP® allows an agency to defensibly 
make 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 as part of the GRASP® 
analysis. 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) information. 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, with each relevant space considered a component and 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, the project team conducts a review for accuracy and final 
approval. 
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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 was 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. 
 
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 and 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.  
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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 things that a user might not go to the parks 
specifically to use, but are things that enhance the users" experience by making it a nicer 
place to be and 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, 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"s 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 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 a 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 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 to 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 component 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 
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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.  

 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 .pdf"s 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 D   Facility Inventory 
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Appendix E   Maps and GRASP® Perspectives
(see "Maps and Perspectives" File)  

 
Map A:  Regional Context 
 
Map B:  System Map 
 
Perspective A:  Neighborhood Access to All Components 
 
Perspective B:  Walkable Access to All Components  
 
Perspective C:  Neighborhood Access to Trails 
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Appendix F   Strippgen Property Conceptual Site Plan
(see "Maps and Perspectives" File) 
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Appendix G   Cost Recovery Pyramid Methodology 
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CORE SERVICES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION: THE PYRAMID METHODOLOGY 
 
The creation of a core services identification, resource 
allocation, and cost recovery philosophy and policy is a 
key component to maintaining an agency s financial 
control, equitably priced offerings, and identifying core 
programs, facilities and services.  

Critical to this philosophical undertaking is the support 
and buy!in of elected officials and advisory boards, 
staff and ultimately of citizens.  Whether or not 
significant changes are called for, the organization 
wants to be certain that it is philosophically aligned 
with its constituents. The development of the cost 
recovery philosophy and policy is built upon a very 
logical foundation, using the understanding of who is 
benefiting from the parks and recreation service to 
determine how that service should be paid for.  

 

The development of the cost recovery philosophy 
can be separated into the following steps: 
 

Step 1   Building on Your Organization!s Values, Vision, and Mission  

The entire premise for this process is to align values, core services and resources to fulfill the Community s vision 
and mission. It is important that organizational values are reflected in the vision and mission. Often mission 
statements are a starting point and further work needs to occur to create a more detailed common understanding 
of the interpretation of the mission. This is accomplished by involving staff in a discussion of a variety of Filters. 

 

Step 2   Understanding the Pyramid Methodology, the Benefits Filter, and Secondary Filters 

Filters are a series of continuums covering different ways of viewing service provision.  The Primary Filters 
influence the final positioning of services as they relate to each other and are summarized below. The Benefits 
Filter, however, forms the foundation of the Pyramid Model and is used in this discussion to illustrate a cost 
recovery philosophy and policies for parks and recreation organizations.  The other filters are explained later. 

Filter Definition 

Benefit 
Who receives the benefit of the service?  (Skill development, education, 
physical health, mental health, safety) 

Access/Type of Service 
Is the service available to everyone equally? Is participation or eligibility 
restricted by diversity factors (i.e., age, ability, skill, financial)?  

Organizational Responsibility 
Is it the organization s responsibility or obligation to provide the service 
based upon mission, legal mandate, or other obligation or requirement? 

Historical Expectations What have we always done that we can t change? 

Anticipated Impacts 
What is the anticipated impact of the service on existing resources? On 
other users? On the environment? What is the anticipated impact to not 
providing the service? 

Social Value 
What is the perceived social value of the service by constituents, city 
staff and leadership, and policy makers?  Is it a community builder? 

 
 



THE BENEFITS FILTER 

The principal foundation of all the filters is the Benefits Filter.  It is shown first as a continuum and then applied to 
the Core Services and Resource Allocation Pyramid model. 

Conceptually, the base level of the pyramid represents the mainstay of a public parks and recreation program.  
Programs appropriate to higher levels of the pyramid should only be offered when the preceding levels below are 
full enough to provide a foundation for the next level. This foundation and upward progression is intended to 
represent the public parks and recreation core mission, while also reflecting the growth and maturity of an 
organization as it enhances its program and facility offerings. 

It is often easier to integrate the values of the organization with its mission if they can be visualized. An ideal 
philosophical model for this purpose is the pyramid. In addition to a physical structure, pyramid is defined by 
Webster s Dictionary as !an immaterial structure built on a broad supporting base and narrowing gradually to an 
apex." Parks and recreation programs are built with a broad supporting base of core services, enhanced with more 
specialized services as resources allow. Envision a pyramid sectioned horizontally into five levels. 

