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REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL

SECTION 1.0: ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION & CONDITIONS FOR SUBMITTAL
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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

Issuing Office: This Request for Proposal (RFP) is issued by the City of Grand Junction
(City). All contact regarding this RFP shall be directed to:

RFEP Questions:
Susan Hyatt
susanh@aqjcity.org

Purpose: The purpose of this RFP is to obtain proposals from qualified professional firms
to provide Services to develop a Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan as
described in Section 3.

Compliance: All participating Offerors, by their signature hereunder, shall agree to comply
with all conditions, requirements, and instructions of this RFP as stated or implied herein.
Should the City omit anything from this packet which is necessary to the clear understanding
of the requirements, or should it appear that various instructions are in conflict, the Offeror(s)
shall secure instructions from the Purchasing Division prior to the date and time of the
submittal deadline shown in this RFP.

Procurement Process: Procurement processes shall be governed by the most current
version of the City of Grand Junction Purchasing Policy and Procedure Manual.

Submission: Please refer to section 4.0 for what is to be included. Each proposal shall
be submitted in_electronic format only, and only through the Rocky Mountain E-
Purchasing website, www.bidnetdirect.com/colorado. The uploaded response shall be a
single PDF document with all required information included This site offers both “free” and
‘paying” regqistration options that allow for full access of the City’s documents and for
electronic_submission of proposals. (Note: “free” registration may take up to 24 hours to
process. Please Plan accordingly.) For proper comparison and evaluation, the City requests
that proposals be formatted as directed in Section 4.0 “Preparation and Submittal of
Proposals.” Submittals received that fail to follow this format may be ruled non-responsive.
(Purchasing Representative does not have access or control of the vendor side of RMEPS.
If website or other problems arise during response submission, vendor MUST contact
RMEPS to resolve issue prior to the response deadline. 800-835-4603)

Altering Proposals: Any alterations made prior to opening date and time must be initialed
by the signer of the proposal, guaranteeing authenticity. Proposals cannot be altered or
amended after submission deadline.

Withdrawal of Proposal: A proposal must be firm and valid for award and may not be
withdrawn or canceled by the Offeror for sixty (60) days following the submittal deadline
date, and only prior to award. The Offeror so agrees upon submittal of their proposal. After
award this statement is not applicable.

Addenda: All Questions shall be submitted in writing to the appropriate person as shown
in Section 1.1. Any interpretations, corrections and changes to this RFP or extensions to
the opening/receipt date shall be made by a written Addendum to the RFP by the City. Sole
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1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

1.14

authority to authorize addenda shall be vested in the City of Grand Junction Purchasing
Representative. Addenda will be issued electronically through the Rocky Mountain E-
Purchasing website at www.bidnetdirect.com/colorado. Offerors shall acknowledge receipt
of all addenda in their proposal. Addenda and solicitations are posted on the City’s website,
www.gjcity.org/business-and-economic-development/bids, for informational purposes.

Confidential Material: All materials submitted in response to this RFP shall ultimately
become public record and shall be subject to inspection after contract award. “Proprietary
or Confidential Information” is defined as any information that is not generally known to
competitors and which provides a competitive advantage. Unrestricted disclosure of
proprietary information places it in the public domain. Only submittal information clearly
identified with the words “Confidential Disclosure” and uploaded as a separate document
shall establish a confidential, proprietary relationship. Any material to be treated as
confidential or proprietary in nature must include a justification for the request. The request
shall be reviewed and either approved or denied by the City. If denied, the proposer shall
have the opportunity to withdraw its entire proposal, or to remove the confidential or
proprietary restrictions. Neither cost nor pricing information nor the total proposal shall be
considered confidential or proprietary

Response Material Ownership: All proposals become the property of the City upon receipt
and shall only be returned to the proposer at the City’s option. Selection or rejection of the
proposal shall not affect this right. The City shall have the right to use all ideas or
adaptations of the ideas contained in any proposal received in response to this RFP, subject
to limitations outlined in the section titled “Confidential Material”. Disqualification of a
proposal does not eliminate this right.

Minimal Standards for Responsible Prospective Offerors: A prospective Offeror must
affirmably demonstrate their responsibility. A prospective Offeror must meet the following
requirements:

Have adequate financial resources, or the ability to obtain such resources as required.
Be able to comply with the required or proposed completion schedule.

Have a satisfactory record of performance.

Have a satisfactory record of integrity and ethics.

Be otherwise qualified and eligible to receive an award and enter into a contract with
the City.

Nonconforming Terms and Conditions: A proposal that includes terms and conditions
that do not conform to the terms and conditions of this Request for Proposal is subject to
rejection as non-responsive. The City reserves the right to permit the Offeror to withdraw
nonconforming terms and conditions from its proposal prior to a determination by the City of
non-responsiveness based on the submission of nonconforming terms and conditions

Open Records: All proposals shall be open for public inspection after the contract is
awarded. Trade secrets and confidential information contained in the proposal so identified
by offer as such shall be treated as confidential by the City to the extent allowable in the
Open Records Act.

Sales Tax: City of Grand Junction is, by statute, exempt from the State Sales Tax and
Federal Excise Tax; therefore, all fees shall not include taxes.
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1.15 Public Opening: Proposals shall be opened in the City Hall Auditorium, 250 North 5" Street,

Grand Junction, CO 81501, immediately following the proposal deadline. Offerors, their
representatives and interested persons may be present. Only the names and locations on
the proposing firms will be disclosed.

SECTION 2.0: GENERAL CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

Acceptance of RFP Terms: A proposal submitted in response to this RFP shall constitute
a binding offer. Acknowledgment of this condition shall be indicated on the Cover Letter by
the Offeror or an officer of the Offeror legally authorized to execute contractual obligations.
A submission in response to the RFP acknowledges acceptance by the Offeror of all terms
and conditions, as set forth herein. An Offeror shall identify clearly and thoroughly any
variations between its proposal and the City’s RFP requirements. Failure to do so shall be
deemed a waiver of any rights to subsequently modify the terms of performance, except as
outlined or specified in the RFP.

Execution, Correlation, Intent, and Interpretations: The Contract Documents shall be
signed by the City and Contractor. By executing the contract, the Contractor represents that
they have familiarized themselves with the local conditions under which the Work is to be
performed, and correlated their observations with the requirements of the Contract
Documents. The Contract Documents are complementary, and what is required by any one,
shall be as binding as if required by all. The intention of the documents is to include all
labor, materials, equipment, services and other items necessary for the proper execution
and completion of the scope of work as defined in the technical specifications and drawings
contained herein. All drawings, specifications and copies furnished by the City are, and
shall remain, City property. They are not to be used on any other project.

Acceptance Not Waiver: The City's acceptance or approval of any work furnished
hereunder shall not in any way relieve the proposer of their present responsibility to maintain
the high quality, integrity and timeliness of his work. The City's approval or acceptance of,
or payment for, any services shall not be construed as a future waiver of any rights under
this Contract, or of any cause of action arising out of performance under this Contract.

Assignment: The Offeror shall not sell, assign, transfer or convey any contract resulting
from this RFP, in whole or in part, without the prior written approval from the City.

Compliance with Laws: Proposals must comply with all Federal, State, County and local
laws governing or covering this type of service and the fulfillment of all ADA (Americans with
Disabilities Act) requirements. Contractor hereby warrants that it is qualified to assume the
responsibilities and render the services described herein and has all requisite corporate
authority and professional licenses in good standing, required by law.

Debarment/Suspension: The Contractor herby certifies that the Contractor is not presently
debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded
from covered transactions by any Governmental department or agency.

Confidentiality: All information disclosed by the City to the Contractor for the purpose of
the work to be done or information that comes to the attention of the Contractor during the
course of performing such work is to be kept strictly confidential.



2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

2.11.

2.12.

2.13.

2.14.

2.15.

Conflict of Interest: No public official and/or City employee shall have interest in any
contract resulting from this RFP.

Contract: This Request for Proposal, submitted documents, and any negotiations, when
properly accepted by the City, shall constitute a contract equally binding between the City
and Offeror. The contract represents the entire and integrated agreement between the
parties hereto and supersedes all prior negotiations, representations, or agreements, either
written or oral, including the Proposal documents. The contract may be amended or modified
with Change Orders, Field Orders, or Amendment.

Cancelation of Solicitation: Any solicitation may be canceled by the City or any solicitation
response by a vendor may be rejected in whole or in part when it is in the best interest of
the City.

Contract Termination: This contract shall remain in effect until any of the following occurs:
(1) contract expires; (2) completion of services; (3) acceptance of services or, (4) for
convenience terminated by either party with a written Notice of Cancellation stating therein
the reasons for such cancellation and the effective date of cancellation at least thirty days
past notification.

Employment Discrimination: During the performance of any services per agreement with
the City, the Offeror, by submitting a Proposal, agrees to the following conditions:

2.12.1. The Offeror shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for
employment because of race, religion, color, sex, age, disability, citizenship status,
marital status, veteran status, sexual orientation, national origin, or any legally
protected status except when such condition is a legitimate occupational
qualification reasonably necessary for the normal operations of the Offeror. The
Offeror agrees to post in conspicuous places, visible to employees and applicants
for employment, notices setting forth the provisions of this nondiscrimination
clause.

2.12.2. The Offeror, in all solicitations or advertisements for employees placed by or on
behalf of the Offeror, shall state that such Offeror is an Equal Opportunity
Employer.

