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PROJECT LOCATION 

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

PROJECT SITE AREA 

MATCHETT PARK - 205 ACRES

PRELIMINARY PROJECT PROGRAM AREA 

83,000 GSF NEW RECREATION PROGRAM

SITE BUDGET

$ 4,600,000 

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION BUDGET

$ 50,000,000

SOFT COSTS (PERMITS, FEES, FIXTURES, FINISHES & FURNITURE, CONTINGENCY)

 $ 16,100,000

TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET

 $ 70,700,000
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Community Recreation Center (CRC) Planning
Join us September 20th at 6:00 p.m. at Faith Heights Church, 

600 28 ¼ Road to see the Preliminary CRC Plan. 

# 1
WHY IS THE CRC PLANNING PROCESS RESUMING? 
The 2021 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Master Plan has the CRC 
as the number one priority.  City Council wanted to further study the opportunity 
with a statistically valid survey conducted by professors at CMU.  Being a 
random sample of community members through repeated phone calls, the 
survey represents the broader GJ community. Completed in February 2022, 
the survey indicated a strong need for a CRC.  

#2 The survey revealed a clear preference for Matchett Park as the site, with 50% 
supporting it versus 33% for Lincoln Park.

WHAT DID THE CRC SURVEY SAY ABOUT SITE? 

The Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board, charged by City Council on 
making recommendations on the 
CRC plan, unanimously selected 
Matchett Park because:

1. Opportunities for future expansion.
2. Catalyst for Master Plan amenities 
including outdoor facilities.
3. Desire for a simple to understand, 
single ballot proposal.

Council approved the selection of 
Matchett Park on July 6, 2022.

CRC February 2022 Survey
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CRC February 2022 Survey

Visit gjparksandrec.org to view the full PROS 
Master Plan and to get the latest on the  

CRC planning process.

#3 Cannabis revenue alone, although substantial, is not enough to fund the CRC that 
Grand Junction has clearly stated it needs. A second funding source is required.  The 
CMU survey said any of three possible second-funding sources would be supported.

WHAT DID THE CRC SURVEY SAY ABOUT FUNDING? 

#4

Likelihood of Support for Indoor CRC  
Construction Conditional on Funding Source

In addition to cannabis funding:
•	  0.15% sales tax OR
•	  3 mill property tax OR
•	  tax on nicotine/tobacco

Numerous surveys and public input sessions have provided clear direction on 
the components to include. The CRC planning is now focused on two sizes, one 
at 65,000 square feet and the other at 83,000 square feet.

WHAT DID THE CRC SURVEY SAY ABOUT AMENITIES? 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BACKGROUND

Why did the Community Recreation Center (CRC) process resume? 
Adopted in January 2021, The Parks, Recreation and Open Space Masterplan (PROS) identified a Community Recreation 
Center as the highest priority. Following the adoption of the PROS master plan, in April 2021, voters approved a cannabis 
tax to help fund the indoor and outdoor parks and recreation facilities, trails and open space projects identified in the PROS 
plan. It was anticipated that the proceeds from this funding source would need to be augmented with additional funding 
sources. Cannabis revenue alone is not enough to fund construction of the CRC. A second funding source is required. 

2022 CMU STUDY

In order to further study the Community Recreation Center opportunity,  the City of Grand Junction engaged professors at 
Colorado Mesa University (CMU) to develop a statistically valid survey to measure citizen attitudes towards a potential 
Community Recreation Center. A random sample of community members were polled through phone calls representing the 
broader Grand Junction community. The study validated a number of issues including support for the project, location of the 
project and funding of the project.

SITE PREFERENCE

The 2022 CMU survey also revealed a clear preference for Matchett Park as the site, with 50% supporting Matchett 
Park versus 33% supporting Lincoln Park.  The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, charged by City Council on making 
recommendations on the CRC plan, unanimously selected Matchett Park because: 

FUNDING & PROGRAMING

The 2022 CMU Survey also polled citizen’s support for a second funding source. The 
survey results showed overwhelming support for any of the three options; a 0.15% 
sales tax, a 3 mill property tax or a 15% tax on nicotine/tobacco products.  All three of 
the secondary funding sources are projected to bridge the funding gap. The Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board charged by City Council on making recommendations on 
the CRC plan, unanimously selected a 0.15% increase to sales taxes because:
	 1. Most common CRC funding method, especially on the western slope.
	 2. City residents pay only about 30% of the total sales tax.
	 3. Survey indicated 67% very likely or somewhat likely to support.
	 4. Sales tax revenue can be measured with a high degree of confidence. 

WHAT’S DIFFERENT THIS TIME

Since 2019, other needs have been met, including passing a First Responder Tax of 0.5% for Police and Fire, road improvement 
projects of $70M in debt funding approved (no new taxes), and voters approved bond funding to build a new GJ High School. For 
many, these needs had to be met before supporting a CRC. This CRC planning effort as a whole is building off of decades of previous 
studies and applying lessons learned. The central goal of this study is to retain the best parts of previous plans and fix the weakest 
parts in order to bring forth the strongest possible plan. 

Broad support for the construction of a new indoor CRC - 83% of those 

polled answered, Yes, definitely or yes, probably, to the question, 

“Should Grand Junction Build an Indoor CRC?” 

	 1. Opportunities for future expansion
	 2. Catalyst for Master Plan amenities including  outdoor facilities.
	 3. Desire for a simple to understand, single issue ballot proposal. 

City Council approved the selection of Matchett Park on July 6, 2022

2019 BALLOT QUESTION:
45% YES, 55% YES

         0.39% sales tax increase - Would have raised 
	 City Rate to 3.64% No sunset
        $79 million Project Budget
        2 Sites - Matchett + Orchard Mesa
       3 Projects Included: CRC / 75 Acre Park / Orchard 		
	 Mesa Pool 
      3 Separate City ballot questions on April 2019 ballot

		  Fire & Police, Roads, and a CRC 

2023 CONCEPT:

	 Cannabis revenue + 0.15% sales tax
	 Raise City Rate to 3.40% with a sunset
	 $70 million
	 1 Site - Matchett 
	 1 Project:   CRC 
	 1 City ballot question on the April 2023 ballot

Likelihood of Support for Indoor CRC Construction 
Conditional on Funding Source 

FEASIBILITY STUDY GOALS

Using the CMU survey results as a guide, the goal of this study 
was to build further consensus through three work sessions. 
Each work session had a different focus. Work Session1 
focused on finalizing a site. Work Session 2 focused on 
project size and a secondary funding option. Work Session 
3 focused on an operational plan and the conceptual design 
of the building and site.  Each session included focus group 
meetings and a public community meeting to present each 
topic and gather feedback. At the completion of each 
session, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) 
was asked to make a final recommendation to City Council 
on each of the session topics. Each work session focused 
on listening to community input and letting it guide the final 
recommendations.  The recommendations were as follows:

CONCEPT DESIGN & OPERATIONAL PLAN

The third phase of the study was to present and gather feedback on a conceptual operational plan and design of the proposed 
facility. A detailed operational plan was developed by BRS and included suggested hours of operations, fees, expenses, revenues 
and full and part time staff requirements. The conceptual design linked overarching concepts that make Grand Junction unique to 
the design of the building and site. 

Feedback from the public was favorable and positive of the overall concept design and operations plan. The Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board reviewed all data regarding the operational plan and feel confident the numbers are conservative.  After reviewing 
the public input comments and discussion among the Board, the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board unanimously voted to 
recommend to City Council the operational plan, the budget/financing plan and concept design.

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board also voted unanimously to support the larger $70M/83,000 sq. ft. size option citing the 
public’s support for a larger building and a general concern from the public that even the larger facility may still be too small to 
serve the needs of the community.  

On August 17, 2022, City Council voted 5-1 to approve PRAB’s recommendation on the supplemental funding source (0.15% sales 
tax increase), to be combined with cannabis revenue already devoted to parks and recreation to build an 83,000 square foot facility. 
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PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
SCHEDULE
The study schedule was just over five months and included three work sessions, with 3 public open houses, numerous  
presentations to the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB), and multiple follow up meetings and engagement sessions 
with PRAB and numerous focus group meetings.

COMMUNITY INPUT
Each Work Session consisted of multiple stakeholder meetings and a community meeting. 
•	 Work Session 1 was to determine a Site Preference for the Community Recreation Center (CRC). 127 community 

members provided input and over 400 comments were collected.
•	 Work Session 2 gathered public input and preferences regarding a second funding source needed to fund construction 

and for an operational subsidy, as well as the desired building program size. 143 community members provided input 
and 229 comments were collected.

•	 Work Session 3 provided an opportunity to present a summary of decisions made at Work Sessions 1 & 2 and to gather 
public input regarding an operational plan for the CRC and an initial conceptual design for the site and building. 135 
community members provided input and 94 comments were collected. 

SITE SELECTION 
The CMU survey revealed a clear preference for Matchett Park as the site, which was reinforced by additional public input 
in Work Session 1. The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board unanimously recommended this site for CRC development. 
On July 6, 2022, City Council unanimously approved PRAB’s recommendation on site. 

PROGRAM/SIZE
Determining the building program size was the first step in identifying and refining the conceptual design. The 83,000 
square foot program received 94% of total votes cast during Work Session 2 and PRAB unanimously recommended this 
program size. On August 17, 2022, City Council voted 5-1 to approve PRAB’s recommendation on building program and size. 

SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING
In addition to the cannabis revenue already devoted to parks and recreation secured in April 2021, Work Session 2 focused 
on the supplemental funding source needed to build and support a $70M project.  The cost includes estimated cost for 
construction, site improvements, soft costs including design, engineering, permits and fees, project contingency and an 
allowance for cost escalation. From all public input gathered, the 0.15% sales tax increase received the most votes for 1st 
choice. PRAB provided a unanimous recommendation to pursue a 0.15% sales tax.  On August 17, 2022 City Council voted 
5-1 to approve PRAB’s recommendation on this supplemental funding source.

OPERATIONAL PLAN
Working with City staff leadership and Parks and Recreation Department staff, a business model of operation expenses 
and revenue potential was developed based on educated financial assumptions and projections. This gives insight and 
performance information that reflects the manner in which the City of Grand Junction expects to operate the facility from 
a financial perspective. On September 26, 2022, the PRAB unanimously passed a recommendation to council regarding the 
adoption of the conceptual operational plan, the budget/financing plan and concept design. 

CENTER OF RECREATIONAL EXCELLENCE (CORE), BRS ARCHITECTURE 2017
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RECREATION CENTER PRIORITY SINCE 2001
The desire for an indoor recreation center in Grand Junction has a long 
and storied history. In 2001, the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master 
Plan identified a Community Center as a a top priority. A subsequent vote 
to increase sales tax to build a multi-purpose Community Center a Matchett 
Park in 2001 was unsuccessful marking the first failed attempt. 

2014 MATCHETT PARK MASTER PLAN & 2018 COMMUNITY CENTER STUDY
In 2014, the City of Grand Junction went back to drawing board to analyze and 
plan for the development of a new Community Center and the full build-out of 
205 acres of undeveloped parkland at Matchett Park. The City supplemented 
this plan with a 2018 Feasibility Study which further defined a Community 
Center at Matchett Park AND a renovation of Orchard Mesa Pool. With the 
information of consensus built from the two studies, the citizen group, PLACE, 
campaigned for the passing of the 2019 Community Center 2C ballot measure. 
This asked voters to approve $79 million in funding through an increase in 
sales tax of 0.39 percent. The ballot initiative failed (45% yes to 55% no).

2021 THE PARKS, RECREATION & OPEN SPACE MASTER PLAN 
A Community Center was again identified as the most needed new or additional 
facility in the 2021 PROS Master Plan. About 80% of invited respondents rated 
it “important” or “very important”. Grand Junction residents indicated that 
the indoor amenity most “needed” was an indoor, warm water leisure pool, 
followed closely by a fitness center, indoor walk/jog track and indoor multi-
use gymnasiums.  

2021 LINCOLN PARK COMMUNITY CENTER STUDY
In response to the 2019 failed ballot initiative, the City again went back to 
the drawing board to determine why the initiative failed. This led to the 2021 
Lincoln Park Community Center Study that analyzed a new potential site for 
the development of a new Community Recreation Center.

2022 CMU COMMUNITY CENTER SURVEY
The City of Grand Junction engaged professors from Colorado Mesa University 
to conduct a survey measuring citizen attitudes towards a potential indoor 
Community Recreation Survey. The survey was conducted in February of 
2022. The purpose of this survey was to facilitate an understanding of opinions 
and needs related to a potential indoor Community Recreation Center and 
collect statistically valid responses from City of Grand Junction registered 
voters.  Mailed to 8,040 randomly selected registered voters, the survey 
was completed by 1,286 recipients. CMU’s Professors conducting the study, 
determined this was an unexpectedly high rate of response. This indicated 
strong community interest. The data collected was used in the analysis of this 
study. The survey asked about support for a new center, funding mechanisms, 
and the preferred location and program amenities.

PREVIOUS EFFORTS
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WORK SESSION 1: SITE SELECTION
 

DEMOGRAPHICS

In analyzing the two potential locations, demographic data was reviewed to 
better understand social characteristics of the people living in and around the 
sites.

Tapestry segments are an analysis tool based on demographics and 
socioeconomic data and help paint a picture of who lives where, describing 
their lifestyle choices and highlighting how they spend their money and their 
free time. 

Two predominate tapestries in Grand Junction are the navy-blue segment, 
Middle Ground, and the yellow segment, Gen X Urban. Both  of these tapestries 
are reflected at each site.

In addition to Gen X Urban and Middle Ground, the denser downtown area at 
Lincoln Park reflects tapestries of a younger demographic, including students 
enrolled in college, who enjoy walking and biking to local destinations, while 
Matchett Park reflects an older market, many empty-nesters, as well as 
couples and single-parent households.

GEN X URBAN 
•	 Gen X in middle age; fewer kids

•	 Enjoy local parks/recreation activities
•	 Physically active, taking advantage of the great outdoors 

surrounding Grand Junction

LINCOLN PARK SITE MATCHETT PARK SITE

MIDDLE GROUND
•	 Thirty Somethings on a budget

•	 Mainly singles or married without children
•	 Balance long hours on the internet with time spent recreating
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WORK SESSION 1: SITE SELECTION
 

PROXIMITY
Lincoln Park and Matchett Park are within 3 miles of each other, approximately 
a 7-15 minute drive depending on traffic and the route. Environmental Systems 
Research Institute (ESRI) 2026 population projections show over 50,000 people 
within a 6-minute drive of the CRC site at Matchett Park. Projections for the 
same distance at Lincoln Park reveal a lower population of 32,350. 

2026 Population within 6-minute drive 
Matchett Park  / 50,400
Lincoln Park   / 32,350

The higher population density around Matchett Park was an additional 
consideration in site selection. 

2026 Population within a 5 / 10 / 15 minute walk
Matchett Park  90 / 1,400 / 2,440
Lincoln Park  580 / 2,500 / 6,400

MEDIAN AGE
The median age in Grand Junction is 39. A younger population, driven by 
Colorado Mesa University, is found downtown near Lincoln Park but also in  
areas to the east.

2026 POPULATION WITHIN A 6 MINUTE DRIVE 

MATCHETT PARK: 50,400
LINCOLN PARK:  32,350

2026 POPULATION WITHIN 5 / 10/ 15 MINUTE WALK 
MATCHETT PARK:  580 / 2,500 / 6,400

SOURCE: ESRI

2026 MEDIAN AGE

68-75

50-67

42-49 19-32

32-41
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WORK SESSION 1 : SITE SELETION
WHY?
Multiple planning efforts have been conducted to determine the desire for a 
CRC and the program elements within it. A site location for the CRC has also 
been discussed at length.

A 2018 study determined Matchett Park was preferred. In 2021, the study 
determined that Lincoln Park was preferred. This was influenced in part by 
the failed bond election for a Matchett Park facility in 2019 and a chance to 
strengthen the plan. The 2022 statistically valid survey conducted by CMU 
identified the majority (50%) of respondents preferred Matchett Park for 
development of a large CRC. 

The task of Work Session 1 was to determine a Site Preference. Three options 
were considered. 

OPTION 1: MATCHETT PARK
The Matchett Park Master Plan was approved in 2014. The Plan prioritized the 
location of a recreation center serving as a core anchor of the 205 acre park. 

A 2018 Feasibility Study determined that Matchett Park was the preferred 
location of the community recreation center.

Strengths of the site include:
•	 Opportunities for future expansion  
•	 Catalyst to activating other Master Plan amenities and potential associated 

matching grant funding.
•	 Views to the Book Cliffs, Mt. Garfield and Grand Mesa

Weakness include:
•	 Undeveloped site that will require infrastructure 

2018 CONCEPT FOR CRC AT MATCHETT PARK

MATCHETT PARKCITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 2014 MASTER PLAN CRC SITE
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WORK SESSION 1 : SITE SELETION
 

OPTION 2: LINCOLN PARK

Originally built in 1922
Two major renovations in 1955 and 1986

Lincoln Park was identified as the other top site in the 2018 feasibility study. 
The outdoor pool (Moyer Pool) at Lincoln Park is at the end of its useful 
lifespan. It was identified as a possible location for the development of a 
new city-wide community center and an alternative to the previously studied 
Matchett Park location. The existing outdoor facility would be redeveloped 
into a community center with new and expanded pools providing more 
versatile year-round aquatic, fitness and wellness programming, as well as 
recreation and leisure activities. In addition to its central location, Lincoln Park 
offers cost saving advantages over Matchett Park including the proximity to 
existing infrastructure such as access roads, parking, storm drainage, utility 
connections and outdoor recreation amenities such as pickle-ball courts, a 
playgrounds, and paths. 

Strengths of the site include:
•	 Central location
•	 Existing Infrastructure is already in place. Roughly $3M in savings when 

compared to infrastructure required at Matchett.
•	 Existing park is multi-use with mature trees and park synergy

Weakness include:
•	 Lack of parking - parking is already fully utilized
•	 Limited space for future expansion
•	 This area of the city already has a high density of community amenities. 

A CRC located elsewhere could help provide access and services more 
equitably. 

