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INTRODUCTION  

 
Purpose of this Review  
The Fraser Valley Metropolitan Recreation District has a history of effort exploring the 
desire by the community for a community recreation center dating back to 1989.  More 
recent efforts resulted in the development of a building concept plan and operational pro-
forma initially in 2002 and revised in 2003 that have been called into question.  In mid 
February 2007, a revised preferred concept plan was created to better meet the expressed 
needs of the community.  GreenPlay, LLC, a parks, recreation and open space management 
consulting firm has been asked to provide a review of the existing pro-forma and other 
supporting materials, and to revise that pro-forma based the new preferred concept plan.   
 
History  of the District 1 
In October of 1978, the residents of the Fraser Valley petitioned to organize a recreation 
district to provide facilities that were not then available, to offer recreation and education 
programs not offered by the school district, to enhance and stimulate the summer economy 
by providing a greater range of recreational activities and to establish a legal entity to 
organize, manage and fund recreation programs.   òFacilities and activities included but not 
limited to; swimming, golf, tennis, community building, youth programs and activities and trail 
system.ó 
 
The first task of the Fraser Valley Metropolitan Recreation District was to construct the Pole 
Creek Golf Club, a championship quality golf course, on land donated by a local family.  In 
an effort to broaden the recreation opportunities for the Valleyõs residents, a 40-acre site was 
purchased from the Denver Water Board for a large public park.  In 1995, the District 
completed a master plan for this site.  The òSports Complexó was built in phases at very low 
cost through the generosity and hard work of the community.  The District is also 
responsible for two tennis courts adjacent to Old Schoolhouse Park in Fraser and the District 
is currently operating a wide range of recreation programs year-round with limited indoor 
facilities.  The District leases warehouse space in Tabernash for gymnastics programs. The 
District continues to make efforts to address these limited indoor facilities. 
 
Project Approach  
GreenPlay consultants reviewed existing information related to the Fraser Valley 
Metropolitan Recreation District and, in particular, the effort related to exploring an indoor 
community recreation center.  Documents reviewed included: 
ƍ Needs Assessment survey conducted by Winston and Associates 

¶ Parks, Trails, Open Space and Pole Creek Golf Club Master Plan, 2001 

¶ Public Opinion Strategies Fraser Valley Rec. District Survey and Presentation Report, 
2002 

¶ Growth Impact Analysis, 2003 

¶ Ballard*King and Associates with Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture ð Fraser Valley 
Community Center Revised Operations Analysis, 2002 and revised 2003 

                                                      
1 Winston Associates, Parks, Trails, Open Space and Pole Creek Golf Club Master Plan, February 27, 2001, 
p. 5. 
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¶ Citizens Group Report to the District Board regarding the feasibility of building the 
proposed recreation center, August, 12, 2003 

¶ Conservation Trust Fund Population Estimates 2000-2004 

¶ Parks and Recreation Department Program Cost Recovery Analysis, 2006 

¶ Fall and Winter Activities Guide 2006-2007 

¶ Fraser Valley Community Recreation Center Concept Design and Building Program 
Alternatives One and Two, Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture, January 30, 2007 

 
Community Input  
Community input has been gathered throughout the history of this effort through citizen 
surveys, non-citizen surveys, focus groups, publics meetings and a citizensõ report provided 
to the Board of Directors.  The input is reported throughout this document in appropriate 
places. 
 
 
 
MARKET AND DEMAND ANALYSIS  
 
Demographics of the District  
Winston Associates completed a Growth Impact Analysis2 in February 2003.  The 
demographics section of the analysis indicated that during the 1990õs the Fraser Valley 
experienced strong, steady growth which was slower during the first half of the decade, but 
very strong in the latter half.  By combining the 2000 Census figures with Conservation 
Trust Fund (CTF) figures, the District population in 1990 was estimated at approximately 
2,919.  By 2001, the estimated population was 4,500, or an average growth rate of 4.92% per 
year.  Continuing this rate of growth resulted in the population projections depicted here.  
CFT updated population estimates are provided as a point of comparison: 
  
 Year  Population  CTF updated Population Estimates  
 2003  4,954  4867 
 2004    4930 
 2005  5,454  4942 
 2015  8,820 
 2020  11,216 
 2023  12,956  
 
The Districtõs 2001 Master Plan analysis, also completed by Winston Associates, concludes 
that simply calculating a population growth for full time residents is not adequate for a 
resort community such as the Fraser Valley. 2   Fully 68% of households in 1998 were listed 
as vacant.  The vast majority of these vacant homes are second homes for residents who live 
outside the valley.  For the purposes of the Master Plan, the population projections for the 
District included a factor for second homeowners that came from multiplying the vacant 
homes by 2.36 persons per household and then assuming that no more than 5% of that 
population would use the Districtõs facilities.  Applying this methodology would increase 

                                                      
2 Winston Associates, Growth Impact Analysis, 28 February 2003,  Demographics, p. 15. 
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the CTF updated population estimates by a few hundred, making the 2005-2023 population 
estimates reasonable assumptions. 

Alternative Providers of Recreation Services  

A few other recreation services providers exist in the Fraser Valley and the surrounding 
area including: 

¶ YMCA ð Snow Mountain Ranch, non-profit offering year round conference and 
family center.  Indoor facilities include climbing wall and swimming pool. 

¶ Snowblaze Athletic Club, 79114 Us Hwy 40, Winter Park, CO 80482 ð private facility 
offering small indoor pool, hot tubs, steam room, sauna and workout equipment. 

