CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS
AGENDA
Parks and Recreation Commission
Wednesday, July 12, 2017
5:30 PM
MEETING LOCATION:

Citizens’ Meeting Room, Centennial Hall;
124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, CO

ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF MINUTES - JUNE 14TH
PUBLIC COMMENT
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION WILL MAKE NO DECISION, NOR TAKE ACTION,
EXCEPT TO ADVISE THE APPROPRIATE PARTY. THOSE ADDRESSING PARKS AND
RECREATION COMMISSION ARE REQUESTED TO IDENTIFY THEMSELVES BY NAME AND
ADDRESS. ALL COMMENTS SHALL NOT EXCEED THREE MINUTES.

NEW BUSINESS
1. COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS (WINNIE DELLIQUADRI)
2. TENNIS CENTER AT STEAMBOAT SPRINGS PROPOSAL
ROBINSON)
SCHEDULE NEXT MEETING - JULY 26TH

(CRAIG
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES
June 14, 2017
The regularly scheduled public meeting of the Steamboat Springs Parks and Recreation
Commission was called to order at approximately 5:30 p.m. on Wednesday, June 14, 2017,
in the Citizens’ Meeting Room, Centennial Hall, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs,
Colorado.
Parks and Recreation Commission members in attendance were
Vice-Chair Doug Tumminello, Frank Alfone, Sarah Floyd, Craig Keith and Holly Weik.
Absent: Watson
Staff members present were Director of Parks, Open Space and Recreational Services
John Overstreet and Front Desk, Marketing and Event Specialist Tara Cusack.
PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.

Approval of Minutes: May 10, May 24
Commissioner Weik moved to approve the May 10 and May 24, 2017
meeting minutes; Commissioner Floyd seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously with Commissioner Keith abstaining.
Steamboat Digs Dogs Request for Dog Park Improvements at Rita
Valentine Park
STAFF PRESENTATION
Craig Robinson, Parks, Open Space and Trails Manager:
We are here tonight to talk about the request for dog park improvements
at Rita Valentine Park. We have some associated costs that have been
submitted as well. You’ll have several options for motions at the end of the
discussion.
Robinson recapped the communication form.
Fiscal Impacts: Numbers from Steamboat Digs Dogs for a conceptual plan
– not a fully designed plan. Does not include volunteer labor, but that is
about $590,000.
Hard to put a number on what maintenance might be because we’re not
sure what the facility is going to be. Based on what we’re looking at today,
we could see maybe 10-$20,000 of maintenance tasks for both Public
Works and Parks and Community Services staff.
If this is approved by City Council, Steamboat Digs Dogs would need to
work with city staff to develop construction-level design and construction
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estimates for a project like this to move forward; it would be a staff-led
project.
Background: We’ve been talking to Steamboat Digs Dogs for close to nine
months about various proposals for off-leash recreation and improvements
at Rita Valentine. They’ve reached out to Parks and Wildlife, city staff and
the neighbors in these areas. They’ve also spoken with Police Services
about existing codes and revised some of those to allow Council the
opportunity to allow off-leash recreation.
Legal: City code right now regarding off-leash recreation would apply at
the proposed dog park. Animal Control staff is currently challenged to
enforce existing laws.
Conflicts/Environmental Issues: As we talked about at our last meeting,
Chris Middledorf, our CPW area wildlife manager, wrote his comments for
all of the proposed off-leash areas in town and had some specific
comments to Rita Valentine Park:
CPW has always maintained the position that dogs should remain leashed
at all times. That being said, with Steamboat and other growing
communities, there are opportunities for collaboration and ways to make
things move forward while trying to address human, dog and wildlife
safety. For Rita Valentine Park, wildlife frequents the area year-round. It is
not an actual mapped wildlife corridor. We’ve had reports and closures
there in the past. CPW’s recommendation was to have a fence to help
mitigate some of these impacts and that they should keep the perimeter of
the fence within the sight line of the main entrance on the south side. This
would allow pet owners to observe any wildlife present in the park before
letting their dogs off leash.