2.12.3. Notices, advertisements, and solicitations placed in accordance with federal law,
rule, or regulation shall be deemed sufficient for the purpose of meeting the
requirements of this section.

Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 and Immigration Compliance: The
Offeror certifies that it does not and will not during the performance of the contract employ
illegal alien workers or otherwise violate the provisions of the Federal Immigration Reform
and Control Act of 1986 and/or the immigration compliance requirements of State of
Colorado C.R.S. § 8-17.5-101, et.seq. (House Bill 06-1343).

Ethics: The Offeror shall not accept or offer gifts or anything of value nor enter into any
business arrangement with any employee, official, or agent of the City.

Failure to Deliver: In the event of failure of the Offeror to deliver services in accordance
with the contract terms and conditions, the City, after due oral or written notice, may procure



2.16.

2.17.

2.18.

2.19.

2.20.

2.21.

2.22.

2.23.

2.24.

the services from other sources and hold the Offeror responsible for any costs resulting in
additional purchase and administrative services. This remedy shall be in addition to any
other remedies that the City may have.

Indemnification: Offeror shall defend, indemnify and save harmless the City and all its
officers, employees, insurers, and self-insurance pool, from and against all liability, suits,
actions, or other claims of any character, name and description brought for or on account of
any injuries or damages received or sustained by any person, persons, or property on
account of any negligent act or fault of the Offeror, or of any Offeror’s agent, employee,
subcontractor or supplier in the execution of, or performance under, any contract which may
result from proposal award. Offeror shall pay any judgment with cost which may be obtained
against the City growing out of such injury or damages.

Oral Statements: No oral statement of any person shall modify or otherwise affect the
terms, conditions, or specifications stated in this document and/or resulting agreement. All
modifications to this request and any agreement must be made in writing by the City.

Remedies: The Offeror and City agree that both parties have all rights, duties, and
remedies available as stated in the Uniform Commercial Code.

Venue: Any agreement as a result of this RFP shall be deemed to have been made in, and
shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with, the laws of the City of Grand Junction,
Mesa County, Colorado.

Expenses: Expenses incurred in preparation, submission and presentation of this RFP are
the responsibility of the company and cannot be charged to the City.

Public Funds/Non-Appropriation of Funds: Funds for payment have been provided
through the City’s budget approved by the City Council/Board of County Commissioners for
the stated fiscal year only. State of Colorado statutes prohibit the obligation and expenditure
of public funds beyond the fiscal year for which a budget has been approved. Therefore,
anticipated orders or other obligations that may arise past the end of the stated City’s fiscal
year shall be subject to budget approval. Any contract will be subject to and must contain
a governmental non-appropriation of funds clause.

Collusion Clause: Each Offeror by submitting a proposal certifies that it is not party to any
collusive action or any action that may be in violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act. Any and
all proposals shall be rejected if there is evidence or reason for believing that collusion exists
among the proposers. The City may or may not, at the discretion of the City Purchasing
Representative, accept future proposals for the same service or commodities for participants
in such collusion.

Gratuities: The Contractor certifies and agrees that no gratuities or kickbacks were paid in
connection with this contract, nor were any fees, commissions, gifts or other considerations
made contingent upon the award of this contract. If the Contractor breaches or violates this
warranty, the City may, at their discretion, terminate this contract without liability to the City.

Performance of the Contract: The City reserves the right to enforce the performance of
the contract in any manner prescribed by law or deemed to be in the best interest of the City
in the event of breach or default of resulting contract award.



2.25.

2.26.

Cooperative Purchasing: Purchases as a result of this solicitation are primarily for the
City. Other governmental entities may be extended the opportunity to utilize the resultant
contract award with the agreement of the successful provider and the participating agencies.
All participating entities will be required to abide by the specifications, terms, conditions and
pricings established in this Proposal. The quantities furnished in this proposal document
are for only the City. It does not include quantities for any other jurisdiction. The City will
be responsible only for the award for our jurisdiction. Other participating entities will place
their own awards on their respective Purchase Orders through their purchasing office or use
their purchasing card for purchase/payment as authorized or agreed upon between the
provider and the individual entity. The City accepts no liability for payment of orders placed
by other participating jurisdictions that choose to piggy-back on our solicitation. Orders
placed by participating jurisdictions under the terms of this solicitation will indicate their
specific delivery and invoicing instructions.

Public Disclosure Record: If the Proposer has knowledge of their employee(s) or sub-
proposers having an immediate family relationship with an City employee or elected official,
the proposer must provide the Purchasing Representative with the name(s) of these
individuals. These individuals are required to file an acceptable “Public Disclosure Record”,
a statement of financial interest, before conducting business with the City.

SECTION 3.0: SPECIFICATIONS/SCOPE OF SERVICES

3.1

3.2

General: The City of Grand Junction, Colorado (City) is seeking proposals from qualified
consultants to create the Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Master Plan.

Background:

A. Community Context

Grand Junction, Colorado is the gateway to the mountains and canyonlands of western
Colorado and eastern Utah. Centrally located between Denver, Colorado (250 miles east)
and Salt Lake City, Utah (270 miles west), Grand Junction is surrounded by 1.2 million acres
of public lands. Grand Junction also possesses easy access to the Rocky Mountains and
western Colorado’s incredible landscape. The City of Grand Junction currently covers 39.8
square miles and serves an estimated population of 64,900 people. 78.7% are Caucasian
and 16.8% Hispanic or Latino.

The City of Grand Junction was first settled in 1881 and was incorporated in 1882. It became
a Home-rule city in 1909 by adopting its own charter pursuant to Article XX of the
Constitution of the State of Colorado. The City operates using the Council-Manager form of
government. It provides a full range of services including public safety (police, 9-1-1
communication center, fire, emergency medical services and emergency transport), public
works (highways, streets, and sanitation), culture-recreation (parks, programs, cemeteries,
swimming pools, golf courses, and general recreation), utilities (water and wastewater)
planning and development, visitor services, and general administrative services.

The Parks and Recreation Department is responsible for management of the City’s inventory
of over 400 acres of developed parks (36 parks), 258 acres of undeveloped properties, and
over 900 acres of open space. Additionally, the system includes recreation programs and
facilities that provide a level of service of about 170,000 participants visits per year, which
averages to nearly 500 people served per day. Major facilities include Lincoln Park Stadium
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and Complex, two pools (one indoor and one outdoor), regional Canyon View park and the
Las Colonias Park. Two cemeteries are also operated and over 27,000 street trees are
maintained.

B. Project Overview

The central purpose of the project is to produce a Parks, Recreation and Open Space
(PROS) Master Plan. The Master Plan, derived from citizen and stakeholder input, will
provide clear direction for services, facilities and amenities for the next 5 to 8 years. This is
an action step in the draft Comprehensive Plan that is up for Council Adoption in the Spring
of 2020. The PROS Master Plan needs to dovetail and build off of the Comprehensive Plan.

In 2001, the City of Grand Junction completed the Parks, Recreation and Open Space
Master Plan (Attachment A). This was updated as the Parks Inventory in 2011
(Attachment B). However, the plan has not been updated since that time. The 2001 plan
served the community well with many components having been completed, including an
outdoor amphitheater, Las Colonias Park and Canyon View Park. Towards the end of 2018,
Grand Junction successfully earned a Great Outdoors Colorado Planning Grant that is
paying for a majority of the cost of this Master Plan.

It is imperative that there be meaningful community participation in the preparation of the
plan and that the consulting team includes substantial opportunities for citizen participation
in the planning process. The following should drive the plan: results of an updated
statistically valid survey (building off of the 2018 survey described below), public input from
focus groups, community meetings, engagement with City Council and staff, and regular
interaction with a City Council appointed PROS Master Plan Task Force. This letter being
circulated to recruit for this Task Force is shown in Attachment C.

Scope of Work: The awarded consultant team (lead consultant along with proposed sub-
consultants), will work with City staff, elected and appointed officials and the community to
develop an innovative, integrated and implementable Parks, Recreation and Open Space
(PROS) Plan. Building off and referencing the project objectives listed below, responding
consultants are requested to prepare a detailed scope of work for consideration by an
evaluation committee. Respondents should outline the proposed methods for completing
the PROS Master Plan including how work activities will be conducted. Creative
recommendations for overall project approach are encouraged. The proposal should
include, but is not limited to, recommendations for the following including schedule, number
of meetings etc. to stay within the stated budget, community involvement, stakeholder and
elected and appointed official’'s engagement and implementation strategies.

The final scope of services will be the result of negotiations between the City and the
selected consultants as to how to best meet the City’s goals for the planning process. The
proposal should include, but is not limited to, completion of the following project objectives:
e Feasibility Study. This involves completion of a Feasibility Study for the most needed
indoor recreation facilities. If a Community Center is identified, we will need to update
the recently completed Community Center Feasibility Study, dated September 5,
2018. Thisisincluded as Attachment D. Also, the Master Plan is likely going to involve
two hot issues in the community currently, the Orchard Mesa pool and the status of the
Glacier Ice Arena. The Orchard Mesa pool is a facility built in 1983 in partnership with
Mesa County School District, Mesa County and the City. With the rebuilding of adjacent
Orchard Mesa Middle School, the School District wants to move away from the



partnership. The facility currently has $2.5M in identified capital needs and it serves an
average of 109 people per day. The Glacier Ice Arena is one of the few privately owned
and operated rinks in Colorado. The owners are under financial distress and they, along
with their user groups, are encouraging the City to purchase the rink and take over
operation. Both of these current issues need to be factored into the discussion of and
planning for indoor facilities.