¶ Winter Park Athletic Club, 78878 Us Highway 40 - private facility offering full 
weight room including free weights and machine weights as well as cardio 
equipment. 

¶ Meadow Ridge Athletic Club,address  - private facility offering  
 
This information is relevant in defining the facility program components of the new 
community center as it provides awareness of the alternative providers and their distinct 
differences, insight regarding the market opportunities in the area, how this new facility 
could provide services in an underserved market, and how partnerships and open 
communication with various agencies could help limit duplication of services. 

 

Á Generally, community centers appeal to a market somewhat different than those 
interested in private health clubs.  The Fraser Valley Community Recreation Center 
will accommodate the needs of the youngest child through teens, adults, and 
seniors. 

Á The program components recommended for the recreation center are unique in two 
key ways: 

Á Several are not available anywhere else in the community, and 

Á Available in one facility, these program components offer the opportunity 
to serve various target markets within the same facility. 

Á Synergy based on the opening of a new facility, expanded program offerings, and 
collaborative efforts can be beneficial to all providers as interest grows and people 
gravitate to the type of facility and programs that best suit their recreational needs 
and schedules. 

 
 
 
HISTORY OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND COMMUNITY INPUT  
Understanding the needs of the citizens and providing an opportunity for public discussion 
has been integral to the planning and design process and has been carried out through a 
series of survey efforts and public process related to the master planning process and 
feasibility studies over the past several years.   
 
ü Results of a 1989 mail survey indicated that a swimming pool, gymnasium and 

community center were among the top four facilities, along with all purpose 
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fields/ballfields, identified by respondents as current needs.  When asked about raising 
taxes to meet current needs, 45% responded òYES,ó 39% responded òNO,ó with 15% 
undecided. 

 
ü Results of a 1995 telephone survey  asking voters about constructing a recreation center 

resulted in the following list of services desired: 

¶ Swimming pool, lap pool, therapy pool, tot pool 

¶ Day care room for users 

¶ Aerobic and dance space 

¶ Community rooms with a kitchen 

¶ Indoor running track 

¶ Exercise and weight room 

¶ Gymnasium 
When asked about increasing taxes for this purpose, 75% responded òYES,ó and 21% 
responded òNO.ó 

 
ü A bond issue for indoor  recreation space failed in 1996 by a 2:1 margin.  The proposal 

was a phased facility, it did not include any aquatics space and the identification of a site 
was not specific. 

 
ü A 1999 Needs Assessment Survey was carried out by RRC Associates, a survey and 

research firm, to obtain citizen input on recreation use and community priorities for the 
future.  The 2001 Master Plan reported the following results from the 1999 survey 
regarding indoor recreation facilities: 

¶ When asked what facilities the community felt were needed to satisfy indoor 
recreation needs, the residents listed an indoor/outdoor pool as the number one 
priority with an indoor pool and an indoor aquatic center as the second and third 
choices.  This indicates a strong desire in the community of good quality indoor 
pool facilities.  A gymnasium, indoor tennis courts and a performing arts center 
were the next three choices. 

¶ When asked how they would allocate $100 for parks and recreation facilities a 
community recreation center received the most support ($39), with Pole Creek 
Golf Club and the Sports Complex each receiving $20 and $15 respectively.  This 
indicates strong support in the community for a community recreation center. 

 
ü In 1999 EnviroSense, of Fraser, CO, provided a recreation center analysis based on the 

priorities of the 1999 Needs Assessment Survey addressing acreage needs, operational 
costs, revenue forecast and cost recovery projections.  They also provided a comparison 
of information for ten similar existing recreation centers in the mountains and the 
Denver metropolitan area. 

 
ü In February of 2001, Winston & Associates completed a master planning effort  for the 

District.  Public engagement included interviews with individuals and representatives of 
groups using the Districtõs facilities, and a series of public meetings.  The master 
planning process also relied on the findings of the 1999 Needs Assessment Survey.  The 
following information regarding indoor recreation facilities is found in the Master Plan: 
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¶ When asked to allocate $100 to a list of potential improvements, the results from 
the public meeting were very similar to the Needs Assessment Survey validating 
the responses for each.  A community recreation center received the most 
support ($48), with Pole Creek Golf Club and the Sports Complex each receiving 
$24 and $11 respectively.   

¶ The Master Plan identified that a feasibility study was underway for a recreation 
center.  The Plan however, addressed the potential location for a center.  Because 
of the relationships between the towns and the District, distribution of the 
population and the physical geography of the Valley, the clear choice for a site is 
between Winter Park and Fraser somewhere along Highway 40.  Other factors 
that must be considered include: 

o Site suitability/infrastructure  
o Size 
o Bike/pedestrian access 
o Consider link to parks, other public facilities, schools; private/public 

partnership 

¶ The Master Plan provided several short term recommendations including: 
o Schedule a bond election in November of 2001 
o Secure 10-12 acres between Winter Park and Fraser 
o Establish a citizens committee to spearhead the voter education drive 
o Complete the architectural design  
o Construct the center including administrative offices for District staff 

 

¶ The Master Plan concluded with several assumptions regarding the impact that 
part time residents have on District facilities: 

o Second homeowners (and visitors) would typically not participate in 
organized league sportsé.and the only facilities they would use are 
drop-in facilities 

o District records show that only 3% of the people who participate in 
recreation programs have out of town addresses. 

o Experience from other resort communities in Colorado indicates that use 
of recreation center by second home owners and visitors approaches a 
[much higher percentage.]  Therefore, if the District builds a recreation 
center in the future, it is reasonable to expect the level of use by second 
home owners and visitors would be [much higher.] 

o é it is assumed that second home owners and visitors will only increase 
the impact on the Districtõs typical park and recreation facilities by about 
10%.  For the Pole Creek Golf Club and other destination facilities such a s 
a recreation center, a higher impact should be assumed. 