There is a moderate chance of wildlife conflict in this area.
CPW staff (I think he meant Parks and Community Services staff) is
challenged to take care of what we have. Adding anything new is not
something we can squeeze into our existing list of responsibilities. So we
will be looking for additional staff or funding for contractors to maintain
anything new that’s approved. There would also be maintenance supplies
needed to take care of this park.
Dog waste is a concern here in the community; it’s required by city code to
be properly disposed of.
If this project is approved, we have lots of projects on our six-year CIP
plan. This would be another one added to the list.
There were two public comments that came in today.
APPLICANT PRESENTATION
Ulrich Salzgeber, Steamboat Digs Dogs:
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We woke up yesterday morning to a newspaper article that had a lot of
incorrect information and rumors. I’m fairly certain that’s why we have
many of our audience members here tonight. We have responded to that
through a letter to the editor, and I believe that John will read that into the
record so hopefully we can make our stance clear to everybody. In the
meantime, I’d like to read a letter from Kathy Connell, who could not be
here this evening.
Salzgeber read the letter in its entirety, which included:
Background of the proposal, noting of the open houses that were held, the
request from commissioners for Steamboat Digs Dogs to come back with
cost estimates, thanking John Lanterman and Josh for their volunteer time
creating concept ideas and obtaining prices for these improvements,
which would have cost the city 7-10% of the total project.
We cannot go any further raising moneys, which we would like to do,
without knowing what City Council approves. We cannot utilize the
professional services of the city’s grant-writing department to help us.
Please let this move forward to City Council for discussion, public hearing
and eventual acceptance.
We have donations of trees, irrigation systems, digesters, labor, backhoes
and moneys waiting to be involved.
John Lanterman, Steamboat Digs Dogs:
This is really a concept plan; there’s a lot of work to be done to really get
this to a point where it can be constructed. We have put together cost
numbers as best we can. As we move forward and further work occurs,
we’ll really be able to dial in these numbers. We’ll refine and modify and
tweak everything.
Lanterman summarized the response to the newspaper article reiterating
that this is just a concept that will change overtime; it’s not something
that’s about to happen.
Lanterman summarized his background from being a planner in
Steamboat Springs in 1980 and now returning as a permanent resident
with his wife and two dogs. Worked on a number of parks, larger-scale
downtown plans, urban design plans, master-planned communities.
Lanterman: This proposal was really to be for locals and visitors, a safe
area for off-leash dog play and also a place for locals to connect. We were
asked to mitigate wildlife dog contact. It’s for year-round use. Mitigate
neighborhood concerns. Minimize the maintenance.
I’ve designed parks on the front range, specifically Superior Dog Park,
which has a small fenced-in area. We looked at Chatfield, close to 70
acres fenced; Evergreen, 170 acres; Durango, Cherry Creek – a whole
variety of sizes. There are lessons to be learned from all of these, and I
did my best to integrate what we learned there.
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I really believe in a large context in setting things. Rita Valentine is very
centrally located between the town and mountain developments. That
provides lots of opportunities to really benefit all residents of Steamboat.
Another important element when looking at any outdoor design is to
understand the context. The southern half of this is about 30 acres; there’s
another parcel to the north that’s also city owned that’s about 38 acres. In
doing some research, spending time out there, it quickly became apparent
that the northern portion is very wildlife oriented with many moose. There’s
lots of vegetation. Given the program and elements we wanted to include
here, we decided that the northern portion should really be maintained as
a wildlife corridor with some circulation passing through it and really focus
on the southern portion.
There are some great, unimpeded views there down to Emerald, looking
west to Sleeping Giant, and if you turn the other way you have the ski area
right there.
We have Anglers Drive on the east and Hilltop to the west. Hilltop gets a
lot of traffic feeding through as a collector for that area, and Anglers
serves the area up above.
Lanterman went through three of the possible options:
Option A:
Improving the parking area with 40 spaces and same entry location off of
Anglers
Dog chorales with a gated staging area before entering the park proper.