Needs Assessment and Statistically Valid Survey. This plan, working with staff, will
involve an in depth examination of the current unmet parks, recreation and open space
needs, and how to best increase the quality and quantity of service. The most
representative way to achieve this will be completing a Needs Assessment using a
statistically valid survey. This will build off the Public Survey from 2018 (included as
section 03 in Attachment D). This statistically valid survey was a centerpiece in the
2018 Community Center Feasibility Study. While the survey indicated strong support for
the Community Center as planned, with 79% to 86% of respondents indicating their
support for a sales tax increase to build the Community Center as planned, the question
was voted down with 45% support in April 2019. The new survey needs to address and
seek to understand this discrepancy. In other words, it should also illuminate the
underlying issues that lead to failure at the ballot box.

Demographic Projections. Similar to the statistically valid survey, demographic
projections need to be updated to be current from the 2018 pulled information that is
described in Attachment D, Community Center Feasibility Study.

Specification of the Highest Priority Projects. The City budgets for capital
improvements on 10-year horizon, with the first 5 years being funded and balanced. The
resultant PROS plan should prioritize projects and improvements given this and other
resources such as capital grants.

Open Space. The City is in need of a better method to manage existing Open Space
and how to acquire additional Open Space. One strong partner in particular, the
Colorado West Land Trust (CWLT), has worked closely with the City to greatly expand
Open Space, especially in the Monument Road Corridor. The CWLT will assist this
planning effort by mobilizing their network regarding the open space component. This
PROS plan will illuminate best practices and make recommendations on how to better
serve the community through Open Space. Additionally, the City needs to create a plan
for managing and planning for use of open space that is acquired, such as the Corner
Property at South Camp and Monument Road.

Park Development Policies. The plan needs to evaluate current land dedication and
fee in lieu policies for development. Currently, these policies are stated in City
ordinance 21.06.020 Public and Private Parks and Open Space as follows: (1) The
owner of any residential development of 10 or more lots or dwelling units shall dedicate
10 percent of the gross acreage of the property or the equivalent of 10 percent of the
value of the property. The decision as to whether to accept money or land as required
by this section shall be made by the (Parks and Recreation) Director. (4) The required
dedication and/or payment shall be subject to and made in accordance with this code.
The City Council may accept the dedication of land in lieu of payment so long as the fair
market value of the land dedicated to the City is not less than 10 percent of the value of
the property. Working with the CWLT, the City has already identified a need to create a
distinction in ordinance between fees paid by developers and land dedicated for open
space versus developable park space. Also, City Council in late 2019, passed a
significant increase in the park impact fee. The previously 30 plus year old fee was
$225, and the new fee that began in 2020 is $1,260 per single family residential. This
will help provide needed resources to aid in park development. New park development
has slowed significantly
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3.4

3.5

3.6

in the past decade, which is reducing the level of service and diminishing connectivity.
Lastly, the City needs to develop a way for the land dedicated or the fee in lieu calculation
involves land that may be integrated into a meaningful part of the parks and recreation
system. Open space should have an identified value as should dedicated parkland that
is buildable as a park.

Level of Service Analysis/Existing Conditions Study. Working with the City GIS
department, the resultant Master Plan will include maps that illustrate level of service.
City staff will provide a great deal of pre-process information. City staff will update the
2011 Parks Inventory, which includes a full catalog of existing conditions of City-owned
property. City staff will develop a series of GIS maps to depict development activity,
access points for parks, walking distance to parks, existing amenities, health indicators
by census track, and overall amenity locations. City staff will provide growth and
development information gathered as part of the Comprehensive Plan that will assist in
determining future needs. Gaps in service need to be identified. See Attachment E for
a current map showing the City and park accessibility. This work will need to be
incorporated into the PROS Master Plan. Completing much of this work in-house should
save budget.

Deliverables. Deliverables for the project include draft and final plans, important policy
recommendations, project prioritization, a completed feasibility study for the most need
indoor recreation components and final strategies for implementation.

Minimum Mandatory Qualifications of Offeror

The consultant’s project manager shall have at least 5 years of planning experience with local
governments and have lead or substantively assisted in the development of a local jurisdiction
of like size PROS plans.

RFP and Master Plan Tentative Schedule:

e Request for Proposal available on or about February 7, 2020
e Inquiry deadline, no questions after this date February 18, 2020 at noon

e Addendum issued, if needed February 21, 2020

e Submittal deadline for proposals February 28, 2020 at 2:30 PM
e City evaluation of proposals March 2-4, 2020

e Interviews (please plan to be in person) March 6, 2020

e Final selection Week of March 9, 2020

e Refinement of scope (if necessary) March 12-13, 2020

e Letter of Intent execution Week of March 16, 2020

e Contract execution March 20, 2020

e Work begins March 23, 2020

e Target Adoption Date/Project Completion Week of Sept 28, 2020

Questions Regarding Scope of Services:

Susan Hyatt
susanh@aqjcity.org

3.7 Contract: The initial contract period shall be from March, 2020 through October, 2020 and

may be renewed for a period up to 6 months, as mutually agreed by the City and the
Consultant. All awards and extensions are subject to annual appropriation of funds.

_ll_
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SECTION 4.0: PREPARATION AND SUBMITTAL OF PROPOSALS

Submission: Each proposal shall be submitted in electronic format only, and only through
the BidNet website, www.bidnetdirect.com/colorado. This site offers both “free” and “paying”
registration options that allow for full access of the City’s documents and for electronic submission
of proposals. (Note: “free” reqistration may take up to 24 hours to process. Please Plan
accordingly.) (Purchasing Representative does not have access or control of the vendor side of
RMEPS. If website or other problems arise during response submission, vendor MUST contact
RMEPS to resolve issue prior to the response deadline; 800-835-4603). For proper comparison
and evaluation, the City requests that proposals be formatted as directed. The uploaded response
to this RFP shall be a single PDF document with all required information included. Offerors
are required to indicate their interest in this Project, show their specific experience and address
their capability to perform the Scope of Services in the Time Schedule as set forth herein. For
proper comparison and evaluation, the City requires that proposals be formatted A to G.

A. Cover Letter: Cover letter shall be provided which explains the Firm’s interest in the project.
The letter shall contain the name/address/phone number/email of the person who will serve
as the firm's principal contact with City’s Contract Administrator and shall identify individual(s)
who will be authorized to make presentations on behalf of the firm. The statement shall bear
the signature of the person having proper authority to make formal commitments on behalf
of the firm. By submitting a response to this solicitation the Contractor agrees to all
requirements herein.

B. Qualifications/Experience/Credentials: Proposers shall provide their qualifications for
consideration as a contract provider to the City of Grand Junction and include prior
experience in similar projects, as follows:

1. Provide the name of the project manager for this assignment, including an overview of
their experience as project manager for other similar assignments and amount of time
this person is expected to spend on the project.

2. Provide the names and resumes of key personnel that will be performing the proposed
services, including the primary project manager.

3. List the names of the subcontractors expected to be used, the services to be provided
by the subcontractors and the amount of time that each is expected to spend on the
project. Also, include the names and resumes of key subcontractor personnel who will
be working on the assignment.

C. Methodology and Approach to Scope of Work

1. Describe any project approaches or ideas that you would apply to this project and that
you feel would enhance the quality of the project and final product. Provide a specific
timeline or schedule for the work. Show milestones and completion dates on the
schedule.

2. Describe the methods and timeline of communication your firm will use with the City’s
project manager, other involved City staff, elected and appointed officials, and other
interested patrties.

D. Community Involvement

1. Describe methods and general strategy for engaging the community throughout the
planning process.
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2.  Provide innovative and successful techniques of outreach to Grand Junction’s Latino
community.

3. Indicate the specific visualization techniques proposed as part of an innovative
community involvement process.

4.  Specify the number and timing of workshops/meetings/events and strategies proposed
with various segments of the Grand Junction community and a technical/advisory
Committee (if recommended). Provide the purpose and expected outcome of each of
these workshops and strategies.

References: A minimum of three (3) references with name, address, telephone number,
and email address that can attest to your experience in projects of similar scope and size.
The reference should also include the description of the project scope and lead staff assigned
to the project.

Fee Proposal: Provide a cost for the consulting services and products broken down per task
listed under the Scope of Work. The City is anticipating a budget ranging between $95,000 to
$110,000 for this effort. Provide a breakdown of all reimbursable expenses required to
complete the work. If applicable, provide the subcontractor’s costs as separate items. Provide
hourly rate for your firm and all subcontractors. Provide total cost using Solicitation Response
Form found in Section 6.

Additional Data (optional): Provide any additional information that will aid in evaluation of
your qualifications with respect to this project.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

SECTION 5.0: EVALUATION CRITERIA AND FACTORS

Evaluation: An evaluation team shall review all responses and select the proposal or
proposals that best demonstrate the capability in all aspects to perform the scope of services
and possess the integrity and reliability that will ensure good faith performance.

Intent: Only respondents who meet the qualification criteria will be considered. Therefore,
it is imperative that the submitted proposal clearly indicate the firm’s ability to provide the
services described herein.