2021 STUDY LINCOLN PARK CRC SITE MOYER POOL SITE

2021 CONCEPT FOR CRC AT LINCOLN PARK AS A POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE SITE TO MATCHETT PARK

MOYER POOL
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WORK SESSION 1 : SITE SELETION
 

OPTION 3:  HYBRID OPTION AT BOTH PARKS

The third option presented for feedback was a hybrid option that proposed a 
new community recreation center at Matchett Park AND a renovation of the 
Moyer Pool at Lincoln Park. 

Strengths of this option include:
•	 Addresses the concern of “taking care of what we already have” in 

addition to providing an additional facility.
•	 Provides improvements to both areas identified as important recreation 

assets by residents. 

Weakness include:
•	 Higher cost
•	 A more complex bond question involving two facilities and two locations

NEW COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER - MATCHETT PARK MOYER POOL RENOVATION - LINCOLN PARK

MATCHETT PARKCITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MOYER POOL SITE AT LINCOLN PARK
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WORK SESSION 1 : RECOMMENDATION  

PUBLIC INPUT RESULTS

During Work Session 1, the design team held 6 focus groups, 1 community meeting with 127 community members and 
collected 400 comments. 
•	 Option 1: Community Recreation Center at Matchett Park: 1st Choice: 37% 2nd Choice 51% 3rd Choice 15%
•	 Option 2: Community Recreation Center at Lincoln Park on existing footprint of Moyer Pool:				  

1st Choice: 11% 2nd Choice 11% 3rd Choice 77%
•	 Option 3: Hybrid - Smaller Community Recreation Center at Matchett Park with modernization and renovation of the 

Lincoln Park-Moyer Pool: 1st Choice: 52% 2nd Choice 37% 3rd Choice 8%
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June 23, 2022 
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction CO, 81501 
 
Dear Grand Junction City Council,  
 
The Park and Rec Advisory Board (PRAB) held a special meeting yesterday with the express 
purpose of deciding upon a recommendation related to the best location for a Community 
Recreation Center (CRC) in Grand Junction.  PRAB had met 6/14/22 and heard a presentation 
from the Barker Rinker Seacat (BRS) architectural firm.  Some of us also attended an Open 
House at Lincoln Park Barn that evening.  BRS sent us voluminous feedback from a range of 
Focus Groups and meetings from 6/13 and 6/14 for our review following the conclusion of the 
first of three workshops (workshop #1). 
 
I was pleased that we had a strong quorum of 8 of 9 despite the short notice of this special 
meeting on 6/22.  This does not include our Council Liaison Phil Pe’a and the alternate, Mayor 
Pro Tem Abe Herman, who were also both in attendance and actively engaged in the 
discussion.  We first decided to narrow our choices from 3 down to 2, from (#1 Matchett Park 
only, #2 Lincoln Park only, and #3 Hybrid – a scaled down Matchett CRC and upgraded and 
enhanced Moyer Pool at Lincoln Park.)  After robust discussion from committee and staff, we 
voted to eliminate #3, the Hybrid Option (although there was much support for still doing the 
Moyer Pool upgrade and enhancement in the next several years but not funded through the 
CRC ballot issue). 
 
We then worked to choose between option #1 Matchett and option #2 Lincoln Park.  And again, 
with robust discussion of many variables, including scale, access, expansion room, grant 
opportunities, future Matchett Park growth, electability, and public survey results, we ultimately 
moved and voted unanimously 8-0 to throw our support behind Matchett Park, option #1.     
 
We realize that our role is advisory and the final decision resides with City Council.  We are 
grateful for delegation of analyzing these critical junctions in the CRC planning and making 
direct recommendations to City Council.  All members have taken our role as carved out by City 
Council with seriousness and commitment.  We hope our toil in considering all input and 
available data points to reach a conclusion and consensus will give City Council confidence in 
our recommendations.  As you make the final site decision, we believe our unanimous 
recommendation is well reasoned and reflective of supporting an outcome of eventual success.  
After making this important decision, we can all move onto the next phases of our work with 
Workshop #2 and #3 planned.  We all look forward to the next steps in moving this CRC project 
forward. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
William Findlay, M.D. (retired) 
PRAB Chairman 

RECOMMENDATION

On June 22nd, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) 
voted unanimously to support the selection of Matchett Park for 
the future development of the recreation center. The board identified 
the following reasons for supporting Matchett Park:

•	 Matchett offers more opportunities for future expansion than Lincoln Park.
•	 A CRC at Matchett will be a catalyst to encourage development of other 

recreational amenities in the Matchett Park Master Plan and associated 
matching grant funding. 

•	 The other site option, Lincoln Park, had many limitations compared to 
Matchett: limited parking and limited expansion options were of particular 
concern. 

•	 There was also concern that a CRC at Lincoln Park would negatively impact 
existing and future activities at existing Lincoln Park facilities.

•	 Broad support for Matchett based on the 2022 CMU Survey. See below. 
•	 Higher cost requiring a higher tax increase

City Council approved the selection of Matchett Park on July 6, 2022

QUESTION CC6 2022 CMU COMMUNITY CENTER SURVEY

Regardless of your answer to the last question. If a large indoor Community Recreation Center was built 

including both indoor and outdoor pools, would you prefer that it be built on the footprint of the existing 

Lincoln Park-Moyer Outdoor Pool (the rest of the park and the golf course would be unaffected) or in 

Matchett Park at the center of the undeveloped site?  

2014 MASTER PLAN CRC SITE
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WORK SESSION 2: BUILDING SIZE AND 
FUNDING OPTIONS
 

OVERVIEW

The purpose of Work Session #2 was to gather public input and preferences 
regarding a second funding mechanism, and the desired building program 
size for the Community Recreation Center. These two decisions are directly 
related to each other as the bigger the facility, the larger the needed increase 
from the secondary funding mechanism. 

Two CRC building program sizes were presented based on previous surveys 
and public input sessions. The smaller option required a total project budget 
of $55M and included a 65,000 sq ft building. The larger option required a total 
project budget of $70M and included a 83,000 sq ft building. Three funding 
options were developed to support the project delivery of both the small and 
large options. More information on program/amenities is on the next page. 

Attendees reviewed regional recreation facility sizes in other communities, all 
of which have a significantly smaller population than Grand Junction. A 65,000 
sq ft center would be larger than Delta, Gunnison, and Fruita but smaller than 
Montrose and Durango. 

The Project Team met with 143 community members over two days and 
collected 229 comments and tallied 359 votes for a funding option. 

Notes:
The larger facility has the potential for higher cost recovery due to larger 
capacities in the gymnasium (30%), aquatics (50%) and fitness (60%).

For cost estimates, BRS uses proprietary spreadsheets with square footage 
cost densities for each type of space. These are based on historical data and 
reviewed annually with over 10 contractors experienced in building recreation 
centers.  BRS built in adjustments for location, inflation and schedule.   Project 
costs are escalated to the expected mid-point of construction. The total 
project cost includes allowances for site, soft costs and contingencies. To 
determine inflation amounts, input from local contractors is averaged.

*Operational costs are conservatively approximated and will be refined 
further when a funding method and building size are selected. The subsidy 
required, projected at $1,329,000, will be covered by the cannabis revenue.

$55M | 65,000 SF CRC
$4.5M REVENUE REQUIRE

CANNABIS TAX REVENUE | $2.5 M 

NICOTINE OR SALES OR PROPERTY TAX | $2M

$3M USED TO FINANCE $55M

$1.3 - 1.5M USED FOR OPERATIONS*

$70M | 83,000 SF CRC
$5.8M REVENUE REQUIRED

CANNABIS TAX REVENUE | $2.5 M

NICOTINE OR SALES OR PROPERTY TAX | $3.3M

$4.3M USED TO FINANCE $70M

$1 - 1.5M USED FOR OPERATIONS*

REGIONAL RECREATION FACILITY SIZE

#5 HOW HAVE OTHER COMMUNITIES FUNDED THEIR CRC?

#6 The	CRC	planning	effort	is	building	off	of	decades	of	previous	processes	and	
applying lessons learned. This includes several unsuccessful votes, numerous 
community surveys, and many previous focus groups and community forums. 
The	central	goal	is	retain	the	best	parts	of	previous	plans	and	fix	the	weakest.	

WHAT IS DIFFERENT THIS TIME?

Since 2019, other needs 
have been met:

2019 Ballot Question:  
45% YES, 55% NO

•	0.39%	Sales	tax	increase
•	Would	have	raised	City	Rate	to	3.64%	with	no	sunset.
•	$79	M
•	2	Sites	-	Matchett	+	Orchard	Mesa
•	3	Projects:
	 •	CRC
	 •	75	Acre	Park
	 •	Orchard	Mesa	Pool

Gunnison CRC
Passed in 2006

Durango CRC
Passed in 2001

Montrose CRC
Passed	in	2014

Delta CRC
Passed	in	1992

Fruita CRC
Passed in 2008

2023 Concept
•	Cannabis	revenue	+	0.10-0.15%	sales	tax	 
  OR 2-3 mill property tax  
  OR $2-$3	tax	per	pack	of	cigarettes
•	Raise	City	Rate	to	3.35-3.40%	with	a	sunset.
•	$70	M
•	1	Site	-	Matchett
•	1	Project:
	 •	CRC

Grand Junction
CRC Concept

Grand Junction

Montrose

Durango

Delta

Fruita

Gunnison

Montrose

Durango

Delta

Gunnison

Fruita

0.10% 0.15%

0.30%

0.50%

1.00%

1.00%

1.00%

80,100

71,800

55,000

45,200

Size sq. ft.