 
ü In 2001, a recreation center feasibility  study  was carried out by Bondi & Co., in an 

attempt to update operations costs, revenue forecasts, cost recovery projections and 
comparisons with three other recreation centers. 
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ü In February 2002, Public Opinion Strategies presented the key findings of a telephon e 

survey conducted in January that included 200 active registered voters and 30 second 
homeowners, all likely to vote in a May election.  The following responses were 
reported: 

 

¶ Lack of year round recreation was rated last out of 7 choices when respondents 
were asked to choose one as the MOST important LOCAL PROBLEM facing the 
community today.  Growth and affordable housing topped the list. 

¶ A very high 72% reported awareness of the proposed community recreation 
center.  Women, parents and long time-residents reported higher awareness. 

¶ A majority of those who knew about the proposed recreation center supported it 
with 56% in favor and 30% opposed.  Based on what they knew at the time of the 
survey, newer residents were more likely to favor the proposed recreation center. 

¶ When provided simplified ballot language indicating a increase in property tax 
of 8.4 mils (or approximately $76/$100,000 in home value) to provide nearly 
$18M for building and operating a center including aquatics, gym, workout 
facilities, daycare and rooms for classes, community meetings and 
administration, along with specific improvements at the golf course and sports 
complex, the respondents were evenly split at 46% òYES,ó and 46% òNO.ó 

¶ 73% said they would still vote òYES,ó knowing the impact on commercial and 
vacant property owners ($244/$100,000 in assessed value. 

¶ Regionally, support was even, but second homeowners were quite supportive. 

¶ Parents were much more supportive than non-parents. 

¶ A majority of voters (55%) thought they and their household would benefit if this 
initiative passed. 

¶ Those supporting the recreation center said:  there is not enough to do and we 
need something local, we need a year-round facility, tourists and locals need 
something more for the area, it would promote better health, would be used, and 
would promote the economy. 

¶ Those opposed to the recreation center said:  I am concerned about the amount of 
the tax, a center is not needed, it would duplicate services, and I donõt think it is 
the right time, it is not planned well enough yet. 

¶ If the recreation center was a stand-along item on the ballot, it would receive the 
most support at 44%.  If the aquatics element were removed, the center would 
drop to the bottom of the choices at 18%. 

¶ Dropping the Pole Creek improvements moved some swing voters but would 
risk losing some second home owners.   

¶ When asked to choose one of 7 items as the MOST important personally to the 
respondent the following ranking resulted: 

o 43% - aquatics center (zero depth entry pool, lap lanes, waterfalls, slide 
and therapeutic pools). 

o 24% - exercise facilities (gymnasium, track and workout rooms) 
o 3% - Classrooms for senior, adult and youth programs 
o 2% - community meeting rooms and kitchen 
o 1% - Steam rooms, sauna and whirlpool 
o 1% - Climbing wall 
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¶ Phasing in the community recreation center, at a lower tax rate decreased some 
of the enthusiasm from the core supporters, but pulled in some òNOó votes. 

 
ü Winston Associates completed a Growth Impact Analysis Report in 2003  that 

provided conclusions specific to a recreation center: 
 

¶ Because of the long Fraser Valley winter, a community recreation center should 
receive heavy use, both by the full time residents and the visitor/second home 
owner.  Full service recreation centers in other resort communities such as 
Breckenridge and Silverthorne were nearly at full capacity from the day they 
opened (Breckenridge recently even expanded its recreation center).  While the 
Fraser Valleyõs current population is smaller than either Breckenridgeõs or 
Silverthorneõs, it is not significantly smaller than their populations when these 
towns built their centers. 

 
ü In 2002, Ballard*King completed a recreation center feasibility study .  After a citizens 

group challenged the findings of the study, Ballard*King revised this study making the 
following changes: 

 

¶ A smaller primary service area incorporating the area from the base of Berthoud 
Pass to and including Granby. 

¶ Fee revenue was reduced by approximately 15% to reflect the smaller service 
area.  

 
ü In August of 2003, a citizens group provided its findings regarding the feasibility  of 

building the proposed recreation center in Fraser Valley. The citizens group included 
Jim Fox, Alan Loew, Lou Ladrigan, Don Sawyer, Ron Cooper and Dennis Larson.  
Challenges included: 

 

¶ Methodology to determine recreation center visits produced numbers 
inconsistent with the actual experience in Silverthorne. 

¶ Number of visits projected is not attainable. 

¶ Revenues are overstated. 

¶ Capital replacement/renovation budget is too low. 

¶ Personnel expenses are understated. 
 
ü In February of 2007, Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture provided revised conceptual 

building plans  for the community recreation center with Alternatives One and 
Two(Attachment A).  Major changes included: 

 

¶ Increase in aquatics space 

¶ Better match of activity spaces with identified community needs 

¶ More multipurpose and flexible space 

¶ Reduction of inefficient space ( e.g. big empty hallways) 

¶ Reduction in total facility size by  16,833 square feet, with optional add on 
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Previous planning efforts indicate the need for development of an indoor community and 
aquatics facility in support of carrying out the mission of the Fraser Valley Metropolitan 
Recreation District.  Goals include continued implementation of the Master Plan and 
providing and improving quality recreation activities and facilities.  Current indoor space is 
very limited, in both scope and availability, to meet the demands of the citizens.   
 