Submittal evaluations will be done in accordance with the criteria and procedure defined
herein. The City reserves the right to reject any and all portions of proposals and take into
consideration past performance, if available. The following parameters will be used to
evaluate the submittals (in no particular order of priority). Definitions of each criterion is
shown in parenthesis below each point.

e Responsiveness of submittal to the RFP
(Contractor has submitted a proposal that is fully comprehensive, inclusive, and conforms in all respects
to the Request for Proposals (RFP) and all of its requirements, including all forms and substance.)

e Understanding of the project and the objectives
(Contractor’s ability to demonstrate a thorough understanding of the City’s goals pertaining to this specific
project.)

e Experience, necessary resources and skills
(Contractor's proven proficiency in the successful completion of similar projects and has provided
sufficient information proving their available means to perform the required scope of work/service; to
include appropriate bonding, insurance an all other requirements necessary to complete the project.)

e Suitability of the proposal to fulfill City’s requirements
(Contractor’s team is appropriate and applicable to fulfill the needs of this solicitation.)

e Proposed Strategy/Methodology
(Contractor has provided a clear interpretation of the City’s objectives in regard to the project, and a fully
comprehensive plan to achieve successful completion. See Section 5.0 Item C. — Strategy and
Implementation Plan for details.)

e Community Involvement
(Contractor has a proven plan and methodology for involving the community.)

e References
(Proof of performance in projects of similar scope and size from previous clients. See Section 5.0 Item E
— References.)

e Fees (value/cost of efforts)
(All fees associated with the project are provided and are complete and comprehensive.)

City also reserves the right to take into consideration past performance of previous
awards/contracts with the City of any vendor, contractor, supplier, or service provider in
determining final award(s).

Oral Interviews: The City may invite the most qualified rated proposers to participate
in oral interviews on March 6, 2020.

5.4 Award: Firms shall be ranked or disqualified based on the criteria listed in Section 5.2. The

City reserves the right to consider all of the information submitted and/or oral presentations, if
required, in selecting the Consultant.
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SECTION 6.0: SOLICITATION RESPONSE FORM
RFP-4755-20-SH

Offeror must submit entire Form completed, dated and signed.

Total cost to provide services as described: $

WRITTEN: dollars.

The City reserves the right to accept any portion of the work to be performed at its discretion

The undersigned has thoroughly examined the entire Request for Proposals and therefore submits the
proposal and schedule of fees and services attached hereto.

This offer is firm and irrevocable for sixty (60) days after the time and date set for receipt of proposals.

The undersigned Offeror agrees to provide services and products in accordance with the terms and
conditions contained in this Request for Proposal and as described in the Offeror’s proposal attached hereto;
as accepted by the City.

Prices in the proposal have not knowingly been disclosed with another provider and will not be prior to
award.

e Prices in this proposal have been arrived at independently, without consultation, communication or
agreement for the purpose of restricting competition.

¢ No attempt has been made nor will be to induce any other person or firm to submit a proposal for
the purpose of restricting competition.

e The individual signing this proposal certifies they are a legal agent of the offeror, authorized to
represent the offeror and is legally responsible for the offer with regard to supporting documentation
and prices provided.

e Direct purchases by the City of Grand Junction are tax exempt from Colorado Sales or Use Tax.
Tax exempt No. 98-903544. The undersigned certifies that no Federal, State, County or Municipal
tax will be added to the above quoted prices.

e City of Grand Junction payment terms shall be Net 30 days.

e Prompt payment discount of percent of the net dollar will be offered to the City if the
invoice is paid within days after the receipt of the invoice.

RECEIPT OF ADDENDA: the undersigned Contractor acknowledges receipt of Addenda to the Solicitation,
Specifications, and other Contract Documents.

State number of Addenda received:

It is the responsibility of the Proposer to ensure all Addenda have been received and acknowledged.

Company Name — (Typed or Printed) Authorized Agent — (Typed or Printed)
Authorized Agent Signature Phone Number

Address of Offeror E-mail Address of Agent

City, State, and Zip Code Date
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This master plan document is an update of the 1992 “Parks, Recreation and
Open Space Master Plan”. The goal is to build on the work completed as
result of this earlier plan. While great strides have been made, there are still a
number of unmet needs. The primary purpose of this Master Plan Update is to
understand the needs of the community in the area of parks and recreation and
to layout a plan to address those needs over the next 10— 15 years.

A. BACKGROUND

In its early years, Grand Junction planned and constructed a system of parks
that served its residents very well. Sometime in the last 40 to 50 years,
construction of parks failed to keep pace with development, leaving newer
neighborhoods without parks. In the earty 1990's, a master plan was
completed to address this problem. As a result of the 1992 plan, the City took
a major step in improving its park system by buying vacant land for new parks.
Since that time, the City has also constructed a number of significant
improvements to its parks and recreation system including:

e 2.69 acres of parkland for every 1,000 people (up from 1.9 acres per
1,000 in 1992).

e An extensive network of bike/pedestnian trails — especially along the
Colorado River.

e A large park with fields for organized sports and tournaments at
Canyon View Park.

e  State-of-the-art skateparks and in-line hockey arenas

e  General improvements to existing parks

e A new neighborhood park for the Orchard Mesa area

e Aninventory of vacant city-owned land is ready and waiting to be
developed as parks.

However, the City of Grand Junction is deficient in the area of public indoor
recreation. This shortage is clearly demonstrated by the input received from
the community in last year's public opinion survey and from the focus groups
held as a part of this master plan. Residents see smaller cities and towns
construct good quality indoor recreation facilities and wonder why a city as
prosperous and large as Grand Junction does not have one.

It should be noted that Grand Junction provides active recreation programs and

facilities for a large portion of Mesa County. In addition, the city is visited by
thousands of tourists each year who use the City's park and recreation facilities.

City of Grand Junction i



B. THE PURPOSE OF THE PARKS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN
UPDATE

The purpose of this Master Plan Update is to identify the needs of Grand
Junction's current residents, to anticipate those of the future, and to assure
these needs will be met through proper planning. Many of the improvements
identified in the 1992 plan are still needed today. This master plan update will
re-examine those outstanding issues in light of today’s circumstances. Another
goal will be to incorporate the findings from last year's telephone survey of
over 500 Grand Junction residents into the master plans' recommendations.

This plan is intended to be a flexible document. It is best compared to
roadmap. A course has been planned, but there may be detours along the way
that will change that course, or perhaps even the final destination. Council, the
Parks and Recreation Advisory Board and Parks and Recreation staff must be
prepared for these changes in direction and respond accordingly. The assumed
life of this plan will be 15 years, to 2015. At that time, or sooner if rapid
change occurs, the plan will need to be updated to reflect the needs and
current goals of the residents.

C. THE MASTER PLAN PROCESS

This plan was developed through a variety of public inputs including: focus
group interviews, public meetings, a public review of the draft document and
public hearings. It also incorporates data from opinion surveys conducted prior
to the start of this plan.

The opinion survey completed in late 1999 was central to defining the scope of
work of this master plan update. The results identified areas where the public
felt the park system could be improved and indicated that residents would
support a sales tax increase to help fund the improvements they felt were
needed.

As the Master Plan Update progressed, there was concem expressed that the
opinions of high school age youths be considered. In April 2000, the City of
Grand Junction fielded a survey to a sampling of Grand Junction High School
students. It was designed to evaluate their parks and recreation needs and
priorities, and was structured to parallel the community-wide Telephone
Survey. The decision to interview students was based on the recognition that
students are not only current users of recreation facilities, but they will be the
voters and taxpayers of the future.

Three focus groups were conducted to better understand the needs of the
community and to allow residents to elaborate/comment on the results of the
survey. The groups were made up of |2 to |5 residents who were specifically
invited to attend and were carefully balanced to include all demographic
groups. Each group was asked the same series of questions and each
participant was able to comment in tumn. The results of the focus groups were
evaluated against the survey results to provide a more thorough understanding
of the community’s opinions.
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The input from the public was carefully evaluated and incorporated into the
recommendations included in this document. In the end, the recommendations
are not the directives of the consultants, Parks staff, the Parks Board or even
City Council; it is the community’s vision of Grand Junction’s park system.

The update process also examined a number of issues that impacted the final
master plan recommendations.

e The current and future population for the City, 201 Boundary, and
entire valley was projected as well as where growth will occur. This
population information is critical in anticipating the need for parks and
recreation facilities. For instance, if the population grows by 50% over
the next |5 years, the community will need 50% more of each type of
recreation facility just to keep pace (assuming the demand remains the
same).

o A list of parks and recreation improvements suggested by the
community were developed and prioritized. Estimates of probable
cost were developed for each facility and potential funding sources
discussed. '

e  Operational studies were completed for a new recreation center and
parks maintenance to better understand the costs associated with the
new facility development.

e A series of objectives and polices were developed to help council
make decisions on parks and recreation issues.

D. CURRENT LEVEL-OF-SERVICE

Today, Grand Junction has 35 public parks and recreation areas totaling over
670 acres, with 252 acres currently developed and approximately 419 acres of
land committed to park development but as yet undeveloped. How well are
the residents being served by these parks?

A level-of-service (LOS) analysis is one way of measuring the effectiveness of a
city's park system. The LOS is the ratio of parks, or facilities, to the population.
It is usually expressed in the form of facilities-per-thousand population. That is,
a park level-of-service of 3.0 indicates that there are 3 acres of parks per
thousand people. The level-of-service for each type of park found in Grand
Junction is shown in the table on page 13. This analysis shows that, with regard
to developed parks for the four basic park types, Grand Junction has a
composite level-of-service of 4.31. This total LOS is composed of:

e Regional Parks (Canyon View Park: using the Joint Planning area
population) at 0.87,

e Community Parks (Canyon View Park and Lincoln Park using the 201
Boundary population) at 0.91,

e Neighborhood Parks at 2.93 and

e  Mini parks at 0.20 acres per thousand (using the city limit population).