45,100

G
J

G
J

•		First	Responder	Tax:	0.5%	for	Fire	&	Police		
•		Road	Improvements:	$70M	in	debt	funding	approved	(no	new	taxes)		
•		New	GJ	High	School:	$115M	bond	funding	approved

OR

#5 HOW HAVE OTHER COMMUNITIES FUNDED THEIR CRC?

#6 The	CRC	planning	effort	is	building	off	of	decades	of	previous	processes	and	
applying lessons learned. This includes several unsuccessful votes, numerous 
community surveys, and many previous focus groups and community forums. 
The	central	goal	is	retain	the	best	parts	of	previous	plans	and	fix	the	weakest.	

WHAT IS DIFFERENT THIS TIME?

Since 2019, other needs 
have been met:

2019 Ballot Question:  
45% YES, 55% NO

•	0.39%	Sales	tax	increase
•	Would	have	raised	City	Rate	to	3.64%	with	no	sunset.
•	$79	M
•	2	Sites	-	Matchett	+	Orchard	Mesa
•	3	Projects:
	 •	CRC
	 •	75	Acre	Park
	 •	Orchard	Mesa	Pool

Gunnison CRC
Passed in 2006

Durango CRC
Passed in 2001

Montrose CRC
Passed	in	2014

Delta CRC
Passed	in	1992

Fruita CRC
Passed in 2008

2023 Concept
•	Cannabis	revenue	+	0.10-0.15%	sales	tax	 
  OR 2-3 mill property tax  
  OR $2-$3	tax	per	pack	of	cigarettes
•	Raise	City	Rate	to	3.35-3.40%	with	a	sunset.
•	$70	M
•	1	Site	-	Matchett
•	1	Project:
	 •	CRC

Grand Junction
CRC Concept
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•		First	Responder	Tax:	0.5%	for	Fire	&	Police		
•		Road	Improvements:	$70M	in	debt	funding	approved	(no	new	taxes)		
•		New	GJ	High	School:	$115M	bond	funding	approved

OR
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WORK SESSION 2 : PROGRAM OPTIONS
 

PROGRAMMING

Program spaces included in this study were priorities identified in the 2021 PROS Master Plan and were further verified by the 
2022 CMU survey which dedicated a section to program.

Using the results of the survey as a guide, the executive team put together a list of program activities for both the $55M option 
and the $70M option that were informed by both the 2021 Master Plan and the 2022 CMU survey.

The key differences in the 65,000SF plan and 83,000SF plan are larger aquatics, larger fitness areas and a larger gymnasium 
(three courts instead of two).

COMMUNITY INPUT PROCESS

Attendees were given three “dots” to vote for their 1st, 2nd, and 3rd choice of funding to generate required revenue for their 
preferred CRC building size. In addition, sticky notes and comment cards were available to capture general comments as well 
as feedback on five questions:

•	 How can these plans be enhanced?
•	 What are lessons learned from 2019?
•	 What is missing from this evolving plan?
•	 What outdoor features should be prioritized at Matchett Park?
•	 What indoor features should be prioritized for future expansion?

VOTING RESULTS

A total of 359 votes were tallied. Note: not everyone used all 3 dots or choices, rather some people only voted their 1st choice.
•	 $55M option received 6% of total votes cast
•	 $70M option received 94% of total votes cast

The data demonstrates overwhelming support for the larger building program, although a theme echoed in the written comments 
was that the larger size may still be too small to serve the needs of Grand Junction.

These funding options do not include additional potential contributions from potential partners and grants. See page 46 for more 
information.
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WORK SESSION 2: FUNDING OPTIONS
 

FUNDING OPTIONS

Grand Junction voters approved a cannabis tax dedicated to parks and 
recreation projects in April 2021. This funding stream creates the “base” of 
the revenue required for the CRC. This new funding source is conservatively 
projected to generate $2.5M annually. In addition to cannabis revenue, a 2nd 
funding source is needed to make the CRC a reality. Three additional funding 
options were developed to supplement the cannabis tax. The three funding 
source options include a new nicotine tax, a new sales tax and a new property 
tax, each of which were supported in the 2022 CMU Survey. The three options 
are defined below based on the requirements to support the two different 
project options. 

67%

$55M | 4.5M DEBT SERVICE & SUBSIDY
1.	 CANNABIS TAX + 2 MILL PROPERTY TAX

2.	 CANNABIS TAX + NICOTINE TAX ($2/PACK)

3.	 CANNABIS TAX + 0.10% SALES TAX

69%

79%

$70M | 5.8M DEBT SERVICE & SUBSIDY
1.	 CANNABIS TAX + 3 MILL PROPERTY TAX

2.	 CANNABIS TAX + NICOTINE TAX ($3/PACK)

3.	 CANNABIS TAX + 0.15% SALES TAX

0.15% SALES TAX INCREASE 3 MILLAGE RATE PROPERTY
TAX INCREASE

LIKELIHOOD OF SUPPORT FOR INDOOR CRC CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONAL AON FUNDING SOURCE

RESULTS FROM THE 2022 CMU SURVEY

15% TAX ON NICOTINE 
PRODUCTS

FUNDING OPTIONS (IN ADDITION TO CANNABIS REVENUE A 2ND FUNDING SOURCE IS NEEDED TO MAKE THE CRC A REALITY
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NICOTINE TAX AS A FUNDING SOURCEPROPERTY TAX AS A FUNDING SOURCE

SALES TAX AS A FUNDING SOURCE SALES TAX RATE COMPARISON
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WORK SESSION 2: FUNDING OPTIONS
 CRC COMPARISONS

In 2019, funding for a CRC was included on the ballot. 
The ballot initiative failed: 45% Yes | 55% No
It include the following:
•	 0.39% Sales tax increase
•	 Would have raised City Sales Tax Rate to 3.89%
•	 $79 M Total Project Cost
•	 2 Sites - Matchett + Orchard Mesa
•	 3 Projects
	 A new CRC 
	 A new 75 Acre Park
	 Orchard Mesa Pool Renovation
•	 3 City ballot questions on the April 20198 ballot	
	 Fire and Police
	 Roads
	 CRC

2023 Concept for comparison: 
•	 Cannabis revenue + 0.15% sales tax (with sunset provision when facility 

is paid off) 
•	 $70 M Total Project Cost
•	 1 Site - Matchett Park
•	 1 Project - A new CRC
•	 1 City ballot question on the April 2023 ballot

Since the 2019 ballot initiative, a number of ballot initiatives have passed:
•	 First Responder Tax: 0.5% for Fire and Police
•	 Road Improvements: $70M in debt funding approved (no new taxes)
•	 New GJ High School: $115M bond funding approved
Many community members expressed that these important community 
investments needed to be funded before they could consider investing in a 
CRC. 

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF A NEEDED 2ND FUNDING SOURCE
(CANNABIS TAX REVENUE PASSED IN 2021 MUST BE SUPPLEMENTED BY A 2ND FUNDING SOURCE TO FULLY PAY FOR A NEW CRC)

2ND FUNDING SOURCE THEMES FROM WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM WORK SESSION 2

0.10% OR 0.15% SALES TAX
STRENGTHS
•	 Most common CRC funding method, especially on the western slope
•	 City residents pay only about 30% of the total sales tax
•	 Survey indicated 67% very likely or somewhat likely to support

2 OR 3 MILL PROPERTY TAX
STRENGTHS
•	 Common CRC funding method
•	 Stable funding source
•	 Survey indicated 69% very likely or somewhat likely to support

$2 OR $3 PER PACK CIGARETTE TAX + VAPING TAX
STRENGTHS
•	 Survey indicated 79% very likely or somewhat likely to support
•	 Consumption taxes discourage unhealthy behavior and provide resources to 

benefit healthy lifestyles
•	 Reduces tax burden on typical public funding sources: property and sales taxes

WEAKNESSES
•	 Due to Gallagher Amendment, businesses pay significantly more tax 

than residents
•	 Property tax has the financial burden fall on City residents while County 

residents free-ride

WEAKNESSES
•	 Revenue are more susceptible to economic fluctuations
•	 Potential sensitivity to sales tax increase

SALES TAX - PREFERRED
STRENGTHS
•	 Favor because it taps funding from non-city residents, e.g. County residents, visitors, 

anyone purchasing goods or services in GJ. 30% of sales tax comes from City residents. 
•	 Emphasize how little RESIDENTS pay sales tax
•	 Recognition how all other CRC’s funded on Western slope (with a sales tax increase)

PROPERTY TAX
WEAKNESSES
•	 Property values are increasing, higher property tax rates for homeowners
•	 Property taxes impact commercial business owners disproportionately 

NICOTINE TAX
WEAKNESSES
•	 Question stability of the tax; smoking seems to be on the decline
•	 Easily avoided by buying products outside the City

WEAKNESSES
•	 Property taxes as a funding mechanism for local schools should be 

respected
•	 Existing property tax already high

WEAKNESSES
•	 Concern over tax approaching 10%. Current rate 8.52% increasing to 

8.67% with 0.15% sales tax increase. Still perceived as high. 

WEAKNESSES
•	 Impacts lower income residents who smoke disproportionately more
•	 What if nicotine tax does not generate enough revenue, now or in the 

future? How is the gap filled? 