This is no doubt a major undertaking for the Fraser Valley community.  It is not uncommon 
for a project of this magnitude to take several years of study to determine the mix and size 
of activity spaces to best meet the communityõs desires and willingness to pay.  The 
continuation of this effort and is intended to provide an operating budget and revenue 
forecast based on the revised conceptual building plans, validating or changing the 
assumptions which provide the foundation for the figures, as necessary. 
  
2007 REVISED BUSINESS PRO-FORMA  
 
Service Area Population  
It is anticipated that the proposed community recreation center would be located on the 
southern edge of the Town of Fraser in the most dense population base of the District.  The 
primary service area for the facility extends to within ten miles of the facility, roughly 
equating to a maximum fifteen minute drive time and including the towns of Winter Park, 
Fraser and Tabernash.  Due to the mountain community nature of the area, and the lack of 
these type of indoor amenities through other providers or neighboring communities, it will 
also be expected that the facility will attract use from those in a secondary service area 
extending to 20 miles and including the community of Granby, but this is not a significant 
portion of the expected users. 
 
Expected Community Use  
The envisioned facility is anticipated to draw frequent users (one to two times per week) 
from the primary service area for use of all facility areas.  Users will also come from the non-
resident daytime workforce population within the primary service area as well as tourists.  
It is anticipated that individuals will also take advantage of the multi-purpose room and 
perhaps other amenities of the facility for family gatherings (receptions, parties, reunions, 
etc.)  
 
Local groups will also be users of the facility and may consist of private youth/adult sports 
associations, senior citizen groups, organizations that serve persons with disabilities, 
corporations, health and medical service providers, public safety agencies, service 
clubs/civic organizations, pre-schools, home schools, child care providers, homeowners 
associations, churches, and day camps. 
 
Due to the uniqueness of the aquatic facilities for the area, regional use will also result from 
individual users and groups, and tourists. 

Potential Economic Impact  

Employment is a positive economic benefit of the facility.  It is anticipated that wages and 
associated benefits for full and part time staff for this facility could be over $900,000 
annually.  In addition, the purchase of supplies and services within the community could 
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reach $200,000 to $300,000 annually including such things as office and janitorial supplies, 
marketing and advertising, and utilities.  Initial construction could provide economic 
opportunity for local construction companies, building suppliers as well as asphalt and 
concrete contractors. 
 
Indirect economic impact is also anticipated from this facility through attracting business 
location or relocation, attracting young families and young to middle age adults, attracting 
persons to retire in the area and enhancing real estate values.  
 
Another positive measurable economic impact will result through increasing the number of 
people in the community who become physically active.  Consider the following statistics:  
 

Á Youth are less active today and one in four is overweight; 64% of the American 
adult population is overweight and 30% is obese (Center for Disease Control, 
2002);  

Á Excess weight leads to at least 300,000 deaths per year and costs more than $70 
billion each year in direct costs (Harvard School of Public Health, 2004);  

Á Colorado ranks 16th in state health rankings in 2006, up from 17th in 2005, its 
prevalence of obesity as a percent of the population is increasing, presently at 
17.8% in 2006, challenges for the state include low per capita public health 
spending at $92 per person (www.United Health Foundation.org, March 2007) 

 
Regular physical activity is considered òbest medicineó since it is inexpensive, has no side 
effects, can be shared with others, and is health promoting as well as disease preventing. 
 

There will be a positive economic impact to the community through increasing the 
percentage of citizens in the community who become physically active as a result of 
the opportunity provided by this facility, translating to a tangible savings in medical 
care costs, workers compensation costs, and lost productivity costs.   As little as a 5% 
increase in the number of people who are physically active can have a tremendous 
savings.   
 

OPERATIONAL BUDGET  

Community Recreation Center Operating Budget Purpose  

The operating budget is driven by the overall service philosophy, which should define the 
facilityõs purposes:  whom the facility is going to serve and at what level the service is going 
to be provided.   
 
An operating budget developed in this preliminary stage serves several purposes: 

 

Á It offers a guide for future project decisions by providing a framework for 
understanding the impact of decisions about fees, operation systems, staffing levels, 
etc. 

Á It assists in helping establish realistic goals and expectations with operations to 
match 
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Á It provides a foundation for understanding what will be necessary to meet budget 
expectations, and guides how marketing plans and strategies are developed and 
implemented 

Á It also can demonstrate potential overall impacts to the departmentõs budget and 
identify the relocation of the programs (i.e. gymnastics) that will help offset the new 
facilityõs operating costs. 

 

Assumptions  

Overall Budget  

The budget is based on the type and size of the activity and support spaces in the facility as 
illustrated in the Fraser Valley Community Recreation Center Concept Design and Building 
Program Alternatives One and Two prepared by Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture as of 
January 30, 2007 (Appendix A).  Budget estimates are also based on the anticipated hours of 
operation.  When possible and wherever available, calculations use actual best practice 
methodology, based on our research and reported experience at similar facilities.  
 
The operational budget planning for this facility uses a moderate approach to estimating 
reasonable expenses and a moderate approach to projecting revenues and is based on an 
understanding of the conceptual project, the best available market area information and the 
current practices of the District.  .   
 