Interior: Primary interior loop and two exterior loops.
Small drainage area to the south where you could walk and have some
shade trees.
Upper small loop with some more defined trail loops.
Mutt Mountain in the top center has spectacular views in all directions and
serves as an important destination.
Option B:
Adjusted the perimeter trail because Routt County Riders has expressed
interest in a connection from Hilltop over to Anglers.
Loops coming in from the north; a small parking lot to allow different
opportunities for access off Hilltop.
The perimeter of the dog park is well within the open space boundary
owned by the city.
We have tree masses that wonder on both sides of the fence to further
reduce the visual linear picture. It’s also a very transparent fence.
Option C:
Allow the existing trails to continue; improving the parking area; a smaller,
small-dog play area that would be fenced.
We surveyed everyone at the March 29 meeting to see which areas they
preferred visually; it’s called a visual preference survey.
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Fencing:
The lower-right fence is a 48-inch fence; it’s open wire. Those wooden
posts are 16 feet apart in the ground; there’s a midway point where they
just used a brace, so it really does disappear nicely into the landscape. I
actually contacted the contractor that build that fence at Chatfield State
Park, and they provided cost estimates to come to Steamboat to build this
fence.
Option B was really meeting a lot of the needs of the people we’ve talked
with.
Lanterman showed conceptual drawings of the park.
Simple, clean parking design that prompts people to slow down upon
entering.
Restrooms located outside the gated area.
Trails outside the fenced area allow unimpeded circulation for wildlife and
people.
Organizations such as GOCO and other granting entities love to see multiuse parks. 38-acre multi-use park he designed in Superior was similar and
got a lot of GOCO funding because of the emphasis on the multi-use
aspect.
Three Dog Chorales: Upper serves the parking lot as well as residents
from the north; two on the south for the main dog park as well as the area
for small dogs.
There would be a fence between the small dog area and the interior of the
park as well.
Mutt Mountain has good circulation where it’s located. You can be up on
the hill and toss your Frisbee down into the central play area. Other levels
of thought that we’ve played with in there.
Fences are located to minimize user conflicts: cyclists going through,
hikers going by.
Dashed areas will be a crusher-fine material.
Lanterman showed photos from today regarding fencing.
Reasons Why Proposed Fencing Is Appropriate:
Minimizes wildlife conflicts, CPW and Steamboat Parks concurs;
minimizes user group conflicts, very simple design; tourists expect dog
parks to be fenced, they may not understand if it’s partially fenced;
reduces neighbor conflicts; part of Western heritage.
Lanterman: Tonight’s big ask is that you approve this dog park concept
and allow us to move forward to a work session with City Council,
5
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continue down this road and see where it takes us because there’s a lot of
decisions to make.
COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION
Commissioner Alfone:
Your ask tonight talks about the concept, but you presented three options. Is the ask
to approve one of the three options or just the concept of looking at all three of the
options as presented?
Lanterman: I focused on that Option B; that concept of two different areas for
access. We need to work out the size and phasing of all this. So the ask is more
Option B primarily because of those access points. I think the other ask is to let us
continue to pursue a viable solution to make sure this is safe for residents and
visitors (fencing really,) to see what the best solution is there.
Alfone: The cost estimate you provided, which I appreciate, for the $592,000, is that
based on the components in Option B?
Lanterman: Yes. At this point regarding costs, you need to be conservative on the
high end. That’s what we did. We wanted to include everything in there we possibly
could to give you as clear a frame of reference as possible.
Commissioner Tumminello:
The budget provided for a quantity of five dog chorales/entry gates. It seems to me
that Option B only calls for three of them. The cost of those is $6,000 per chorale or
gate for a total cost of $30,000. I wasn’t understanding how that all related to Option
B.
Lanterman: That’s a really good question. My partner and I both questioned the
$6,000 per chorale. It seems high. But for now, we’re not going to get into tweaking
that.