WEAKNESSES
•	 Demand is much more elastic than typical purchases and users may opt 

to purchase products outside the City limits. 
•	 More difficult to predict revenue than property or sales tax and financing 

interest rate may be higher
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WORK SESSION 2: RECOMMENDATION
 

FUNDING PREFERENCE

The feedback from Work Session 2 indicated a clear preference for a 0.15% sales tax increase as the preferred second 
funding source for the CRC in lieu of a property tax increase or a tax on tobacco products. Input collected included:
•	 6 focus groups / 1 community meeting
•	 143 community members / 229 comments collected

Additional themes gathered from public input
•	 Critical importance of sunset provision for 2nd funding source tied to capital 
•	 Concern that even the larger facility option will not be adequate to serve the Grand Junction population. 
•	 Larger pool, larger gym, larger track, more community spaces desired
•	 A strong marketing effort to educate voters is critical. 

July 28, 2022    
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction CO, 81501 
 
Dear Grand Junction City Council, 
 
The Park and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) held its second special meeting today in order to 
come up with recommendations for council regarding the size and funding choice for the CRC 
(Community Recreation Center).  This followed our last CRC PRAB meeting on 7/19/22 and 
allowed us to combine the information from that meeting with the input from all the focus groups 
and community open house that same day.    
 
We again had a quorum and opened the meeting with an excellent and concise summary of all the 
key information to date from our consulting firm BRS.  This included comparative data from other 
nearby cities and their rec centers including their square footage, population, charges, and sales 
tax funding rates.  We reviewed the two size and price options:  $55m/65,000sf vs $70m/83,000sf 
including the gains the larger choice would provide (an additional gym, enlarged recreation activity 
and therapy pools, and additional fitness and weights space).  We then reviewed the three funding 
options in addition to the cannabis tax - sales tax, property tax, and nicotine tax including 
comparisons of our local tax rates with those of other CRC cities both before and after the CRC 
element was added.  We discussed the pros and cons of each option. 
 
After an extensive question and answer session, we unanimously voted 1. To support the larger 
$70m/83,000 sf size option and 2. To support an additional 0.15% sales with a 30-year sunset 
provision as the second finance source.  We recognize that the sales tax increase has the 
advantage of largely (70%) being paid by non-city residents.  This compares with the fact that the 
property tax would be fully paid by GJ residents, with a much larger share by businesses and 
perhaps compete with D51 and its future school needs.  This also compares with the fact the 
nicotine tax would be very hard to predict, be less stable and fall unduly on a lower income 
population.  We felt these were critical considerations that were not known or described in the CRC 
survey conducted by CMU’s professors.  
 
We believe this evolving plan is a dramatic and meaningful improvement from the last ballot 
initiative.  The needed sales tax increase is less than half the 2019 proposal.  It is less expensive 
even with the inflation that has happened.  The project is simpler with being focused on one site 
and on the top priority, the CRC.  This contrasts to the 2019 proposal that included 3 projects at 
two different sites.  Lastly, it employs a new funding mechanism, revenue from cannabis, which we 
believe has moved the CRC closer to coming to fruition than ever before.     
 
We hope the city council will look favorably on our recommendations.  We look forward to the next 
phase of this project, with the ultimate goal of a successful ballot issue and seeing an actual CRC 
arise from the ground at Matchett Park. 
 
Sincerely 

 

William Findlay MD (retired) 
PRAB Chairman 

At the August 17th City Council meeting,  Council was 
presented with PRAB’s recommendation to pursue building an 
83,000 square foot CRC using existing cannabis revenues and a 
0.15% sales tax increase with a sunset provision on the sales 
tax.  Council evaluated PRAB’s recommendation on site and 
approved 5 yes to 1 no supporting PRAB’s recommendation on 
funding and size of a potential CRC.

67%

2022 CMU SURVEY RESULTS - 0.15% SALES TAX INCREASE

FUNDING RECOMMENDATION

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board held a special meeting on July 28 to review all data regarding the size and 
funding choice collected during Work Session 2. This included comparative data from nearby cities and their recreation 
centers including square footage, population, charges and sales tax funding rates. PRAB reviewed the two size and price 
options, and then reviewed the three funding options in addition to the cannabis tax – sales tax, property tax and nicotine 
tax. After analysis of the pros and cons of each, PRAB unanimously voted:
•	 1. To support the larger $70M / 83,000SF size option
•	 2. To support an additional 0.15% sales tax with a 30-year sunset provision as the second funding source. 

Guiding this recommendation was recognition that the sales tax increase has the advantage of largely (70%) being paid 
by non-residents, while a property tax would be fully paid by Grand Junction residents, including a much larger share by 
businesses and potentially competing with School District funding needs. Nicotine tax would be hard to predict, be less 
stable and fall unduly on a lower income population. PRAB felt these considerations were not known or described in the 
CRC survey conducted by CMU professors. In addition, the needed sales tax increase is less than half the 2019 proposal 
because of the new funding mechanism revenue from cannabis.
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WORK SESSION 3: OPERATIONAL PLAN 
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HOW DO YOU DESCRIBE GRAND JUNCTION WHEN YOU ARE AWAY FROM HOME?

WHAT PLACES OR EVENTS MUST VISITORS EXPERIENCE WHEN THEY ARE HERE?

WHY DO YOU LIVE IN GRAND JUNCTION?

HOW DO YOU WANT TO BE PERCIEVED AS A COMMUNITY?

HOW DO YOU NOT WANT GJ TO BE PERCIEVED AS A COMMUNITY?

•	 WONDERFUL ACCESS TO OUTDOOR RECREATION 
•	 GREAT PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY
•	 RURAL AND URBAN
•	 BEAUTIFUL WEATHER YEAR ROUND

•	 DOWNTOWN AND MAIN STREET
•	 GRAND MESA
•	 LOCAL HIKING AND MOUNTAIN BIKE TRAILS
•	 THE COLORADO RIVER

•	 OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
•	 OPEN SPACE
•	 COMMUNITY
•	 WEATHER

•	 OUTDOOR AND RECREATION FOCUSED
•	 UP AND COMING
•	 A GREAT PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY
•	 INCLUSIVE, WELCOMING, FRIENDLY, & ACCEPTING OF DIVERSITY
•	 PROGRESSIVE AND FORWARD THINKING

•	 SHORT SIGHTED, UNWILLING TO INVEST IN COMMUNITY
•	 JUNKTOWN
•	 RACIST AND HATEFUL
•	 STAGNANT, BEHIND, BACKWARD

•	 STRONG ARTS AND CULTURE COMMUNITY 
•	 WHERE THE MOUNTAINS MEET THE DESERT
•	 REGIONAL AGRICULTURAL DRAW - WINE AND PEACHES 
•	 VIBRANT SMALLISH TOWN THAT IS GROWING

•	 COLORADO NATIONAL MONUMENT
•	 BREWERIES AND WINERIES
•	 FRUITA
•	 PALISADE

•	 SMALL TOWN FEEL FOR A BIGGER CITY, ITS NOT DENVER
•	 ACCESS TO THE OUTDOORS
•	 AFFORDABLE
•	 GREAT PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY 

•	 FUN-JUNCTION!
•	 A COMMUNITY THAT IS ENGAGED & INVESTED IN A BETTER FUTURE
•	 A COMMUNITY THAT VALUES OPEN SPACE AND NATURE
•	 MODERN MEETS WESTERN
•	 ACTIVE AND HEALTHY LIFESTYLE

•	 UNSAFE, HOMELESSNESS AND DRUG ABUSE PROBLEMS 
•	 UNWELCOMING, CLOSED-MINDED, UNWELCOMING OF DIVERSITY
•	 UNSUSTAINABLE GROWTH, UNPLANNDED GROWTH

WORK SESSION 3: CONCEPT DESIGN
OVERVIEW

The purpose of Work Session 3 was to present and gather feedback on the 
conceptual operational plan and conceptual design of the proposed facility. 
The operational plan included suggested hours of operations, fees, expenses, 
revenues and full and part time staff requirements. Beginning with the 5 
questions, the conceptual design linked overarching concepts that make 
Grand Junction unique to the concept design. The presentation included site 
design, building design, conceptual plans and conceptual renderings.  

The Project Team met with 135 community members over two days and 
collected 94 comments. 

THE 5 QUESTIONS 

From the outset of any project, we seek to get to know our clients and their 
constituents. Understanding the people we serve helps guide our thinking 
around both the programming efforts and future design of the recreation 
facility. To begin this process, we have developed a series of five questions. 
We asked these five questions of the Members of Grand Junction City Council, 
City Manager’s office, Grand Junction Recreation and Parks staff, the Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Board, and the members of the community at the 
earlier work sessions.  A summary of the responses to these questions is to 
the left.

DESIGN THREADS 
A Design Thread is a big idea or concept represented by images, words 
and experiences. They are used to identify aesthetic, organizational and 
conceptual themes unique to a project and place. These concepts could 
potentially be incorporated into the project at various levels of discernment. 
The Grand Junction Feasibility Study design threads emerged from 
discussions with the community, research, and an evolving understanding of 
a sense of place. They will continue to evolve throughout the design process 
and help inform and give structure to design, programming and operations. 