The budget estimates are for a 48,667 square foot (Alternative One) and a 54,432 square foot 
facility (Alternative Two).  Appendix B provides a line item operation budget.  While this 
initial budget provides a baseline, it is anticipated that revenues during the first year of 
operation may exceed these projections for several reasons: 

 

Á Leading up to, and during the first year of operation, marketing and promotion 
efforts and costs will be elevated to attract an expanded population.  

Á Particularly in year one and two, the attraction of the facility will be higher than in 
subsequent years when the ònewnessó of the spaces declines and interest in 
participation weakens. 

Á If the guest experience does not deliver as promised, people who initially utilized the 
facility will be disenchanted resulting in lower retention and repeat visits, and 
negative word of mouth promotion. 

 

All figures are in 2007 dollars.  There is no guarantee that the estimates and projections will 
be met, and there are many variables that cannot be accurately determined during this 
conceptual planning stage or are subject to change during the actual design and 
implementation process.  
 
 



 

 13 

Facility Components  

The proposed facility, Alternative One, is comprised of a medium sized multi-activity court 
(MAC) gymnasium (allows gymnastics area); medium sized leisure aquatics area; medium 
sized weight/fitness area, plus aerobics/dance room; massage/therapy/fitness testing 
rooms; multi-use community rooms; child watch/babysitting room; lobby/lounge area; 
locker rooms; and vending area; as well as administration and building support spaces. The 
building is designed to accommodate the addition, Alternative Two, of a medium sized 
multi-activity court (MAC) gymnasium (allows for gymnasium activities) and an expansion 
of the fitness area including a climbing wall as well. 

Hours of Operation  

The following provides an example of operating hours typically to be expected. Hours can 
be revised to accommodate various demands.  However, it is important to note that facility 
revenues and expenditures are based on these hours.  

 
Community Aquatic/Recreation Center Hours  (100 hrs/wk) 
 Monday ð Friday  6:00pm to 10:00pm 

 Saturday    8:00am to 9:00pm 

 Sunday   8:00am to 5:00pm 

 
It is assumed that the facility will operate 356 days per year.  It is anticipated that the facility 
will be closed for four holidays during the year including New Yearõs Day, Easter Sunday, 
Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day, and that reduced hours will be scheduled for 
various other holidays.  Seasonal schedule variations may also be implemented.  A one-five 
day shutdown period for maintenance is also expected to be scheduled one time each year.  
Rentals of party/activity rooms, swimming pool, classroom, and the entire facility may 
extend beyond hours of operation, and typically include weekends and some evenings.  

Customer Service  

Guest expectations will be met and exceeded by responsive staff that characteristically 
operate as community ambassadors and are available to proactively assist guests.  The 
statements below depict the service philosophy that will encourage high levels of use.  

 
The community recreation center will be a welcoming and friendly place, 
designed to serve the local and regional community and its visitors, while 
creating the feeling that it belongs to the community.  It will be a gathering place 
for families and people of all ages.  Spaces for physical activity include the 
swimming, gymnasium and fitness areas.  The multi -purpose room will fill the 
need for social and educational activities.  Programmed activities will be 
scheduled throughout, but one could expect to be able to drop in to swim, play 
basketball or volleyball, or use the fitness area at a variety of times during the 
day. 
 
Quality customer service will be the norm, with staff exceeding guest 
expectations by knowing peopleõs names, proactively offering assistance, and 
creating a responsive environment. 
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Marketing Effort  

When guests purchase òuseó of this community recreation center, they are actually 
purchasing an experience which is essentially a bundle of benefits that is created by the 
Parks and Recreation Department.  For a facility of this type to be successful in both the 
short and long-term, it is imperative that the Department operate with a òmarketing 
orientationó which focuses on the needs and desires of its target markets. 
 
Particularly in the first years of operation, it is anticipated that the center will be a unique 
attraction with extensive appeal to people living in, working in and/or visiting the Fraser 
Valley.  However, it is essential that the overall operation from this initial planning stage to 
the construction, actual grand opening and ongoing operation, focus on citizens and their 
needs and desires, guest satisfaction, and efficiencies.  Much like any product or service, the 
center and its amenities have a lifecycle.  Consistent performance-monitoring market 
research coupled with development and implementation of marketing information systems 
and database systems will be critical to management decision-making and long term 
sustainability. 

Expenditures  

Generally, personnel costs make up the single highest expense for most multi-purpose 
recreation facilities, often 60% of the operational budget, although we believe we are seeing 
a trend where this is increasing.  Services generally account for 30% while supplies are 
allocated around 10% of the total expenditures.  For the FVMRD facility services are 
estimated to be 22% and supplies will be 6% of the total expenditures.  
 

Personnel Services 

Personnel costs are typically the greatest single expense for a multi-purpose recreation 
and/or aquatics facility.  These costs include the salaries and wages and benefits packages 
for the full-time and part-time staff. 
  
For the Fraser Valley Community Recreation Center, personnel cost will account for 
approximately 73% of the total expenditures for two reasons; first, the nature and type of 
this facility has large, voluminous aquatics square footage spaces which demand a high 
level of life safety observation dictated by bather loads, sight lines and design constraints.  
Second, many of the positions will require part time staff.  Wages for part time staff are $2 to 
$5 per hour higher than what would be found in the Denver Metro Area, for instance.   
 