The average population served by all parks types is approximately 58,600.
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E RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PARKS

In addition to the level-of-service, another measure of the adequacy of a park
system is the location of facilities relative to the users — whether the parks are
convenient to the community. The City standard for various park types
includes a Service Area representing a desirable maximum distance that any
home should be from that park type.

Neighborhood and Mini parks are intended to be walk-to parks. [t's assumed
that parents and children who walk or ride bikes to a park should not have to
cross busy (arterial) streets or cross major natural barriers such as the
Colorado River. Community Parks are intended to serve large areas of the city
while regional parks or facilities serve the entire valley.

Neighborhood/Mini Parks

For the most part, the central portion of the City is well served with regard to
Neighborhood / Mini Parks. However, this is not the case for the north-
central and western neighborhoods. This leads to the conclusion that, while
the basic level of service for developed Neighborhood and Mini-Parks in Grand
Junction is close to the target LOS, the parks are not evenly distributed
throughout the city.

e The City should encourage the continued development of mini parks
in existing neighborhoods, but only where land is not available for a
neighborhood park.

¢ Existing undeveloped neighborhood parks within the city limits such as
the Ridges School Site, Horizon Park or Wingate Elementary Park
should be high priorities for development as the City already owns the
land and the neighborhoods have been waiting for these sites to
develop.

¢ Neighborhoods, in the older parts of town that are outside any
neighborhood park service area should be second tier priorities for
new neighborhood or mini-parks.

e The City should make it a high priority to purchase land for future
neighborhood parks somewhere in the center of the new park's
proposed service area before the land is developed.

¢ Theissue of whether to develop neighborhood park sites not
currently in the city limits, such as Burkey Park or Arington /Oxford
Park must also be addressed. There are a number of issues that go
beyond the scope of this plan that will influence when park sites in the
County should be developed.

A neighborhood park should have open turf, a children’s playground, picnic
facilities, and court facilities. A neighborhood park also needs to be accessible
to the residents without significant restrictions (e.g. access is not restricted
during the school day). For this reason, school grounds are currently only
considered as neighborhood parks where they serve an area that is otherwise
difficult to reach. This is the case for the school sites in the Redlands area along
Broadway and Tope Elementary and East Middle School.
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e The City should aggressively pursue mutually beneficial agreements
with the School District to allow public access and development of
school grounds to meet neighborhood park standards.

Community Parks

The City would be well served by its existing community if all the parks were
constructed. Saccomanno Park, Las Colonias and the Matchett Property are all
in locations needing community parks and will help reduce the strong demand
for large areas of open turf once constructed.

e Matchett Park's size and terrain make it a rare opportunity to develop
a “Central Park of the West". The park could offer broad areas of
open turf, flower gardens and walking paths in addition to naturalized
areas along Indian Wash. The site can easily accommodate a major
indoor facility such as a recreation center with room for expansion and
for construction of companion facilities such as outdoor water parks.
A master plan should be completed for the park prior to beginning

. development.

¢ In addition to the typical uses for a community park, Las Colonias Park
appears to be the best location for an amphitheater. Other sites were
considered both in and outside the city, but the proximity to the
downtown and public utilities made this park the best location for this
facility. A larger scale amphitheater is recommended in this master
plan than the one envisioned in the Las Colonias master plan.

e The master plan completed for Saccomanno Park in 1995 is still valid.
The City will need to update the master plan and cost estimate prior
to construction to verify if the proposed program is appropriate, based
on improvements completed in other parks since that time.

o  The City already has plans to complete Canyon View Park in its
current CIP. These improvements will need to be prioritized with
development of the other community park sites in the city.

e The Redlands area is currently underserved for community parks. The
City should begin the process of setting aside land for-a large park;
however, the upland hillside setting may dictate a more naturalized
character than the other community parks.

F. SPECIALIZED FACILITIES

Specialized facilities are parks or major facilities primarily focused on one use
and with a regional draw. For instance, Canyon View Park serves as a
community park for the residents in its service area but also functions as the
metro area’s primary sports complex, attracting users from throughout the
Grand Valley.

Recreation Center

For the last decade or more, discussions on constructing a full service
recreation center in Grand Junction have been on going. The pressure for such
a facility has increased as more recreation centers have been built along the
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Front Range and Westemn Slope towns such as Delta and Glenwood Springs.
However, making the decision to construct a recreation center is not an easy
step. There are concemns about how to pay for its construction/operations and
about competing with the private sector. The public opinion survey (19% see
it as the most important parks and recreation project) and focus groups
showed strong support for the concept of a recreation center. In addition,
there is strong demand for the facilities it would offer, especially among the
aquatics and senior communities. There is no question that a community
recreation center would be heavily used by the residents from the day it opens
its doors. This obvious demand and support makes the construction of a
recreation center one of the top priority recommendations of the master plan

e A full-service recreation center is proposed for Matchett Park. The
Matchett Park site is well suited for a recreation center due to its size
and proximity to the highest density population areas. The City
should look at public private partnerships when planning for a new
public recreation center. A second, smaller, recreation center (+/-
18,000 S. F) is shown in Las Colonias Park. Because of the proximity
to the Orchard Mesa Pool this facility would not need an aquatics
facility.

Outdoor Amphitheater

A 2,000 to 3,000-seat amphitheater is shown in Las Colonias Park. The
amphitheater would be an excellent venue for the symphony and other smaller
scale entertainment and cultural events. There is strong support for the
concept of an outdoor amphitheater in Grand Junction, especially in the arts
community and among the youth. This was borne out by the survey (21% see
it as a top priority), focus group input and by the fact that the symphony sells
out the 1,500-seat high school gym and nine outdoor riverfront concerts in
Fruita. Large-scale outdoor concerts (5,000 people or more) are probably not
appropriate within the City limits and it may be difficult to book acts for an
amphitheater in that size in Western Colorado.

Outdoor Water Park

Grand Junction’s warm climate creates an excellent opportunity for an outdoor
water park. Such a facility could be a revenue generator and would make a
good companion facility to an indoor aquatics facility at a recreation center.
There are a number of successful models to follow in the west for this type of
facility. In addition, an outdoor water park would take pressure off Orchard
Mesa Pool. This would be an especially popular facility with the City's youth
(finding suitable activities for teens were one of the primary areas of concem
for the residents).

G FUNDING

There are a number of ways to fund improvements for parks and recreation.
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e Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) funding has been and will continue
to be one of the primary sources of funding for park and recreation
projects

e The Parkland Expansion Fund is the total of the City and County
lottery monies and development fees. However, these funds are
essentially dedicated to paying off the construction of Canyon View
Park (till 2004), the purchase of the Matchett Property (till 2006) with
some funds also going to Eagle Rim Park.

e Great Outdoor Colorado (GOCQ) grants can be secured to fund
projects. The City of Grand Junction has been very successful in this
area and should continue to do so into the future. Typically, these
grants will only help fund a portion of a major project with matching
funds being needed from other sources.

e Other grants such as State Trails Grants (exclusively for trail
construction) and grants from foundations (Boettcher Foundation,
Gates Foundation, etc.) can also be secured. The competition for the
foundation grants is stiff, but again, Grand Junction has had good
success in this area.

e Another potential funding source would be if the City were to go to
the voters for “De-Brucing” (allowing the City to keep tax revenues
over and above the cap set by the Bruce Amendment). If the voters
approved De-Brucing, more funds could be made available for parks
and recreation, especially toward the end of the 10 to |5 year life of
this plan. If the voters approved De-Brucing, City Council would need
to determine how to allocate the funds within the City.

e The new Land Use Code will also bring about an increase funding due
to the revised park dedication ordinance. The new code requires the
dedication of the equivalent of 10% of the land for new developments
for parks/open space (or cash-in-lieu of land).

¢ The last funding source under consideration is a sales tax increase
dedicated to parks and recreation. Initially a ¥4 % sales tax was
suggested but a 1/8% increase combined with De-Brucing would fund
all of the proposed facilities suggested in this plan including a new
recreation center, amphitheater, new neighborhood parks and the first
phases of Matchett and Las Colonias Parks.

The residents of Grand Junction were asked in the public opinion survey which
potential sources of funding they would most prefer to fund improvements to
parks and recreation facilities.

If all of the funding sources listed above are totaled, except for De-Brucing or
the sales tax increase, approximately $29 million (or just under $2 million per
year) would be available for the life of this plan. This would mean just over a
third of the facilities suggested by the public and proposed by this plan could be
constructed. Therefore, if the City of Grand junction is to provide the parks
and recreation system envisioned in this master plan, additional funding will be
required.

These Options could include asking the voters to:

e De-Bruce city revenue with a portion of these funds going for park
improvements
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e In our debt in combination with De-Brucing so facilities could be
constructed sooner.

e Increase the sales tax (1/8% to ¥4 %) with a sunset provision

e Or some combination of the three.

This will require difficult choices for the residents and Council, but the
improvements to the park system will pay dividends long into the future.
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The need for recreation is
universal. Whether you
spend most of your day in
school, at work, or at
home, and whether you
live in a city, the suburbs,
or the country, you share
this universal need. Your
idea of recreation may be
playing a sport or
watching it on television,
sitting under a tree, sailing
a boat — or all of these —
but far from being a
luxury in your life,
recreation is a necessity.