The community overwhelmingly identified two central themes when 
describing the Grand Junction area:
•	 “Ease of access to the outdoors.”
•	 Grand Junction is unique. It does not fit into the mold of Colorado cities. 
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ADAPTION
 
A community continually changing to better suit the environment

5 QUESTIONS | PACE
Four seasons of beautiful weather
Small town feel for a bigger city
Easy access to outdoor recreation
Fun-Junction
Active and healthy lifestyle
Surrounded by beauty and open space
A region transformed by weather and time

DESIGN: 
is guided by views, high heat and strong winds

MATERIAL: 
must patina well and stand the test of time

SEASONS: 
should be celebrated

PROGRAMS: 
continually adapting to community needs

Like Grand Junction itself, how you experience the Community 
Recreation Center will vary depending on the time of day, changes in 
light, the position of the sun in the sky the time of year you visit. Ever 
changing and ever shifting. 

SURROUNDINGS

INDOOR/OUTDOOR SEASONS MATERIALS
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FACETED
 
Embracing many different aspects or features. Having many abilities or 
a personality with many sides. 

5 QUESTIONS | PEOPLE
Rural and urban
Diverse ideas and people
Modern meets western
Inclusive
Accepting of diversity

PEOPLE: 
are shaped by their environment

ACCEPTING: 
of many different views of the same thing

REFLECTIVE: 
of the enviornment all around us

The new Community Recreation Center will be nuanced. Belonging to a 
greater group or vision, yet remaining distinct.

BOOKCLIFFS

PERSPECTIVES

CHANGING
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CONVERGENCE
 
Flowing together, meeting or gathering at one point

5 QUESTIONS | PLACE
Where mountains meet the desert
Regional agriculture draw
Arts and culture downtown
Rural and urban
Local hiking, biking, boating & fishing
Railroad and river
Diverse ideas and people
Modern meets western

DESIGN: 
a place created to encourage coming together

MATERIAL: 
merging of materials

PROGRAMS: 
merging experiences and knowledge

The Community Recreation Center will be a meeting place, where 
neighbors of different backgrounds interact and connect. The CRC wil 
be an intersection of recreation, wellness and community. 

COME TOGETHER

NATURE

BUILDINGPEOPLE
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30

29

30

MAIN FLOOR PLAN UPPER FLOOR PLAN

FINAL PLANS
LEGEND
1. DROP OFF 
2. BUILDING ENTRANCE
3. RECEPTION DESK
4. STAIR/ELEVATOR
5. ADMINISTRATION
6. GYMNASIUM
7. FITNESS STAIR
8. STORAGE
9. GROUP FITNESS/DANCE STUDIO
10. CLIMBING/BOULDERING WALL
11. SENIOR LOUNGE
12. CHILDWATCH
13. CLASS/PARTY ROOMS
14. COMMUNITY ROOMS
15. GAMES LOUNGE
16. LOCKER ROOMS
17. UNIVERSAL CHANGING ROOMS
18. RECREATION ACTIVITY POOL
19. LAP POOL
20. WELLNESS/THERAPY POOL
21. AQUATIC SUPPORT
22. POOL STORAGE
23. BUILDING/POOL MECHANICAL
24. CATERING KITCHEN
25. RESTROOMS
26. ELEVATED WALK/JOG TRACK
27. FITNESS AND WEIGHTS
28. OUTDOOR GATHERING SPACE
28. SLIDE TOWER
29. MECHANICAL WELL/EQUIPMENT
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LEISURE POOL

LAP POOL

WELLNESS POOL

JUMPING AND CLIMBING

WHIRLPOOL SPA

GRAND JUNCTION CRC AQUATIC SPACES

GRAND JUNCTION CRC AQUATIC SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES
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GRAND JUNCTION CRC RECREATION SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES

FITNESS & WEIGHTS

3 BASKETBALL
3 VOLLEYBALL
9 PICKLEBALL

TRACK | 10 LAPS/MI GROUP FITNESS

FITNESS STUDIO

COURTS:

GRAND JUNCTION CRC RECREATION SPACESBARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            25



GRAND JUNCTION CRC RECREATION SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES

LOCKER ROOMS

FITNESS STAIRS

GAME LOUNGECLIMBING WALL

GRAND JUNCTION CRC RECREATION SPACES

BOULDERING

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            26



GRAND JUNCTION CRC COMMUNITY SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES

COMMUNITY MEETING ROOMS

CHILD WATCH

PARTY ROOMSOUTDOOR GATHERING SPACE

SENIOR LOUNGE

GRAND JUNCTION CRC COMMUNITY SPACESBARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            27



MAIN FLOOR 3D VIEW
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UPPER FLOOR 3D VIEW
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CONCEPTUAL WEST ELEVATION - VIEW LOOKING TOWARD MAIN ENTRY
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CONCEPTUAL EAST ELEVATION - VIEW LOOKING TOWARDS POOL
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CONCEPTUAL EXTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS MAIN ENTRY
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CONCEPTUAL EXTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS POOL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS FITNESS AND CLIMBING WALL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS FITNESS AND CLIMBING WALL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING  LOOKING TOWARDS GAMING LOUNGE AND POOL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING - RECREATION ACTIVITY POOL
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WORK SESSION 3: CONCEPT DESIGN
 
SITE DESIGN CONCEPT
The 2014 Matchett Park Master Plan identified a preliminary site for a community recreation center facility, situated 
along the southern edge of the park plan. The CRC site was intended to provide reasonable access from Patterson 
Road and potential future transit, take advantage of views, and create an identifiable, welcoming entry to the large 
park complex. Matchett is twice the size of Canyon View Park. The master plan also prioritized connectivity of the 
CRC to the other park facilities and programming. 

The Matchett Park site is over 200 acres of largely undeveloped agricultural land, organized by a grid of north-
south dirt access roads, flood irrigation ditches, and canals – this is generally the ‘develop-able’ acreage of the 
property. The northeast corner of the property is occupied by a natural drainage with winding and often deeply 
incised channels. This acreage has been identified as appropriate for limited development consisting of trail access, 
parking, soft-surface trails, and a variety of  passive-use activities. 

The 2014 master plan building site is set back from Patterson Road approximately 900’; the 2014 Master Plan had 
reserved approximately 20 acres along Patterson Road for two separate school sites. In the vicinity of the originally 
proposed site are 360-degree views to the Bookcliffs (north/northwest), Mt Garfield (northeast), the Grand Mesa 
(east/southeast), and the Colorado National Monument (west/southwest). The impressive off-site views become 
more dramatic with every vertical foot of gain. 

Since the completion of the 2014 master plan, shown on this page, the acreage set aside for schools is no longer 
needed, and multi-modal access to the CRC has been identified by the community as a  priority. The current 
conceptual site plan on page 40, shifts the CRC approximately 300’ to the south, improving connectivity to Patterson 
Road while maintaining connectivity to the future park improvements. Access to the CRC is via a new, central drive 
from Patterson Road, creating a north-south axis that will continue through the park. Secondary, signalized access 
is from the west at 28 1/4 and Hawthorne. At the intersection of the main entry drive and the CRC parking lot, the axis 
transitions through an entry plaza and monument sign, becoming a pedestrian spine that will continue north with 
future phases of the master plan. The pedestrian spine passes to the west of the CRC; at the main entry becoming 
a shaded plaza with trees, benches, and sculptural landforms evoking the varied landscapes visible in the off-site 
views. The pedestrian path continues, connecting to a future children’s playground north of the CRC. East of the 
building, a large lawn allows for indoor/outdoor CRC programs and passive use. Landforms frame views from the 
expansive east-facing glass, provides screening for the adjacent residential neighborhood, and serves to ground the 
CRC to the large, open site.

MATCHETT PARK CRC CONCEPT PLAN
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Entry Plaza

Pedestrian Promenade Stormwater Detention

Playground

C O N C E P T U A L  D E S I G N  | I M A G E R Y
GRAND JUNCTION RECREATION MASTER PLAN

SEPTEMBER 2022
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C O N C E P T U A L  S I T E  P L A N  | C R C  +  S I T E  A C C E S S
GRAND JUNCTION COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER

NOVEMBER 2022

PATTERSON ROAD

CONCEPTUAL PLAN HIGHLIGHTS
• Responds to organization of the 2014 Matchett Park Master Plan

• Pedestrian promenade
• Overall circulation
• General location of CRC building

• Maintains connectivity to the master plan
• Main CRC entry connected to north/south pedestrian spine
• Secondary access via 28 1/4  Rd
• Off-site views of Bookcliffs, Mt Garfield, Grand Mesa, Colorado National 

Monument
• Children’s playground, outdoor lawn and landform ground CRC to the site

COMMUNITY
RECREATION 

CENTER

28
 1

/4
 R

O
A

D
HAWTHORNE 

AVENUE INDIAN WASH 
NATURE AREA

SOUTH
POND

DOCK

CRC PARKING 
(~300 SPACES)

STORMWATER
DETENTION

CRC ENTRY PLAZA

PEDESTRIAN 
PROMENADE

PATIO

LAWN

FAITH HEIGHTS 
CHURCH

15 ACRES FOR 
FUTURE USE

~10 ACRES FOR 
FUTURE USE

PARK ENTRY PLAZA
SERVICE AREA

28
 1/

4 ROAD

CRC BUILDING + SITE + INFRASTRUCTURE

SCALE: 
1” = 100’ 50’ 100’ 200’

N

FUTURE 
MASTER PLAN 

IMPROVEMENTS

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
 
A GATEWAY TO MATCHETT PARK
The plan to the left represents a conceptual plan. Everything included in 
the dashed red line is considered part of the initial project and includes 
the CRC builidng, site, and infrastructure. 