Tumminello asked Lanterman to explain a dog chorale and what it does.
Lanterman: When you come into a dog park, you leave the cars, and the dogs are all
wound up; there are dogs everywhere and people everywhere trying to get sorted
out. So you get out of your car; you walk through the parking lot and come up; the
chorale is basically a gate you walk in, and then you’re in say a 10x12 area that’s
kind of the landing area where you can take the leash off the dogs and do whatever;
then there’s an enter gate that lets you into the dog park.
Lanterman showed where all five chorales would be and how they help disperse
dogs and quickly get them into the park.
Two gates about 10-15 feet apart on the North side; two into the main dog park on
the bottom; one into the small dog area.
Commissioner Floyd:
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Has your group organized any phases? If you were allowed to get two things, what
would your top two be? Have you looked at it that way in terms of priority of need up
there to improve Rita Valentine for users and potentially new users?
Lanterman: Based on your direction this evening, we could begin to prioritize it. We
haven’t gone through that process yet. It’s going to take a little more before I feel
comfortable committing to an order.
Overstreet: The CIP’s are due this month for the ’18-’23 budget, so having a phasing
plan instead of just lumping it in at $592,000, you could say in 2018 we want to
spend $30,000 for x, spend $50,000 in ’19 for y.
Lanterman: If we can get approval from you tonight, what’s the date for CIP?
Overstreet: It’s actually this week, but we can talk with the Finance office to see if
this can be pushed a little bit just because of the way it’s coming in right now.
Lanterman said the applicant would be happy to work with the city to come up with
priorities.
Commissioner Weik: We’ve been looking at this for a while, and your group has
certainly put a lot of time and effort in. I think a phased approach would be good.
What are the must-haves? What are the no-brainers? I’d say the dog waste digester
and the bags for that is a no-brainer. It’s going to be very little money out of the city
budget, and it’s an easy do. I think that should be the very first thing that goes in.
Lanterman said the digester is in all the options.
Weik: Personally, I’d like to see the trail surface improvements with the crusher fines
because it just turns into a braded, muddy mess. Anytime it’s wet, the trails just
multiply. So that should be one of the early things that we do. I don’t think this will be
too controversial. Your fenced area with the blue I think should probably be the next
thing to go in, but I would suggest that we consider splitting that into two areas
initially – one for small dogs and one for larger dogs who don’t necessarily play with
others but there owner still wants to get them some off-leash time legally. The
division could always be removed later as you expand to a larger fenced area.
I think one of the things we’re going to run into is whether or not to have a perimeter
fence and how large that larger fenced area should be. So I think in terms of making
a palatable staged approach, I think a small fenced area that’s probably divided into
two subsets would be the easiest sell. It would also be a starter option. I think that
would be a vital step three in this process.
I think we should then look at what it would take to get a bathroom and water source
in there for human and dog users and to get some sort of permanent or semipermanent shade installation in there – which could just be four tall posts with
concrete footers and a shade sail stretched between those, and expand it. I know
you’re very conceptual, but I think those are the types of concepts we could get
through the Commission and get to Council and get starter versions. Later on they
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could become more formalized or more solid structures, but just to get the process
rolling without creating a ton of fuss.
I like your shade trees idea; I think that would come after doing bathrooms and water
sources.
The trail reroutes would probably come after that.
I think it might be better to wait on the play areas, the boulders, the Mutt Mountain
concept until a later phase.
I think the sidewalk to allow anybody who is in a wheelchair or has mobility issues to
get from the parking area to a fenced-in off-leash area is reasonable but might not
happen right away.
I’m still not sold on the perimeter fencing.
Weik said she could not stay for the motion/vote.
Tumminello: On the trail improvements, you have line items for crusher fines for the
main loop at 8 feet and for the second loop at 5 feet. It looks like the totals for those
are $8,000 and roughly $11,000. As I understand it, those are for the interior loops.
Lanterman: Yes. It does not include the exterior trail. Routt County Riders is very
interested in that; there have been discussions about volunteer efforts.