The Nature of Recreation,
Group for Environmental
Education (GEE), 1972 MIT

Press

1 INTRODUCTION

Recreation needs are as varied as the individuals who reside in Grand Junction.
Recreation activities vary by age; some are done individually, some in groups —
and they range from quiet contemplation to vigorously active sports. Some
activities are linear (bike riding), some are confined to a specific facility (softball)
and some are very general (picnicking, kite flying). Some are best enjoyed in a
natural setting (fishing, hiking) and some have structural requirements (tennis).
There are many other recreation needs and activities that fit in between these
extremes.

To address this broad range of needs, Grand Junction has developed an
extensive park and recreation system. Since the completion of the last master
plan, the City constructed a number of significant improvements to this system.
In addition to standard park and recreation facilities (tennis courts, baseball and
softball fields, etc.), Grand Junction has evolved facilities that make its park and
recreation system unique: an extensive network of bike/pedestrian trails —
especially along the Colorado River, a major sports complex dedicated to
organized sports, state-of-the-art skate parks and naturalized parks and open
space. Grand Junction is also a regional center, providing active recreation
programs and facilities for a large portion of Mesa County. In addition, Grand
Junction is visited by thousands of tourists each year, of which a significant
number use portions of the City's park and recreation facilities.

In addition to a well-developed park system, Grand Junction is blessed with an
abundance of other outdoor recreation opportunities, especially in the
surrounding federally owned land. In addition, the City is currently in
negotiations to obtain title to its first significant open space parcel, the Little
Park Preserve. These passive recreation opportunities have increased the
population’s orientation toward exercise and a healthy life style. It is also
helping the residents of Grand Junction stay active even into their senior years,
increasing the demand for a full range of recreation facilities in the community.

However, the City of Grand Junction is deficient in the area of public indoor
recreation. This shortage is clearly demonstrated by the input received from
the community in last year's public opinion survey and from the focus groups
held as a part of this master plan. In addition, the residents see other smaller
cities and towns construct good quality indoor recreation facilities and they
wonder why a city as prosperous and large as Grand Junction does not have
one.

I.I The Purpose of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update

In December of 1992, the City adopted the “Parks, Recreation and Open
Space Master Plan”. The 1992 master plan determined that there were a
number of areas where the City could improve its park system:
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“The inventory of existing parks, schools and recreational resources indicated a shortage of
parkland for the current population of the study area (71,938). Currently, there is only

1.9 acres of parkland for every 1,000 people in the study area. The City of Denver has
7.5 acres for every 1,000 people and the City of Ft. Collins has 6.0 acres for every 1,000
people. Grand Junction has a strong need for a large (200 to 300 acres) city park to
serve the citizens in the same way that Lincoln Park has served for the last seventy years.
Community Parks of between 25 and 50 acres are also needed.

Interviews with user groups indicated that there is a severe shortage of fields and courts
for practices, games and toumaments. Soccer, softball, basketball, and volleyball facilities
are badly needed. Additional tennis courts and a second outdoor pool are also required.
Polls indicate that indoor facilities such as gymnasiums, meeting rooms, special areas for
seniors and teens, and indoor swimming pools are a high priority.

Trails and bicycle routes (other than those associated with the Riverfront) are almost
nonexistent in the study area. Roads constructed over the last several years have not
responded to the needs of the pedestrian or the bicyclist. Sidewalks along busy
streets have been placed immediately behind curbs. Street trees, which were so
valuable to early residents, have not been planted.”

“PRIORITY RECOMMENDATIONS

Priorities for future park, recreation and open space development were established in
direct response to the needs identified through the inventory of existing parks, resident
survey, interviews with user groups and the input received during public meetings.

I. Regional Park
The single highest priority of the Master Plan is the acquisition of land for a large
regional/metropolitan park.

2. Recreation Center
The second heist priority is the construction of an indoor recreation center. The
recreation center should include aquatic facilities, fitness areas, community rooms, a
senior wing and special area for teens

3. Irails
The next priority is the development of pedestrian trails and bicycle routes that begin
to connect the various elements of the park system together.

4. Regiondl Preserve
The regional preserve is defined as the Colorado and Gunnison River floodplain. This
is the most important recreational resource in the study area. Therefore, steps should
be taken to ensure the preservation and conservation of the vegetation, wildlife and
beauty of this environment.

5. Community Parks
A community park of about 25 to 50 acres is most needed in the northwest area of
town. (25 Road between F /2 and G Roads)

6. Neighborhood Parks
The highest priority for neighborhood parks is the acquisition of land in the northwest
region of the city of “Mesa Village™ and “Horizon Village”.

7. Special Attractions
Acquire land for the future expansion of Tiara Rado Golf Course of a community park
site and for the development of a special historic park and viewpoint on the bluff
overlooking the junction of the Colorado and Gunnison Rivers.
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8 Roadway Connections and Trails
Identification and implementation of a pedestrian/bicycle circulation system that
connects the elements of the park system together.

9. Street Tree Program
Preparation and implementation of an overall street tree planting plan.”

From “Executive Summary”, Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan, [992

It is informative to look back at the issues identified in the 1992 plan and see
that significant progress has been made. The need for a large park with fields
for games and tournaments has been addressed by Canyon View Park. The
inventory of trails and bicycle routes is much larger today. The City now has
2.69 acres of parkland for every 1,000 people (up from 1.9 acres per 1,000 in
1992) and an inventory of vacant city-owned land ready and waiting to be
developed as parks.

However, many of the improvements identified five years ago are still needed
today. This master plan update will re-examine those outstanding issues in light
of today's circumstances. Another goal will be to incorporate the findings from
last year's telephone survey of over 500 Grand Junction residents into the
master plan to validate the community's needs and desires.

As Grand Junction and the region continue to grow, the City's park and
recreation facilities will be subject to greater use. It will be important that the
park and recreation facilities keep pace with community needs. In orderto do
5o, this plan addresses a number of important park and recreation questions:

= Are (will there be) enough facilities to meet current and future needs?

= Are the facilities located in the right places? (To be accessible to most
residents.)

= What will be the cost to build the facilities community’s needs and what is the
best way to pay for them?

= How will these improvements be maintained?

= Can the City, School District and private resources be integrated so as to avoid
duplication and still provide a well-rounded spectrum of recreation choices?

= [f choices or trade-offs must be made, what should the priorities be?

The assumed life of this plan will be |5 years, to 2015. At that time, or sooner
if rapid growth occurs, the plan will need to be updated to reflect the needs of
the community.

The purpose of this Master Plan Update is to identify the needs of Grand
Junction's current residents, to anticipate those of the future, and to assure they
will be met through proper planning.

[.2  Grand Junction’s Demographic Context

Determining the existing and future population is a key step in any park and
recreation master plan. Defining an accurate population base allows a city to
establish minimum levels of service and to estimate demand into the future. In
addition, any analysis of park and recreation needs must take into account
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Grand Junction’s specific population dynamics, including the significant influence
of County residents and the City’s projected growth. The analysis of the City
of Grand Junction's populations needs to take place on three levels: within the
current city limits, within the 201 Boundary, and within the joint planning area.
Population projections using the three different planning areas are shown in
Table | at the top of Page 5.

1.2.1  Population Within the City Limits

According to the State Demographer, the projected population within the city
limits as of 7/1/98 was 42,901 residents. Assuming a 2% per year population
increase, the projected population within the city limits as of April 1,2000
would be approximately 44,500 residents.

The City can expect to see a population growth rate of a minimum 29% per
year. This means in 2005, the population would be 49,276; in 2010: 54,450
and in 2015: 60,067. This assumes and average growth rate and does not
make allowances for large, developed neighborhoods currently in the County,
voting to annex to the City.

These population figures can be used to determine the level-of-service for
those facilities used by nearby residents such as mini-parks and neighborhood
parks. It may not be appropriate for other facilities that serve the metro area
or entire valley.

1.22 201 Boundary

The 201 Boundary is a line that the City and County have agreed will be the
ultimate limits of the City of Grand Junction. It was defined after years of joint
planning between the City and County, and it represents the areas that can be
provided with urban services. Any change in zoning for land that is currently
within the County but within the 201 Boundary, will require annexation to the
City. Whole neighborhoods of existing homes in this area may elect to annex
to the City at some point in the future. This is a variable that could significantly
impact the City's population. The current estimated population within the 201
boundary is 73,472. In 2015, the population is estimated to be 100,274, based
on an average 2% growth rate.

.23 Joint Planning Area

Since 1990, sustained rapid growth has characterized the Grand Valley. The
rapid increase in population, however, has not all occurred within the City
Limits of Grand Junction, as one might suspect. It has instead occurred in the
outlying or unincorporated areas of the City within the Joint Planning Area
defined in the 1996 Growth Plan. These unincorporated areas became
increasingly urbanized throughout the 1980's at a rate of 27% (Grand Junction's
population increased by only 3.2% during the same time). This has resulted in a
projected year 2000 population of 94,020. Again, this trend of urbanization is
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projected to continue at an average rate of 2% until the year 2015 to 126,540

residents.
Table | 2000 2005 2010 2015
City Limit Population 44,500 49,276 54,405 60,067
201 Boundary Population 73475 81,720 90,820 100,274
Joint Planning Area Population 94,020 103,806 114,610 126,540

The table above illustrates a unique problem facing the City of Grand Junction.
What population number should be used for planning parks and recreation
services? Is the 201 Boundary population a more accurate projection of the
City's population in 2015 than one using the city limit population? In some
cases, this master plan update will use different numbers to arrive at the most
realistic analysis of demand and projections for future need.