Personnel benefits are high, roughly 30% for full time staff and 10% for part time staff.  This 
is due to the need for self-generated unemployment insurance funding, and contributions to 
the health insurance and long term disability policies.   
 
The Districtõs desire to operate the facility as efficiently as possible with minimal staff but 
optimal service, personnel for aquatics programming and part time wages have a 
substantial impact on the budget.   
 
Compensation is based on the current FVMRD wage scales and benefit calculations.  For 
budgeting purposes, full-time wages are generally set at the òentryó level of the pay range 
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with full time benefits including life insurance, pension and long-term disability.  Wages for 
part-time positions are on the òtop endó due to demand for qualified staff in the area and 
are not benefited; however, social security, workerõs compensation and unemployment 
insurance is calculated in the budget.  Further detail regarding positions and pay rates may 
be found in the staffing plan in Appendix C. 

¶ Evening and Weekend Coverage 

The staffing schedule includes evening and weekend coverage by full-time, 
benefited staff during the majority of facility operation hours. 

¶ Custodial and Maintenance Coverage 

Routine and daily set up maintenance responsibilities will be provided by full time 
maintenance staff.  Janitorial and deeper cleaning tasks will be completed by part 
time custodian staff. 

¶ Building Materials  

Selection of building materials should attempt to balance up front costs with long-
term maintenance needs and material life cycle. 

Supplies 

Supplies account for 6% of the operations budget, below the typical 7-10% of expenditures.  
However, the budgeted supplies are consistent with expectations for similar types of 
recreation facilities.  Given the circumstances described in personnel services above, this is 
an acceptable level.  This category of expenses includes items such as program, operating, 
identification card, office, janitorial and computer supplies; postage; staff uniforms; tools; 
equipment parts; books; resale merchandise, concession supplies and miscellaneous items.  
It is anticipated that this figure will slightly increase over time due to inflation.  
 
All start up expenses are assumed to be funded from the furniture, fixtures and equipment 
(FFE) account in the construction budget.  Reflected in the operation budget is the 
anticipated annual allocation without inflationary adjustments. 

Services 

Services account for 22% of the operation budget, lower than what we typically find.  Again, 
this percentage is skewed due to the high cost of personnel services previously addressed.    
 
With increasing utility costs such as natural gas and electricity prices, service costs are 
driven well up above 30% of some operation budgets.  The estimated utility costs for the 
volume of space within the facility accounts for a high percentage of the services budget and 
needs to be verified by the design team.  For this analysis, utilities are estimated to be $3.20 
per square foot per year for non-aquatic space and $5.22 for aquatic spaces.   
 
Other typical services include contracted instructional services, marketing and advertising, 
printing and publishing, travel and training, subscriptions and memberships, telephone, 
bank charges and administrative fees, miscellaneous (permits, licenses, taxes, fees), building 
and equipment maintenance (contractual or rental services), other contracted services 
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(custodial services, security and fire systems, elevator, garbage pick-up, etc.), utilities, 
property and liability insurance, building maintenance and repair.  

Capital Renovation Allocation  

A limited capital renovation allocation for building improvements, machinery and 
equipment has been included in order to keep the facility up-to-date, and provide state-of-
the-art equipment.  It is not anticipated that this allocation will be needed in the first several 
years of operation, but that the allocation will accumulate over time and be carried forward 
for future use.  Other options for funding replacement and depreciation include: 

Á Directly allocating a percentage or specific amount of facility admission and 
program fees to a capital funding account for use in future years; 

Á Charging for resident and non-resident ID cards with funds being directly allocated 
to a capital funding account for use in future years; 

Á Developing a replacement/depreciation fund within the Districtõs general fund; 
and/or 

Á Securing marketing partnerships to fund various program components within the 
renovated and new facilities and allocating a portion of dollars as seed funding for 
this replacement/depreciation account.  

Revenue Forecast 

Revenues are forecast based on anticipated drop-in fees, punch card and pass sales, rentals 
around anticipated scheduled programming, as well as information from the FVMRD 
administrative staff.  This takes into account program and facility components, multiple 
admission and age discounts, as well as political and economic realities.  The revenue 
categories include both traditional and alternative funding sources: 

¶ Daily admissions, punch cards and passes 

¶ Facility and equipment rentals 

¶ Child care 

¶ Vending/Concessions/Pro-shop sales 

¶ Advertising and sponsorship 

¶ Aquatics lessons 

¶ Gymnastics programming  
 

Revenue forecasts are based on the space components included in the facility, the 
demographics of the local service area, the current status of alternative providers in the 
service area, and a comparison to other facilities with similar components in the 
surrounding communities and around the country.  Actual figures will vary based on the 
final design of the facility and the activity spaces included, the market at the time of 
opening, the designated facility operating philosophy, the aggressiveness of fees and use 
policies adopted, and the type of marketing effort undertaken to attract potential users to 
the facility.  The revenue forecast will require an aggressive marketing approach by staff.   
 

Cost Recovery   

The cost recovery goal is between 60% and 80%, which will serve as the basis for the facility 
pricing philosophy and for a marketing plan and strategies.  A continual goal should always 
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be made to sustain cost recovery through a focused staff effort, as well as high quality 
facility management, customer service, and marketing.   

 
With the facility operating at around 67% cost recovery operations will be subsidized 33% 
by tax dollars.  With an inevitable increase in operations costs the District must understand 
the financial commitment they are making in choosing to build and operate an 
aquatics/recreation facility. 