Tumminello: This concept does provide for a water source, which you’re estimating
the cost at $4,200.
Lanterman: That’s the number for the fancy dog dish down low and the water
fountain up above and some other costs. Part of that is the next level working with
the city, see where the water line is, starting to refine all that.
Tumminello: What’s the cost on the parking lots? Primary lot you have 42
designated spaces at $55 apiece for a total cost of $2,300.
Alfone: It’s $35,000 for the Hilltop lot and $198,000 for the main lot.
Lanterman: Both numbers are from either this week or last week with the paving
contractor. We basically used $10 a square foot and did the take-offs on those
areas.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Tumminello asked commenters to refrain from repeating points on which
they agree with past commenters.
Comments received via email will be added to the record. One addresses
the fencing issue; the other opposes the proposal on the basis of the cost,
the expansion of the parking area and the fact that it is currently serving
the needs intended for the purpose.
Gary Decoter, 805 Anglers Court:
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Our street is a little dead-end cul-de-sac. During the time we’ve been here,
I think we’ve seen all the options that have been thrown around for this
piece of land, from school to police station to golf course.
The current usage as it’s happening is very much not conflicting with
anything. The dogs are for the most part well behaved. I see up to 20 cars
parked on the street.
The thing I would caution you on is the fence issue. When our
grandchildren were younger, they would go across to the neighbors’ yards
and slide down the hill. There’s a lot of sledding in the winter. You have a
large development on the left that contains younger families. In the
wintertime, they can go out to that park at the corner area, and there’s a
wonderful downhill slope there. From that corner, they can get well beyond
the fence line.
As for conflicts with wildlife, when we see something, we call each other;
we take pictures; we email back and forth. We have seen this year bear,
elk, moose, deer, fox a lot. But they tend not to go out into that park area.
They move from that area down to Fish Creek. In the time we have lived
here, I can only recall one time when I received a picture of moose out in
the park; never elk.
My main comment is I hope you don’t preclude other uses by saying this is
for dogs and the rest of you please stay out. As it’s being used today you
have a lot of children over there. The sledding would be totally precluded
by what’s shown here.
Chris Young/Martha Drake, 2091 Anglers Drive:
When the park was initially accepted as a donation from the people who
didn’t develop it, it was our understanding that it was open space, and
then it became a dog park. All other developments have been denied.
I would propose that the options you have in front of you are a solution
begging for a problem. I’ve used this area for years. My husband has
reported one encounter with wildlife; I have never had any; I’ve never had
a problem with other dogs or cyclists. I’m also a cyclist and a hiker.
I appreciate that there are children who use that sledding hill, but they
don’t come into the dog park. There’s possibly a parking issue, but I’ve not
seen it.
So I encourage you to deny this because I don’t think it’s in the best
interest of the intention, and I don’t hear any groundswell saying let’s get
fences and water and so forth.
Shirley Zelke, 1203 Zephyr Trail:
This is a dog park, not a people park. I go with my dog there six days a
week, and I have never had my dog bother the neighbors, and I have a
border collie; he knows how to run.
This is a dog park; a lot of these amenities you’re proposing are for
people. I will grant you that one bench is very nice because there are
9
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people who can’t stand that long. We don’t need gates; we don’t need
fences; we’ve gotten along fine. I’ve been five years with my dog here,
and I have not been attacked by a moose or a bear or anything else.
The trees there right now are dead because dogs wet on them all the time.
I’d like to know how you’re going to protect all these proposed trees. The
trees collect wildlife; if you don’t have trees there, they’re not there.
We are not making this park for visitors. When I go someplace and take
my dog, I expect to go to the park, and whatever they’ve got is what I
accept. We want to make this wonderful dog park for visitors, and I don’t
go for that.
I’m going for no fence.