COMMUNITY Benefit 

The foundational level of the pyramid is the largest, and includes those programs, facilities, and services that 
benefit the COMMUNITY as a whole.  These programs, facilities, and services can increase property values, provide 
safety, address social needs, and enhance quality of life for residents.  The community generally pays for these 
basic services and facilities through taxes. These services are offered to residents at minimal or no fee.  A large 
percentage of the tax support of the agency would fund this 
level of the pyramid.   

Examples of these services could include the existence of the 
community parks and recreation system, the ability for 
youngsters to visit facilities on an informal basis, 
development and distribution of marketing brochures, low!
income or scholarship programs, park and facility planning and design, park maintenance, or others.  

NOTE:  All examples are generic ! your programs and services may be very different based on your agency s 
mission, demographics, goals, etc.   

COMMUNITY /  Individual Benefit 

The second and smaller level of the pyramid represents programs, 
facilities, and services that promote individual physical and mental well!
being, and provide recreation skill development.  They are generally the 
more traditionally expected services and beginner instructional levels.  These programs, services, and facilities are 
typically assigned fees based on a specified percentage of direct and indirect costs. These costs are partially offset 
by both a tax subsidy to account for the COMMUNITY Benefit and participant fees to account for the INDIVIDUAL 
Benefit.   

Examples of these services could include the ability of teens and adults to visit facilities on an informal basis, ranger 
led interpretive programs, and beginning level instructional programs and classes, etc. 

INDIVIDUAL /  Community Benefit 

The third and even smaller level of the pyramid represents services that 
promote individual physical and mental well!being, and provide an 
intermediate level of recreational skill development.  This level provides more 
INDIVIDUAL Benefit and less COMMUNITY Benefit and should be priced accordingly. The individual fee is set to 
recover a higher percentage of cost than for programs and services that fall in the lower pyramid levels. 

Examples of these services could include summer recreational day camp, summer sports leagues, year!round swim 
team, etc. 



MOSTLY INDIVIDUAL Benefit 

The fourth and still smaller pyramid level represents specialized services generally for 
specific groups, and may have a competitive focus.  In this level programs and services 
may be priced to recover full cost, including all direct and indirect expenses.  

Examples of these services might include specialty classes, golf, and outdoor adventure programs.  Examples of 
these facilities might include camp sites with power hook!ups. 

HIGHLY INDIVIDUAL Benefit 

At the top of the pyramid, the fifth and smallest level represents activities that have a profit 
center potential, and may even fall outside of the core mission.  In this level, programs and 
services should be priced to recover full cost plus a designated profit percentage. 

Examples of these activities could include elite diving teams, golf lessons, food concessions, company picnic rentals 
and other facility rentals, such as for weddings, or other services. 

 

Step 3   Sorting Services 

It is critical that this sorting step be done with staff, and with governing bodies and citizens in mind. This is where 
ownership is created for the philosophy, while participants discover the current and possibly varied operating 
histories, cultures, missions, and values of the organization. It is the time to develop consensus and get everyone 
on the same page, the page you write together. Remember, as well, this effort must reflect the community and 
must align with the thinking of policy makers. 

Sample Policy Development Methodology Language: 

XXX community brought together staff from across the department to sort existing programs into each level of the 
pyramid.  This was a challenging step.  It was facilitated by an objective and impartial facilitator in order to hear all 
viewpoints. It generated discussion and debate as participants discovered what different staff members had to say 
about serving culturally and economically different parts of the community; about historic versus recreational 
parks; about adults versus youth versus seniors; about weddings and interpretive programs; and the list goes on. It 
was important to push through the !what"  to the !why"  to find common ground.  This is all what discovering the 
philosophy is about. 

 

Step 4   Determining Current Subsidy/Cost Recovery Levels 

Subsidy and cost recovery are complementary.  If a program is subsidized at 75%, it has a 25% cost recovery, and 
vice!versa.  It is more powerful to work through this exercise thinking about where the tax subsidy is used rather 
than what is the cost recovery. When it is complete, you can reverse thinking to articulate the cost recovery 
philosophy, as necessary.   

The overall subsidy/cost recovery level is comprised of the average of everything in all of the levels together as a 
whole.  Determine what the current subsidy level is for the programs sorted into each level.  There may be quite a 
range in each level, and some programs could overlap with other levels of the pyramid.  This will be rectified in the 
final steps. 