Technology 

Credit card payments and internet registration will be necessary to keep staffing costs down 
in future years. 
Potential green design of facility components. 

State Taxes 

Taxes are not included for or reflected in admissions fees, rentals, pro-shop sales, etc., on 
either the revenue or expense side. 

Revenue Categories 

The programs directly affiliated with the facility are included in the operating budget.   
Á Admissions  

¶ Daily fee and punch card, six month and annual passes 

¶ Drop-in activities (fitness area with weights, cardio-vascular machines 
and stretching area, lap and leisure swimming and gymnasium) 

Á Facility Rentals 

Á Child care 

Á Vending/Concessions/Pro-shop Sales  

Á Advertising/Sponsorship 

Á Aquatics Programming 

Á Gymnastics Programming 

Admissions  

Current District programming serves approximately 1000 households in the District.  It is 
anticipated that many of these households will use the new recreation center.  It is also 
anticipated that members of households not currently being served will utilize the new 
recreation center (20% above calculated annual visits of households currently being served).  
The number of annual tourist visits is estimated to be 20,000.  Calculations to determine the 
potential number of users visits is as follows: 

 
o If 50% of the households currently being served used the new recreation center the 

number of annual visits could be calculated to be 161,600 

Á 500 x 2.36 ( average number of persons per household) x 100 (2 visits per 
week x 50 weeks) = 118,000 + 20,000 (annual tourist visits) + 23,600 (20% x 
118,000 - new household members)  = 161,600 
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o If 40% of the households currently being served used the new recreation center 
the number of annual visits could be calculated to be 133,280  
Á 400 x 2.36 ( average number of persons per household) x 100 (2 visits per 

week x 50 weeks) = 94,400 + 20,000 (annual tourist visits) +18,880 (20% x 
94,000 - new household members) = 133,280 

 
In the budget, it is assumed that the current estimated annual visits: 

¶ Falls between 40% and 50% of current households being served, plus 

¶ 20% new user visits, plus  

¶ 20,000 annual tourist visits 
 
As a point of comparison, the recently completed and similar recreation center in Gypsum 
Colorado has reported that òthree months after opening, the Gypsum recreation center has 
2,455 members ð thatõs about 25% of the population of Eagle and Gypsumé.1,549 of those 
memberships are family memberships which represent and even higher number of rec 
center users. . . . The center has averaged 14,000 visits per month equating to an estimated 
460 visits per day.  Swimming, gymnastics classes and fitness center are proving to be the 
centerõs most popular programs.ó3  Daily visits includes all programs. 
 
The recommended fee structure in Table 1, with further detail provided in Appendix D, 
reflects preliminary figures that correspond to the operational budget and cost recovery 
philosophy.  These could be revised based on Districtõs needs and changes to the service 
levels.  The daily, punch card or pass fee includes admission to the facility for 
cardio/fitness, stretching and weight use, and lap or open swim in the lap and leisure pool 
or open gym times.  Separate fees will be charged for child care and programs such as 
aquatic lessons, aerobics classes, general instruction, specialized fitness (e.g. weight training, 
personal training, yoga, pilates, etc.) and various others.   
 
The final fee schedule developed for the facility could also include other fee options such as 
a three month or seasonal pass, memberships with initiation fees, matinee and/or peak 
pricing (particularly for rentals) as well as other options. 

 
Resident,  non-resident and county fees will be established for daily admission, punch 
cards, passes, rentals and programs requiring pre-registration. 
 

 

                                                      
3 Steve Russell, Director of the Western Eagle County Metropolitan Recreation District as reported in 
Vail Daily online, March 2, 2007 
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Table 1:  Recommended Admission Fee Schedule  

 
 Suggested 

Categories 
Suggested 

Resident Rate 
Suggested 

Non -Resident  
Rate 

Daily Admission      

  Adult $7.00 $10.00 

  Tot (through 2 years) Free $2.00 

  Child (3-9 years) $5.00 $7.00 

 
 Youth 

(6-17 years) 
$6.00 $8.00 

  Senior (60+)* $6.00 $8.00 

20 Punch Card   20% Discount  
Over Daily Rate  

20% Discount  
Over Daily Rate  

  Adult $112 $160 

  Child $80 $115 

  Youth/Senior $96 $128 

Six Month Pass 
 Approximately  

50 visits/yr  
20% Discount  

Over Daily Rate  
30% Discount  

Over Daily Rate  

  Adult $245 $350 

  Child $175 $245 

  Youth/Senior  $210 $280 

  Household $420 $550 

Annual Pass 
 Approximately  

100 visits/yr  
40% Discount  

Over Daily Rate  
40% Discount  

Over Daily Rate  

  Adult $420 $600 

  Child $300 $420 

  Youth/Senior $360 $480 

  Household $700 $950 

Note: The national trend raises the senior age to 62 or 65 years and older. 

 

 

Facility Rental Fees 

This traditional revenue source comes from the right to reserve specific public property for a 
set amount of time.  The reservation rates are usually set and apply to gymnasiums for 
independent leagues, tournaments and practices; multi-purpose rooms for community 
meetings, business meetings and private gatherings; pools and the entire facility for outings 
or other types of special events and activities. 
 