The conceptual plan is driven by the organization of the 2014 Matchett 
Park Master Plan and the location of the CRC maintains connectivity to 
the Master Plan. The CRC will act as a gateway to the overall park and 
can be a catalyst for future development of the park. Directly in front of 
the CRC, the building connects to a pedestrian promenade that extends 
all the way through the park per the Master Plan. 

Highlights include:
•	 Responds to organization of the 2014 Matchett Park Master 

Plan
•	 Maintains connectivity to the Master Plan
•	 Main CRC entry connected to North/South pedestrian spine
•	 Secondary access via 28 1/4 Road
•	 Off-site views of Bookcliffs, Mt. Garfield, Grand Mesa, Colorado 

National Monumen

CRC BUILDING + SITE + INFRASTRUCTURE
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C O N C E P T U A L  D E S I G N  | P L A Z A  P E R S P E C T I V E
GRAND JUNCTION RECREATION MASTER PLAN

SEPTEMBER 2022

CONCEPTUAL VIEW - ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
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ACCESS 
 
GRAND JUNCTION BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL
Bicycle and pedestrian access to Matchett Park is critically important. 
This sentiment was echoed by participating members of the public and 
City leadership staff during every Work Session. Some connections exist 
as shown on the Trail System map. 

The City of Grand Junction is looking to improve this access with the first 
city-wide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan currently in progress. The plan will 
guide the City on how and where to strategically make improvements and 
address gaps in the places people walk and bike, incorporating national 
best practices in bicycle and pedestrian planning and design. 
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SUSTAINABILITY
 
The design of the new Grand Junction Community Recreation Center aims to meet performance goals intended to reduce 
consumption of non-renewable resources, reduce  CO2 emissions, and create a healthy environment through clear means that 
represent the values of the community. Sustainable design practices reduce the harmful effects that construction can have on 
the environment. Efforts to maximize the health and comfort of building users, and to improve building performance, is consistent 
with the project vision.

Sustainable design strategies are most effective when considered from the outset of a project. Allowing time for thoughtful 
study when the big gestures are being made results in a building configuration that takes prevailing winds, daylighting, views 
and ease of access into account. 

Located in the arid west and next to the Colorado River, water conservation will be a priority for the project. Modern 
technology like greywater systems and regenerative media filtration are proposed to reduce water consumption and 
operational expenses. Greywater can either be used for subsurface irrigation or indoor toilet/urinal flushing. For the pools, 
a  regenerative media filtration system can be installed to reduce backwash loss by 90%. Low flow fixtures and automatic 
sensors also reduce water consumption and will be included as part of the sustainable strategies. 

In addition to the concepts above, other sustainable strategies will be adopted as the project is developed. Other items 
currently being considered for the project include:

•	 High-performance glazing systems and sunshades are proposed to allow for lots of natural light while also taking into 
account the need to modulate the potential impacts of the sun in warmer months. 

•	 Use of low-VOC emitting materials, and careful selection of materials that do not contain chemicals of concern when and 
where possible will serve to provide good indoor air quality and a positive user experience. 

•	 High efficiency mechanical systems such as chilled-water mechanical systems and geo-thermal heat pumps will be 
investigated to maximize energy efficiency and reduce overall energy consumption. 

•	 Daylighting controls and occupancy sensors that limit use of artificial light when a space is not occupied.

•	 Solar hot-water heating system to reduce energy use and costs related to heating pools. 

•	 Acoustic treatments designed as appropriate per space type will enhance user experience.

•	 Use of local building materials, and materials with recycled content, reduces CO2 emissions related to transportation of 
goods and supports the local economy.

•	 Use of power generating photovoltaic panels to reduce the overall energy consumed from the grid

•	 Solar reflective roof finishes to reduce unwanted solar heat gain. 

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            43



WORK SESSION 3: OPERATIONS
 
A detailed Operational Analysis was developed by BRS to review the basic 
operational parameters for the Grand Junction Community Recreation Cen-
ter. City staff leadership and Parks and Recreation Department staff provided 
extensive input and guidance during development of the operational budget. 

OPERATING HOURS

Preliminarily, the CRC is expected to be open Sunday to Saturday for a total of 
87.25 hours. It is expected that the center will have expanded hours for group 
rentals and after-hour programming. The hours of operation help inform the 
operational plans as a basis in which to calculate costs and estimate revenue.

ADMISSION FEES

The CRC must provide a high-quality experience and must be affordable and 
financially accessible to the Grand Junction community at large. Pricing of 
fees reflects this commitment to affordable services. Projected admissions 
prices shown may be adjusted at the time of the center’s opening. 

All passes include access to the indoor leisure pool and water features/water 
slide, lap pool, therapy pool, fitness/weight area, elevated walk/jog track, 
games lounge, a wide array of introductory fitness classes, the climbing wall, 
family cabanas, and open gym times. 

Revenue projections included the following assumptions:
•	 Child Watch will be offered as an annual membership, or a nominal fee for 

drop-in child watch.
•	 Basic fitness classes and basic water aerobics classes will be included 

with annual membership. 

The CRC will provide the opportunity for Grand Junction Parks and Recreation 
Department to expand programming efforts in addition to providing rental 
opportunities. 

WHAT’S INCLUDED WITH ADMISSION: 
 

DROP IN: BASKETBALL, VOLLEYBALL, PICKLEBALL

FITNESS AREA / CARDIO WORKOUT

INDOOR WALK / JOG TRACK

THERAPY / WELLNESS POOL

OPEN SWIM / LAP LANES

LEISURE POOL / WATER SLIDES / PLAY FEATURES

FAMILY GAME LOUNGE

CLIMBING WALL

BASIC FITNESS CLASSES

WATER AEROBICS CLASSES

SENIOR ACTIVITIES / DEDICATED SENIOR LOUNGE 

Grand Junction facilities now accept Silver Sneaker and Renew Active, which 
allow senior annual memberships paid by health insurance providers (e.g., United 
Health Care, Rocky Mountain Health Plans.)As an example of the conservative 
approach to the operational plan, 1200 members are projected through Renew 
Active and Silver Sneakers. Other comparable facilities such as Montrose have 
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WORK SESSION 3: OPERATIONS
 
The operational plan was developed under the following assumptions:
•	 Operating expenses are based on the established $70M / 83,000SF building program found in this report.
•	 Wages and salaries are based on the City of Grand Junction’s projected salary and wages for 2026 and estimated benefits packages. In the spirit of 

being conservative in projections, it was important to estimate expenses using an inflationary increase to project at 2026 when the potential CRC would 
open. Also of note, revenues from fees were not inflated to a projected 2026 level. Instead, the fees used in this operating plan are at 2022 levels. 

•	 4% is added to total expenses annually to cover future capital repair and replacement costs.
•	 The operational plan is based on conservative expenses (high) and revenue (low) projections. This is an effort to under-promise to hopefully be in a 

position to over-deliver. Annual debt service is included in expenses.
•	 Cannabis revenue will be used to cover the projected operational subsidy. 

EXPENSES

Staffing – Full-time and part-time staffing costs comprise most of the operating expenses. Salaries are inflated to 2026 with a conservative approach and 
include all benefits as well as the salary. 

Supplies & Contractual Services – Supplies such as office, safety, marketing, program supplies (recreation, aquatics, childcare), pool chemicals and 
cleaning/janitorial supplies are included. Utilities account for most service expenses along with credit card fees, IT and contracted services among others.

Capital Repair & Replacement – The operating budget adds 4% to the total operation expense to cover future capital repair and replacement needs.

Annual Debt Service - $4.3M in debt service is required to finance the CRC. This is the equivalent to a “mortgage” for the CRC. The proposed secondary 
funding mechanism, the 0.15% sales tax, is planned to sunset when this debt is paid off. Annual Cannabis revenue is projected to be $2.5M of which $1.3M 
will be used to subsidize operating expenses. 

REVENUE

Admission Fees: This revenue stream will cover the majority of operating revenues. Daily passes, punch passes, and annual passes will be offered to youth, 
adults, seniors and families. This includes individual, dual and family passes. 

Other Fees: There will be multiple additional revenue streams that will come from rentals, child watch, swim lessons, aquatic programs, general youth and 
adult programs, birthday parties, rentals and contracted recreation programs. 

Annual Operating Revenue: $1.3M collected from annual cannabis revenue will be used annually to support CRC operations.
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ALTERNATIVE FUNDING
The City will look to secure additional funding sources to support the CRC, 
including but not limited to:

•	 Potential partnerships
•	 Grants e.g., Great Outdoors Colorado, El Pomar Foundation, Gates Family 

Foundation, Department of Energy Daniels Fund, Department of Local 
Affairs (DOLA), Anschutz Family Foundation, Boettcher Foundation, Bacon 
Family Foundation, Goodwin Foundation and others.

These funding sources can enhance the facility offerings or reduce the debt 
on the facility, but they typically provide less than 5% of the funding needed 
and are not guaranteed. 