.24 Use From Outside the City Limits

Grand Junction is a regional center for Mesa County. Many residents of the
County reside outside the City and take advantage of Grand Junction’s park
facilities and recreation programs. For example, Grand Junction's organized
sport registration records for 1999 show that Mesa County residents
accounted for 62% of the participants'. Residents living outside the city limits
also use the City's regional city park facilities (Orchard Mesa Pool, Moyer Pool
at Lincoln Park, Canyon View Park, etc.). This is a reflection of the fact that the
actual service area of City recreation programs extends well outside the city
limits of Grand Junction. In fact, some facilities, such as the Moyer Pool typically
record use from Fruita to DeBeque/Mack and from as far south as Whitewater.
These non-resident impacts are not all negative. Grand Junction benefits from
expenditures by County residents and tourists through the City's Sales tax
receipts. The 2000-2001 Budget in Brief shows that County residents pay
approximately 25% of the City's sales tax, and that tourist's account for another
30% or a total of 55% of the total sales tax revenue. The remaining 22% paid
by local residents and 23% by local businesses”. This regional service area
essentially doubles the population of the city and is generally contained within
the Joint Planning Area. It will be important to take this larger population base
into account when determining the level of service for regional facilities.

.25  Population Growth by Age Group

The two age groups that experienced the most significant growth were under
the age of |7 and over the age of 65. Most residents under the age of 17 live
within the urban fringe. This includes the northeast and southwest sections of
town, where growth is occurring most rapidly. School enroliment, as a result of
this rapid increase in young, school-aged children, is at capacity limits. Seniors
too have experienced increasing numbers within their ranks; a 30% increase in
people over 65 occurred during the 1980's.

" Source: Parks and Recreation Department Annual Report.
2 City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 2000-2001 Budget in Brief, Page 14.
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[.3  Public Input Process

This plan was developed through a variety of public inputs, including: focus
group interviews, public meetings, and a public review of the draft document
and public hearings. It also incorporates data from opinion surveys conducted
prior to the formulation of the Master Plan Update.

1.3.1  Relevance of the Opinion Survey

The opinion survey completed by RRC associates in late | 999 was central to
defining the scope of work of this master plan update. The telephone survey
of over 500 of Grand Junction’s residents provided insights into the
community’s vision for parks and recreation. The results identified areas where
the public felt the park system could be improved and indicated that residents
would support a sales tax increase help fund the improvements they felt were
needed. A complete summary of the survey results can be found in Section D
of the Appendix

e When asked to rank the importance of parks and recreation facilities
as a community priority, 129 responding said it was “‘the single most
important” priority and 47% said it was “‘one of the most important”
(Figure 1). This indicates very strong support in the community for
continuing to improve the city's park system.

Figure |

How Important Do You Feel Developing New Parks and Recreation Facilities Are as a Priority
In Meeting the Needs of the Community

aT%

45%

40%

35%

30%

Percent Responding

The single mos! Ons of the most Moderately Alow Not at all
important prority important piofites important priority a priodity

e There was strong support for a sales tax increase to upgrade the park
and recreation facilities in Grand Junction. A total of 59% of the
residents who are likely to vote stated they would definitely (20%) or
probably (39%) vote “Yes" for a 4% sales tax increase (Figure 2).
With this in mind, this plan has looked at the ramifications of such an
increase in funding and how and where the additional funds might be
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Figure 2

allocated. The sales tax increase was by far the preferred method
(41% support) to fund improvements to the park system.

How Would You Likely Vote on the Proposed 4% Tax Increase for Parks and Recreation

Petcent Responding

0%

40%

30%

20%

10%

59% Altogether
Probably/Definitely Vote YES

39%

33% Altogether
Probably/Definitely Voke NO

Definitely vote YES Probably vote YES Probably vote NO Defindtely vote NO Do not know/Uncertain

When asked to prioritize improvements to the City's park system
(Figure 3: “Which project do you believe is most important for the
Community"), the top three included:

»  “Alarge amphitheater for concerts, plays and performing arts”
at 21%,

» “Building of a community recreation and senior center.” at
19%, and

» ‘“Completion of Canyon View Park (including ball fields tennis
courts and playgrounds)” / “Small neighborhood parks for
general park use” both tied at 14%.

Based on these responses, the scope of work for this plan focused on the costs
(both for construction and operations) of a recreation/senior center and set
out to define what type of amphitheater might work best in Grand Junction. It
should be noted that while an outdoor amphitheater was ranked as the top
improvement, this survey is the first time it has ever ranked this high. Previous
input from the public has always showed the recreation center as the most
desired improvement.
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Which Project Do You Believe is Most Important for the Community

Percent Responding

A g2 ousoor
amphitheatzr
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Figure 3
1.3.2  Survey of High School Students

As the Master Plan Update progressed, there was concern expressed by the
participants that the opinions of high school age youths be considered. Those
reviewing the 1999 survey and the scope of work for the update felt it was
critical that this demographic group be give an equal voice in the master plan
(the 1999 survey only poled those residents of voting age). In April 2000 the
City of Grand Junction fielded a survey to a sampling of Grand Junction High
School students was designed to evaluate parks and recreation needs and
prionties. Structured to closely parallel the community-wide Telephone Survey
that was conducted during the fall of 1999, the survey was completed by 91
students aged 14 to |8. The decision to interview students was based on the
recognition that students are not only current users of recreation facilities, but
they will be the voters and taxpayers of the future.

The results from the survey may be summarized as follows:

e In general, the students hold views that are somewhat similar to the larger
community. They believe that parks and recreation are an important
priority but not the “single most important” priority, and that Grand
Junctions parks and recreation programs are “mostly” or “somewhat”
meeting the needs of the community.

¢ The high school students are especially likely to have used the Orchard
Mesa Community Center Pool and the riverfront or urban trails (more
likely than the overall community), but are relatively less likely to have used
neighborhood parks or golf courses. The high school students are frequent
users of Grand Junction recreation facilities, with 47 percent saying they use
one or more facility once or more per week.

e Interms of choices for recreation improvements, high school students are
especially likely to consider an outdoor aquatics center/ water park, an
outdoor amphitheater “for concerts, plays, and the performing arts,”
completion of Canyon View Park, and a recreation/senior center to be
priorities. In fact, in almost all ratings categories, the high school students
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place a higher priority on these improvements than do the voters of Grand
Junction as a whole.

e Inarelated finding, when asked the “most important improvement,”
students provided the following ranking:

An outdoor amphitheater
An outdoor water park/aquatic center
A community recreation center

Hw N —

Completion of Canyon View Park

These results may be compared to the priorities expressed in the Telephone
Survey of voters. The survey findings show similarities among the groups but
the high school students are especially likely to support the amphitheater and
the outdoor water park/aquatics center.

1.3.3  Focus Groups

A series of three focus groups were conducted to better understand the needs
of the community and allow residents to elaborate/comment on the results of
the survey. The focus groups were held over two days. Each group was made
up of 12 to |5 residents who were specifically invited to attend. The groups
were carefully balanced to include all demographic groups. Some were invited
because they had an interest in the master plan (representing a particular
interest group) while others were average citizens who may or may not have a
strong interest in parks and recreation issues. Each group was asked the same
series of questions and each participant was able to comment in tum. Some
conclusions from the focus groups are as follows:

o  When asked to elaborate on the top priorities for improvements to
the park system, most participants were surprised that the
amphitheater was picked as the facility most needed by the
community. However, when the groups took into consideration the
way the question would appeal to broad segments of the population
(youth, the arts community, concert goers, etc.), most came away with
be better understanding. The high school students were not at all
surprised as they stated most of youth in the community would
strongly support any suggestion that created more “things for
teenagers and young adults to do in Grand Junction”.

e There was strong support for a recreation/senior center in the each of
the three groups. The majority felt there is a strong need for
affordable indoor recreation facilities in the community. Many pointed
to the recreation centers found on the Front Range and wondered
why Grand Junction did not have one. The senior citizens in the
groups were very supportive of the concept as were those with
families. However, some were very concemed that such a facility
might have a negative impact on the private indoor recreation
providers.

e There was strong support for the trail system in the city and the
concept of expanding the system.
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e Asignificant majority of the participants felt the restrooms in the parks
needed to be improved and that restrooms were needed in all but the
smaller parks.

e  There was strong support for the park system and the level of service
currently being provided by the Parks Department.

e Most agreed that a sales tax dedicated to parks and recreation was a
good idea, but many were concemed that a ballot issue for a sales tax
may not pass. The consensus was that there would need to be a great
deal of grass- roots effort by the community to build enough support
for the issue.

e The participants were asked to prioritize a table of 1992 recreation /
senior center program elements. The multi-purpose room and activity
room for the senior center were the most requested facilities with the
lap pool, two gyms and ice arena the next highest priorities. A
complete summary of this exercise and the Focus Group Summary
Notes are included in Section A of the Appendix.
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That while there is no
inherent relation between
space and children, and the
exact amount of space
required cannot be
determined, it is our belief
that the present London
requirement of 30 square
feet of playground for each
child of the school is the
minimum with which the
proper amount of light, air
and space for play and
gymnastics can be secured.

1906, Playground Association
of America

2. Park Types and Standards

2 LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

Like most cities, Grand Junction’s parks come in a variety of sizes, shapes and
characteristics. To make the system more comprehensible, Grand Junction’s
parks can be divided into categories that are summarized in Table 2 below:

Table 2
Park Type’

Size Range

Service Area

Key Features

Mini

Y4 to 3 acres

Y4 mile radius

Open play area, playground, picnic tables,
front on one or more streets

Neighborhood

3 to 25 acres

V4 mile radius

Open turf area, picnic area, pavilion if
possible, playground, walking/ jogging path,
softball/ baseball fields, two tennis courts,
one basketball court.