Candy Garrison, 1465 Mark Twain Lane, Steamboat Digs Dogs:
I got on this because we finally found out about Rita Valentine and started
taking our dog over there. There was a pathetic picnic table and up to
dozen or more water jugs that were blowing around. That was Rita
Valentine. No water; no trees. So we planted those three pathetic little
trees kind of as a joke but not really. We wanted everybody to realize that
we needed some shade; we needed something to happen. We asked
Ernie if it would be okay, and he had us sign some paperwork taking
responsibility for these trees.
We put a little sign up there that said “Water me today; tomorrow you’ll
have some shade.”
About three weeks ago I walked in there, and I looked over at the trees,
and I thought there was something wrong. Around each tree there are
these round spaces where all the grass is dead. I don’t want to believe
that anybody purposely tried to kill these trees, but they are dead.
We need something for our dogs. We need things for children, and we
built parks for our children. A lot of us think of our dogs as our children. All
we’re looking for is stages; water to me was one of the major points; some
shade that people can sit in with either a bench or a park. Think of the
people that live here that have their dogs that want to take their dogs to
the park; they have one hour for lunch; they eat their lunch, they let their
dogs play. If there’s water under there, shade for them, shade for their
dogs to get back under – let’s go in stages. With what we’re asking for
and what I would like to see happen is that we get approved and then we
work forward and try to raise money toward each one of those phases. I
really appreciate what Holly had to say. We need to proceed – not to
make this a glorious park but at least something that we can be proud of
that our dogs can play in.
Katie Colby, Blackberry Lane:
I’ve been going to Rita Valentine Park for seven years now. I think the
reason all this came about was when Animal Control started cracking
down on places other than Rita Valentine. This whole concept is taking
away from the dogs. They don’t want a fence; all they want is water. They
don’t even want shade because most of them are running around all the
time.
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There’s no need for any of this; leave it as it is.
The fence is going to be a disaster in the winter when the snow piles up
and dogs and wildlife are trying to climb over it.
The only thing we need is water.
Patrick West, 108 Hillside Drive:
My problem with this whole thing is I don’t think it was ever designated as
a park. I don’t think we ever went through the necessary steps to have
everyone in the community come forward and tell us what they want to do
with this space.
We had a great proposal that I think the city spent hundreds of thousands
of dollars to produce a plan for Rita Valentine Park, and it was shot down.
The Commission chair quit and left because of conflict with City Council
over this park.
Now we have another great plan with a huge fenced area, and no one has
really conceptualized the entire parcel. I think it’s time that we stop talking
about tiny little Rita Valentine Park and the northern M&H Property, join
them together into one parcel, get a management plan for the entire parcel
that includes the dog park. I think it’s a great idea, and I would love to see
this here, but we need to think about the trails going north out of the
property. When I lived on Mountain Vista Circle, there was a lot of traffic
from the circle into M&H and down to Rita Valentine – so much that our
HOA had to put our own dog poop bag station and we paid for our own
trashcan at the entrance. Our HOA spent $600 a month to maintain a
poop station up there because the Parks Department is not managing that
property because we don’t have a plan for it.
We’ve got a trail that comes up from US40 behind the Sinclair station that
leads up under a nice bridge and then turns into a mud hole and you can’t
go anywhere. We can’t even say we need to improve it because it’s a
social trail. The trails that come down off Storm Mountain Court into that
gulley are unsustainable.
We need to work out this entire property. The fenced-in area is a little bit
too big for me, but I think it’s a great idea. I’d love to see these
improvements and have a discussion about the entire property, but I don’t
think we can do it piecemeal. We need a fence to protect dogs and protect
the other users.
Eric Meyer, 2775 Riverside Drive:
I sympathize with the volunteers. I want to just stress that approval and
funding should be totally different conversations in my opinion. One thing
that I think has been missing in this discussion is that there is an Open
Space and Trails Master Plan that is just about to get underway. It’s
funded; I believe it’s with the same situation as the Orton property. The
bigger picture is important, and I would say the bigger picture of the whole
town. When I was on the board of Routt County Riders, we were stressing
that the bigger picture is critical for these trails connections. The trails are
in really bad shape.