The City of Grand Junction, in partnership with the Grand Valley Parks and 
Recreation Foundation, is actively engaged with each of  these organizations 
regarding a potential grant following the CRC election. Funders will often 
contribute after a project is approved by voters but not before. 

Potential enhancements are shown dashed in blue on the site plan.

Notes:
These funding options do not include additional potential contributions from 
potential partners and grants.

These funding sources can reduce the debt and help pay it off earlier or 
enhance the facility. Because they are not guaranteed, these funding sources 
are not part of the funding plan.

CRC BUILDING + INFRASTRUCTURE BASE PROJECT

OUTDOOR FACILITIES CONTINGENT ON ALTERNATIVE FUNDING

C O N C E P T U A L  S I T E  P L A N  | C R C  +  G O C O  P R O G R A M
GRAND JUNCTION COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER

NOVEMBER 2022

PATTERSON ROAD

CONCEPTUAL PLAN HIGHLIGHTS
• Responds to organization of the 2014 Matchett Park Master Plan

• Pedestrian promenade
• Overall circulation
• General location of CRC building

• Maintains connectivity to the master plan
• Main CRC entry connected to north/south pedestrian spine
• Secondary access via 28 1/4  Rd
• Off-site views of Bookcliffs, Mt Garfield, Grand Mesa, Colorado National 

Monument
• Children’s playground, outdoor lawn and landform ground CRC to the site
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WORK SESSION 3: RECOMMENDATION
 

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN AND OPERATIONAL PLAN RECOMMENDATION 
 
Work Session 3 provided all elements from the previous Work Sessions, including location and funding sources, to offer a 
complete “picture” of the proposed CRC concept design. 

Feedback from Work Session 3 was favorable and positive of the overall concept design and operations plan. 

Input was collected from:
6 focus groups / 1 public community meeting
135 community members / 94 comments collected

Themes gathered from Work Session 3 public input process:
•	 Community members praised the conceptual design images, many expressing enthusiasm for the project to move 

forward. 
•	 Building efficiency concerns were noted and can be addressed through shading devices, performance glazing, 

building orientation and overhangs. Solar orientation and shading will be studied during design of the project. 
•	 Scholarships will be available through the Parks & Recreation Department to ensure accessibility to the CRC for low-

income families. 

9/26/22 
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 N 5th St 
Grand Junction, CO. 81501 
 
Dear City Council 
 
The CRC subcommittee of the Park and Rec Advisory Board (PRAB) met today to review the BRS 
consultant’s slide show presentation on the third phase of their work, focusing on operations, 
finance and conceptual design.   
 
This meeting included a brief review of phase 1 and 2, where we recommended and you 
authorized the final decisions on location, size and secondary funding source (in addition to 
cannabis).  We then went over their material on operations and finance, including suggested hours 
of operation, charges for city and county residents, the goal of balancing cost recovery with 
affordability, full and part time staff requirements, and how this CRC is intended to complement 
rather than compete with the private gyms and exercise facilities. We then took a “3-D tour” of the 
conceptual design and architectural features along with the site orientation. We delved into the 
finance detail to a great degree including reviewing operating costs including staffing, supplies etc. 
as well as operating revenue including a breakdown of all revenue sources from admissions and 
rentals etc. The public saw the big picture presentation of the operating plan but we closely 
reviewed the details. We feel confident the numbers are very conservative so that the CRC once 
built will exceed these projections.   
 
After a discussion period on the above presentation and considering feedback from the 6 Focus 
Groups and the Public Forum, it was moved, seconded and unanimously passed that we 
recommend to council the adoption of the conceptual operational plan, the budget/financing plan 
and concept design as proposed during this meeting.  
 
Moving forward, next month we will meet for potentially the last time to review the written 
documents covering all three phases of the BRS report, including any modifications between today 
and then and make our final recommendation to council regarding its adoption.  We will then await 
the ballot language, be available to help the Campaign Committee, and would welcome a future 
role once the votes are in and the project hopefully moves onto the design and construction phase. 
 
Thank you once again for entrusting PRAB with these incredibly important deliberations. 
 
Sincerely 

 

William Findlay MD (retired) 
PRAB Chairman 

OPERATIONAL PLAN RECOMMENDATION

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board held a special meeting on August 26, 2022, to review all data regarding the 
operational plan and conceptual design of the the proposed CRC.  PRAB reviewed the operational plan in detail and feel 
confident the numbers are conservative.  After reviewing the public input comments and discussion among the Board, 
the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board unanimously voted to recommend to City Council the operational plan, the budget/
financing plan and concept design as presented during the meeting. 

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            47



11/1/2022   
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 N 5th St 
Grand Junction, CO, 81501 
 
Dear City Council  
 
The CRC PRAB subcommittee (Community Rec Center subcommittee of the Park and Rec Advisory 
Board) met today for its probable last meeting.  We endeavored to complete the mission assigned to us by 
City Council - namely to work with Park and Rec staff, City Council and staff, BRS consulting, and the 
general public in order to digest all the information and data from the above sources and make 
recommendations to City Council regarding formal adoption of the CRC plan going forward. 
 
To that end, our involvement started many months ago with our participation in the Park and Rec Open 
Space (PROS) master plan.  This identified a CRC as the greatest need in GJ.  Then, we were centrally 
involved with a feasibility study of how a CRC could fit into Lincoln Park - possible but some challenges were 
present.  Next, we were involved in the CMU professors survey, which showed strong support for a CRC and 
willingness to fund it by a variety of choices.  Finally, our work with BRS including the 3 sessions, leading to 
our recommendations to City Council at each critical juncture in the planning process. 
 
Specifically, Session 1 evaluated CRC sites; we recommended, and council adopted Matchett Park as the 
preferred site.  Session 2 looked at size and funding options; PRAB recommended the larger 83,000 sq ft 
/$70M facility funded by cannabis tax revenue and supplemented by a 0.15% sales tax with a 30 year 
sunset. Thankfully, once again council adopted our choice.  Session 3 included projected annual revenues 
and expenses, operations, and conceptual design with many graphs, tables, and data sets along with some 
3D illustrations.  We recommended that council adopt this last chapter of the planning process.   
 
Finally, the last step in the CRC PRAB mission was to review the written report emanating from the 3 
sessions, first in draft form, then after receiving input from many sources, the final version which we 
unanimously today voted to recommend official adoption of the plan by City Council and to direct staff to draft 
ballot language for the 4/4/23 election. 
 
We understand that the Session 3 information has already been reviewed at a city council workshop and the 
final report will be likewise discussed at the next workshop on 11/14/22.  We hope that council will support 
our recommendations on both Session 3 and the final report at its next official meeting on 11/16/22 and 
direct staff to draft specific ballot language.  With this action, the CRC Campaign Committee can officially 
launch. 
 
In closing, I want to thank all my fellow PRAB members for their participation and support of this entire 
process  - including extra meetings, extended meetings, and reams of data and public comments to 
review.  And after the hopefully successful vote on 4/4/23, we would be happy to entertain some future role if 
so requested by the council to continue supporting the success of this critical facility that Grand Junction is 
missing. 
 
Sincerely 

 

William Findlay MD (retired) 
CRC PRAB Subcommittee Chairman 

FEASIBILITY STUDY: FINAL RECOMMENDATION
 

FINAL PLAN CONSIDERATION

On November 1, 2022, the PRAB committee met yet again on the CRC to evaluate the final feasibility study plan.  The 
PRAB committee reviewed the feasibility report. Upon review of the final report, PRAB unanimously voted to recommend 
adoption of the plan by City Council and to direct staff to draft ballot language for the April 04, 2023 election. 
The letter, included to the right, indicates the recommendation provided from PRAB to City Council. 
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ADOPTION OF PLAN
 

CITY COUNCIL REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF PLAN

On November 16, 2022, City Council passed Resolution No. 84-22 adopting the 2022 Community Recreation Center (CRC) 
Plan. The Plan provides clear direction for the City to build Grand Junction’s first CRC should the voters authorize the 
financing. 
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APPENDIX 1
 
WORK SESSION  PRESENTATIONS
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APPENDIX 2
 
OPERATIONAL PLAN FROM BARKER RINKER SEACAT



DRAFT CRC FEASIBILITY STUDY OPERATIONAL PLAN
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DRAFT ADMISSION DETAIL
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DRAFT ADMISSION DETAIL

DRAFT OTHER REVENUE
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DRAFT CRC OPERATIONAL PLAN SUMMARY
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DRAFT CRC OPERATIONAL PLAN SUMMARY
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APPENDIX 3
PUBLIC COMMENTS*

*Note: The Public Comments found in Appendix 3 document 
the planning process but do not necessarily reflect approved 
items in the rest of the report.  The rest of the report will serve 
as the road-map should the CRC attain full funding.  The Public 
Comments in Appendix 3 provide additional record of the process 
that led to the full report.



SUMMARY OF CRC FINANCING AND BUDGET FROM PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD (PRAB) 
Note: PRAB was charged by City Council to guide and vet the CRC plan, including the financing. PRAB exerted great effort in evaluating the financing plan including crafting the summary table found below. This reflects the projected revenues and expenses 
in terms that helped members of PRAB in their evaluation of the CRC financing.  This table is in alignment with the operational plan provided by Barker Rinker Seacat in Appendix 2.  
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