Community

25to 100
acres

2 mile radius

Swimming pool, softball/ baseball complex,
rest rooms, parking lot, open play fields,
playground, tennis court complex, severa
basketball courts, picnic pavilion, walking/
jogging paths, where possible: water
feature, natural area, regional trail
connections, recreation center.

Regional

100 acres +

10 mile radius

Lighted sports complexes,
recreation/community center, and or
significant natural areas with natural
recreation (hiking/biking trails), large.

This Master Plan Update uses these basic park types for the analysis of needs
and projections of future facilities below.

2.2 Quantitative Analysis — Levels-of-service as a Measure of

Existing Park Facilities

Today, Grand Junction has 35 public parks and recreation areas totaling over
670 acres, with 252 acres currently developed and approximately 419 acres of
land committed to park development but as yet undeveloped. A tabulation of
each park facility is provided in Section A of the Appendix.

Using the Park Types described above, Grand Junction'’s inventory of parks is
shown on the following page in Table 3. The level-of-service for each park type
is shown in the far right column. A level-of-service is the ratio of parks, or
facilities, to the population. It is usually expressed in the form of facilities-per-
thousand population. That is, a park level-of-service of 3.0 indicates that there
are 3 acres of parks per thousand people.

> These standards are meant to be a general guide. In general, the park type is more
dependent on facilities than size. That is, some parks may be given a classification due to
their facilities and type of use, even though they may be larger or smaller than the standard

for their category.
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Table 3

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) ANALYSIS

Developed Undeveloped Acres per

Park Type Acres Acres 1.000 pop.
REGIONAL PARKS
Canyon View Park Community 81.44 28.36 1.17
Redgional Park Totals
Developed 81.44 0.87
Undeveloped 28.36 0.30
Total: Developed/Undeveloped 109.80 1.17

Note: Regional Parks are assumed to serve the Joint Planning area population of 94,000

COMMUNITY PARKS
Canyon View Park** Community 25.00 0.27
Las Colonias Park Community 99.30 1.35
Lincoln Park Community 41.80 0.57
Saccomanno Park Community 29.00 0.40
Matchett Property Community 220.00 3.00
Community Park Totals
Developed 66.80 0.91
Undeveloped 514.82 7.01
Total: Developed/Undeveloped 581.62 7.92

Note: Community Parks are assumed to serve the 201 Boundary population of 73,475

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS

Arlington/Oxford Park Neighborhood 8.00 0.18
Burkey Park Neighborhood 17.40 0.39
Canyon View Park** Community 5.00 0.05
Columbine Park Neighborhood 12.00 0.27
Dixson Park Neighborhood 2.00 0.04
Duck Pond Park (Orchard Mesa) Neighborhood 4.40 0.10
Eagle Rim Park Neighborhood 12.00 0.27
Emerson Park Neighborhood 3.10 0.07
Foresight Village Park Neighborhood 3.00 0.07
Hawthorne Park Neighborhood 3.50 0.08
Lincoln Park ** Community 5.00 0.07
Melrose Park Neighborhood 2.60 0.06
Horizon Park Neighborhood 12.30 0.28
Paradise Hills Park Neighborhood 4.00 0.09
Pineridge Park Neighborhood 16.70 0.35
Pamona Park Neighborhood 17.00 0.38
Shadow Lake Park Neighborhood 8.30 0.19
Sherwood Park Neighborhood 13.50 0.30
Spring Valley | Neighborhood 3.10 0.07
Spring Valley I Neighborhood 2.70 0.06
Westlake Park Neighborhood 5.00 5.00 0.22
Whitman Park Neighborhood 3.30 0.07
Wingate Elementary Park Neighborhood 5.00 0.1
Neighborhood Park Totals

Developed 130.20 293

Undeveloped 42.70 0.96
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MINI PARKS

Autumn Ridge Park Mini Park 1.50
Cottonwood Meadows Park Mini Park 0.90
Darla Jean Park Mini Park 0.80
Duck Pond Park (Ridges) Mini Park 1.00
Hillcrest Park Mini Park 0.30
Ridges Tot Lot Mini Park 0.50
Riverside Park Mini Park 1.90
St. Mary's Park Mini Park 1.90
Williams Park Mini Park 0.30
Mini Park Totals
Developed 9.10
Undeveloped 0.00
Developed/Undeveloped 9.10

Note: Neighborhood and Mini parks are assumed to serve the City's population of 44,500

Current City-wide LOS Total

Developed 252.54
Undeveloped 585.88
City-wide Developed/Undeveloped 873.42

** Parks can be counted as more than one park type. For instance, Canyon View Park serves as a

0.03
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.04
0.04
0.01

0.20
0.00
0.20

4.31
8.28
12.59

Regional Park for the valley, a Community Park for the immediate area and a Neighborhood Park for
the residents within walking distance. Lincoln Park also functions a Community and Neighborhood
Park. However, acreage for these types of parks is only counted once in the the City-wide LOS Total,

This analysis shows that, with regard to developed parks for the four basic park
types, Grand Junction has a composite level-of-service of 4.31. This total LOS

is composed of:

e Regional Parks (Canyon View Park: using the Joint Planning area

population) at 0.87,

e  Community Parks (Canyon View Park and Lincoln Park using the 201

Boundary population) at 0.91,
e Neighborhood Parks at 2.93 and

e Mini parks at 0.20 acres per thousand (using the city limit population).

The average population served by all parks types is approximately 58,600.
Please note that the composite LOS is less than the total of the LOS of the
four park types. This is because the acres shown for counting Canyon View
Park as a community/neighborhood park and Lincoln Park as a neighborhood
park are not double-counted in the final LOS for citywide developed parks.

This avoids double counting the acreage for these parks.

While these levels-of-service are not grossly deficient by comparison with other
communities (see Table 4), there are two considerations that tend to

somewhat diminish them:

I. While the acres/1000 ratio for Neighborhood and Mini parks is the highest
when compared to other communities, the problem in Grand Junction is
that most of the parks are in the older established areas of town, leaving

newer, developing areas underserved.
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2. This level-of-service analysis cannot fully take into account the significant
use of City facilities by Mesa County residents. This may not be a factor
for neighborhood parks but can be a concem for regional facilities and
community parks.

23 Level of service Comparisons

One of the benefits of a level-of-service (LOS) analysis is it allows a comparison
with other communities, regardless of size (since we are measuring a ratio, not
absolute quantities). For example, the Table 4 compares Grand Junction with
other communities with comparable and demographic/economic profiles:

Table 4 o
Level of Service Comparison 8 X O o =
o - )
c - c = o -
- E L PE L
o} > 3
o5 | 20 |6 |£Z2 |38
Population 58,600 102,700 | 50,000 | 79,000 | 42,000 | 64,400
Regional/Community Park LOS 1.78 2.30 3.64% | 259 1.00 0
Neighborhood/Mini Park LOS 331 243 1.83* | 223 125 323
Total Dev. Parks LOS 4.31 472 553 4.82 375 323

* The breakout between park types for Loveland's 5.53 LOS is estimated due to a lack of
available data.
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3 DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN

3.1 Growth Pattems / Commercial Industrial Zones

The Growth Patterns/Commercial Industrial Zones (Map |) illustrates the areas
zoned for commercial or industrial uses. Identifying these non-residential areas
is important as they do not generate demand for parks, and do not need to be
within the service areas of the Mini/Neighborhood parks. This allows the future
park demand analysis to focus on those areas where there is significant
demand.

This map also illustrates areas where the Community Development
Department projects growth within the |5-year life of this plan. The areas
shown in dark blue are urban density residential (1.0 acres or less per unit) and
those in light blue are semi-rural density development (+/-2.5 acres per unit).
By identifying the areas where growth is projected, the City can focus its park
development where it is most needed.

3.2 The Distribution and Accessibility of Parks

In addition to the level-of-service (acres or number of facilities per thousand
population), another measure of the adequacy of a park system is the location
of facilities relative to the users — whether the parks are convenient to the
community. The standards for the park types, found in Table 2 in the previous
chapter, includes a Service Area representing a desirable maximum distance
that any home should be from that park type. This is most significant for walk-
to parks such as Neighborhood and Mini parks. The service area for a
Neighborhood Park is a /2 mile radius, or a 5-10 minute walk.

Superimposing the service radius of Neighborhood and Mini parks on the city
map shows areas that are within the desired distance from each type of park
(see Mini/Neighborhood Parks - Map 2). Neighborhood and Mini parks are
intended to be walk-to parks; therefore the service areas have been truncated
at major roads and natural barriers. It's assumed that parents or children who
walk or ride bikes to a park should not have to cross busy (arterial) streets.
Other conflicts include natural barriers such as the Colorado River.

e Significant street barriers include 1¥ Street, 7" Street, and |2th Street,
Patterson Road, North Avenue, G Road, Broadway and I-70.

e An assumption has been made that irrigation ditches can be crossed
with pedestrian bridges at key points. This will be much less expensive
than building small parks for each neighborhood isolated by ditches.

The service area map shows that, for the most part, the central portion of the
City is reasonably well served with regard to Neighborhood / Mini Parks.

However, this is not the case for the north-central and westermn areas of town.
This leads to the conclusion that, while the basic level of service for developed
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