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One other comment would be the exterior trail: No matter what size the
fence ends up, the exterior needs to have some all-weather surface in that
area for the commuters that are going through this park. There’s a whole
lot of people that go through this park on bike or foot. That all-weather
surface is important for not just inside the dog park but also outside.
The M&H Property is probably going to be the better place with better
terrain and better drainage to do the natural surface trail stuff. But you’ve
got to fix the trails. The social trails have to be rerouted off of private
property.
I would encourage you in the bigger master plan that’s coming up to take
care of that piece.
Overall, I’m supportive of the dog park. I think the fence is critical. Without
the fence, you have wildlife concerns. We’ve had photos in our paper of
dogs on the heels of elk right there in that park, which ended in the death
of a calf and the transplanting of the mother elk.
So I would say to the people who don’t want a fence but wanted a dog
park: You’re at risk of losing the dog park because of these types of
incidents. So consider a compromise. It’s nobody’s land; everybody has to
compromise.
ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION
Alfone confirmed with Overstreet that the master plan will include the
entire department: Parks, open space, trails and recreation. The level of
detail would be a broad overview of all open space and trail areas. It may
recommend certain things to occur in certain areas. We hope to start that
plan in July or August and wrap up by next May-June.
Tumminello confirmed that currently Rita Valentine is designated as a park
but managed as open space.
Alfone: Is the $20,000 in maintenance based on Option B including what
you foresee as anticipated maintenance for all these new amenities?
Robinson: It was based off of Option B. We did not reach out to Public
Works and see what their cost would be for parking lot striping, sweeping,
snow removal. All that would be new. It depends what the volunteers
decide they’re going to do in house and what the city is going to do. Once
we get to the design level, we’re going to require that things are done
correctly, so your maintenance costs should be low. The actual cost will
be pinpointed as we get closer to the wire; I would say it’s probably closer
to 20 than $10,000 based on if the city is doing 100% of the maintenance.
Alfone: Plowing of the existing lot is currently done in the winter. What
other items are staff doing that you’re aware of at that park?
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Robinson: Public Works might fill a pothole, but generally they do snow
removal in the wintertime and that’s it.
Alfone: I appreciate everything that Steamboat Digs Dogs has done. My
question is: There’s a lot of talk about volunteer hours and maintenance
done by volunteers and help down the road. In your experience, Craig,
how does that work in the real world? Do volunteer hours really pan out?
Or at the end of the day is the city doing the lion’s share of the
maintenance on previous projects?
Robinson: There are many more examples of promises made that have
been broken where maintenance then falls back to city staff than there are
existing agreements that are still in place.
Tumminello: Even if this does make it to the CIP, it’s going to be a very
low priority for the city when it comes to actual funding. So without some
external funding source, the probability of these improvements being
made at Rita Valentine is probably about 0 at this point, given the current
funding structure. Having said that, I think that if there are external funds
that are brought to source by way of GOCO grants, private grants, etc.
The way the scoring goes on the CIP list, that can raise the project in
priority on the CIP, so maybe it does bring it within the realm of possibility.
My cautionary tale on this, though, is the second sheet of ice that we’ve
dealt with for some amount of time over at Howelsen where there have
been promises made of significant private donations to that, and that still
wasn’t sufficient enough to elevate the issue to a priority for City Council.
I think there’s lots of patience required and many roads to go down before
this would ever be realized as a vision.
With respect to the ongoing maintenance issue: that’s probably one of my
biggest concerns because of I’ve read numerous examples of dog parks in
the front range being shut down because of promises made but not kept
with respect to the maintenance of the park and the degradation of the
resources. The Evergreen Dog Park is a great example of that.
There really is not room in the city budget currently for city staff to
maintain the park. So my view is that if this is to come to fruition at the end
of the day, there would need to be some form of agreement or publicprivate partnership between Steamboat Digs Dogs or some similar group
and the city with respect to maintenance. So maybe it’s less of an issue of
volunteers not actually doing what they’ve committed to do but there’s an
actual contract in place requiring performance and that that performance
would be guaranteed by some sort of performance bond. I would invite
Steamboat Digs Dogs not to lose sight of that issue; I know Kathy Connell
has not. But I think without something like that in place, I think there will
always be skeptical people who believe the park won’t be maintained as it
ought.