For the new community center, this could include venue specific birthday parties, team 
parties, receptions and meetings, gymnasium, or pool rentals, and after hour rentals.  This is 
anticipated to be a revenue generating activities for this facility. 
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Table 2: Facility Rental Fees 

Facility Rentals*   Suggested Resident Suggested Non-Res 

Multi-Purpose Room  $35/hr $50/hr 

Physical Therapy Room  $20/hr $25/hr 

Gymnasium   $40/hr $65/hr 

Gymnastics Space  $75/hr $125/hr 

Leisure Pool 
(includes 4 guard rotation 

and 1 facility staff) 
Up to 300 maximum bather load 

2 hour minimum 

 $250/hr $350/hr 

Leisure Pool 
(includes 3 guard rotation 

and 1 facility staff) 
Up to 200 maximum bather load 

2 hour minimum 

 $200/hr $300/hr 

Leisure Pool 
(includes 2 guard rotation 

and 1 facility staff) 
Up to 100 maximum bather load 

2 hour minimum 

 $175/hr $275/hr 

Entire Facility - After Hours 
(includes 7 guard rotation  

and 2 facility staff) 
Up to 525 bather load 

 $800/hr $1000/hour 

* All spaces and rooms are only available for rental when not scheduled for the District Recreation Programs, or 
after normal hours of operation. 

 

Child Care 

Typically, the provision of child care is a loss leader for fitness programs and exercise 
activities.  To mitigate the loss, it is suggested that child care be offered only during peak 
fitness participation times and as a pre-registered activity with drop-in space only as 
available at a higher fee.  It anticipated that the child care hourly fee will be $3 per hour with 
a maximum stay of 2 hours per day.  This rate can be revised upon further investigation of 
demand, willingness to pay, and philosophy relative to providing child care.  A maximum 
ratio of children to adults will be determined at the later planning stages along with the 
minimum and maximum age of children.  Seasonal schedule variations may also be 
implemented particularly in regards to Saturday operation. 

 
 Child Care Hours (46 hours/week relating to peak fitness activities)  

Monday through Thursday 8:00 am to 1:00 pm, 4:00 pm to 8 pm 
Friday                                         8:00 am to 1:00 pm 
Saturday   8:00 am to 1:00 pm 

Sunday   closed 
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Vending/Pro-shop  

Vending operations are expected to be handled through contracted services and therefore 
only include a net revenue figure.  Pro shop revenues are included as well as expenses in the 
operating budget reflecting cost of goods.   

Advertisement and Sponsorship Revenue 

Additional revenues from advertisement and sponsorships are included in the pro-forma.   

Aquatic Revenue 

In 2006 the District generated approximately $8,500 in aquatics programming.  With a year -
round aquatics venue at the proposed center the District will have the ability to hold 
aquatics programming (i.e. swim lesson, aquatic exercise) on a year-round basis.  This 
ability to expand programming should generate 3 to 4 times more revenue or approximately 
$30,000 annually.   
 
Gymnastics Revenue 
The center will house a dedicated gymnastic space.  This will allow the District to almost 
double the size of its gymnastics program and increase net revenues by approximately 
$45,000.    

 

Other Pre-Registered Classes and Instructional Programs  

It is assumed that revenues derived from pre-registered classed and instructional programs 
will at minimum cover the direct costs associated with them i.e. break-even.  Therefore no 
additional program revenues, except for aquatics and gymnastics, are expressed in this 
budget.   This is very conservative considering the current direct and indirect program cost 
recovery. 
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Fraser Valley Community Center Operating Budget Summary  

Detailed Operating Budget  

Table X is an overview of expenditures, revenues and cost recovery for the Fraser Valley 
Community Center using the high level budget projection.  A preliminary proposed line 
item operating budget is found in Appendix B. 

 

Table 3:  Projected One-Year Operating Budget - High Estimate  

EXPENDITURES 48667 Sq Ft

Personnel Services $911,581 $911,581

Materials and Supplies $73,500 $73,500

Contractual Services $287,440 $299,601

Capital Allocation $38,176 $38,540

Total Expenditure Estimate $1,310,697 $1,323,222

REVENUES

Daily Admissions/Punch Cards $278,300 $278,300

Passes $441,600 $441,600

Concession/Vending $6,500 $6,500

Facility Rentals $20,000 $20,000

Child Care $13,500 $13,500

Proshop Sales $12,000 $12,000

Advertising/Sponsorship $10,000 $10,000

Programs- Aquatics $30,000 $30,000

Programs - Gynmanstics $70,000 $70,000

Total Revenue Estimate $881,900 $881,900

COST RECOVERY 67% 67%

ESTIMATED AVERAGED BUDGET PROJECTIONS IN 2005 

DOLLARS

54,432 Sq Ft

 

 
 
It is important that the operations of the new facility not create a funding burden on the 
FVMRD.  It is also important that a cost recovery structure and associated goals be 
developed to assure that programs will contribute to the financial success of the facility.   
  
The managing staff of the new facility must remain cognizant of the need to develop 
appropriate budgets to meet designated targets and goals.  This is a challenging endeavor as 
personnel costs rise and commodities and services experience inflationary increases.  The 
goal is to attain and maintain sustainable programs and operations at the facility with a 
budget to match. 
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Long Term Operating Budget  

Building a sustainable budget means that revenues and expenses will keep pace over time.  
This operating budget is developed with sustainable revenue generating components.  It is 
anticipated that expenditures for personnel, supplies and services will increase 3-4% per 
year.  In order to keep pace with rising expenditures and not lose ground, fees for 
admissions, programs, rentals, and other services will need to be incrementally increased 
per year at a rate greater than or equal to the expenditures. 
 

 