 

Step 5   Assigning Desired Subsidy/Cost Recovery Levels 

Ask these questions: Who benefits?  Who pays?  Now you have the answer; who benefits # pays$  The tax subsidy 
is used in greater amounts at the bottom levels of the pyramid, reflecting the benefit to the Community as a 
whole. As the pyramid is climbed, the percentage of tax subsidy decreases, and at the top levels it may not be used 
at all, reflecting the Individual benefit. So, what is the right percentage of tax subsidy for each level?  It would be 



appropriate to keep some range within each level; however, the ranges should not overlap from level to level.   

Again, this effort must reflect your community and must align with the thinking of your policy makers.  In addition, 
pricing must also reflect what your community thinks is reasonable, as well as the value of the offering. 

Examples   

Many times categories at the bottom level will be completely or mostly subsidized, but you may have a small cost 
recovery to convey value for the experience. The range for subsidy may be 90!100% ! but it may be higher, 
depending on your overall goals.   

The top level may range from 0% subsidy to 50% excess revenues above all costs, or more.  Or, your organization 
may not have any activities or services in the top level. 

 

Step 6   Understanding the Other Factors and Considerations 

Inherent in sorting programs into the pyramid model using the Benefits Filter is the realization that other factors 
come into play.  This can result in decisions to place programs in other levels than might first be thought. These 
factors also follow a continuum form however do not necessarily follow the five levels like the Benefits Filter. In 
other words, the continuum may fall totally within the first two levels of the pyramid.  These factors can aid in 
determining core programs versus ancillary programs.  These factors represent a layering effect and should be 
used to make adjustments to an initial placement in the pyramid. 
 
THE COMMITMENT FACTOR: What is the intensity of the program, what is the commitment of the 
participant? 

 

Drop!In 
Opportunities 

Instructional   
Basic 

Instructional   
Intermediate 

Competitive   Not 
Recreational 

Specialized 

 
THE TRENDS FACTOR: Is the program or service tried and true, or is it a fad? 

 

Basic 
Traditionally 

Expected 
Staying Current with 

Trends 
Cool, Cutting Edge Far Out 

 
THE POLITICAL FILTER: What is out of our control? 

This filter does not operate on a continuum, but is a reality, and will dictate from time to time where certain 
programs fit  in the pyramid 

 
THE MARKETING FACTOR: What is the effect of the program in attracting customers?  

 

Loss Leader    Popular   High Willingness to Pay 

 
THE RELATIVE COST TO PROVIDE FACTOR: What is the cost per participant? 

 

Low Cost per 
Participant 

 
Medium Cost per 

Participant 
 

High Cost per 
Participant 

 



THE ECONOMIC CONDITIONS FACTOR: What are the financial realities of the community? 

 

Low Ability to Pay    Pay to Play 
 
FINANCIAL GOALS FACTOR: Are we targeting a financial goal such as increasing sustainability, 
decreasing subsidy reliance? 

 

 100% 
Subsidized 

   
Generates Excess Revenue 
over Direct Expenditures 

 

Step 7   Adjust Fees and Other Funding Resources to Reflect Your Comprehensive Cost Recovery 
Philosophy 

Across the country, ranges in overall cost recovery levels can vary from less than 10% to over 100%.  Your 
organization sets your target based on your mission, stakeholder input, funding, and/or other circumstances.  This 
exercise may have been completed to determine present cost recovery level. Or, you may have needed to increase 
your cost recovery from where you are currently to meet budget targets. Sometimes just implementing the policy 
equitably to existing programs is enough, without a concerted effort to increase fees.  Now that this information is 
apparent, the organization can articulate where it has been and where it is going # by pyramid level and overall ! 
and fees can be adjusted accordingly. 

 

Step 8   Use Your Efforts to Your Advantage in the Future 

The results of this exercise may be used: 
 To articulate your comprehensive cost recovery philosophy;  
 To train staff at all levels as to why and how things are priced the way they are; 
 To shift subsidy to where is it most appropriately needed; 
 To recommend program or service cuts to meet budget subsidy targets, or show how revenues can be 

increased as an alternative; and, 
 To justify the pricing of new programs. 

 
 
 
This Core Services and Resource Allocation: The Pyramid Methodology Outline is provided by: 

 

 
GreenPlay, LLC, 3050 Industrial Lane, Suite 200, Broomfield, CO  80020 

(303) 439!8369; Toll!free: 1!866!849!9959; Info@GreenPlayLLC.com; www.GreenPlayLLC.com 
All rights reserved.  Please contact GreenPlay for more information. 

Copyright 2001 
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