With respect to amenities of the park: I’m not a fence fan. There’s not a
fence there currently, and it’s an off-leash dog park currently. There’s
13

Parks and Rec Commission Minutes
May 24, 2017

-

DRAFT

always the possibility for issues. I respect the fact that CPW has
suggested that in their view a fence is an integral part of this to protect
wildlife. I just don’t think that a fence is going to solve any sort of problem
that people might actually think it’s going to solve.
I would not fall on my sword over that for the approval, but I don’t think it
will work, and I don’t like the visual presentation of the fence. I think
there’s other ways you can deal with making sure people put their dogs
back on leash when they’re leaving the park, for what it’s worth.
I think that really, at the end of the day, any off-leash dog area does need
to be subject to conditional-use permitting in the sense that City Council
always needs to have the discretion to withdraw the use of the park as an
off-leash area and should and could impose date and time restrictions for
use of the park.
Floyd expressed her appreciation for the work of Steamboat Digs Dogs.
Floyd: I think we’ve worked hard, and I think we’ve worked well together.
Some of the intensity tonight I think was unwarranted. I think we’ve really
tried to hear what you guys have to say on proposals for Rita Valentine
and off-leash trails and things like that. So I think this has been a good
working relationship that will continue. I really encourage you to think
about the phases and what’s really important. I do hear water. Dogs need
water; people need water. I think water and shed are two really important
aspects of this that would feel like we’ve made progress. I think maybe a
bench here and there would be great. I think when we get to fencing and
the chorales and all these things that I do believe make a lot of sense in
dog parks, I think we need to be realistic. There just isn’t any more that
Craig and his staff can do, so it needs to be something that’s manageable
by the group, but I think it needs to really be what’s going to make a
difference for dogs and dog owners. I’m not sure that restrooms for the
people are as critical as water and shade for the dogs. I’d encourage the
group to really strategize as to what’s important to be able to make some
progress. When I first came on this commission a year or so ago, we were
talking about Bear River Park. It was a wonderful, elaborate plan for a
park that we had absolutely no funding for. So we spent a lot of months
and a lot of time and developed a really great concept that has now been
put on a shelf that someday maybe when there’s money there will be
another reenactment of that process. I’d say to this group: Figure out what
we really, really need and see if you can get that to happen. The fence
and all those kinds of things I think are going to be too controversial and
too expensive, but water and shade might be what you get and might feel
really good when all is said and done. So those are my thoughts about
actually getting something to come out of this.
Keith: I would agree. I feel like a fence means you’re never going to go
there and use that place unless you have a dog, so it becomes a onepurpose park. So I think the master plan, understanding that there’s a big
question about these two parcels – I thought that was interesting. I think to
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phase it in and try to get amenities that can be shared by everybody would
be a great way to go.
Alfone wondered if there could be a motion to recommend basic amenities
such as water and shade along with a recommendation that city staff work
with Steamboat Digs Dogs to incorporate their proposal or something like
it into the Parks, Open Space, Trails and Recreation Master Plan.
Overstreet said that the GOCO grant was for a department master plan
rather than a specific park plan. It needs to stay in that scope. He did not
think you could do a specific park plan as part of this overarching plan. It
could be separate as a 2018 funding option.
He said he would be all for working with Steamboat Digs Dogs on a
phased plan focusing on the smaller components first and starting to get
those numbers more solid. Work to incorporate that into the 2018 CIP to
add water, shade and some benches as a possible first phase.
Alfone added facilities for dog waste.
Alfone: My opinion is that the park is being used by dogs now. Let’s
continue to support that and move forward with that concept. But let’s take
a few steps back and just start with the smaller things that have been
identified tonight but allow the opportunity for Steamboat Digs Dogs to
work with the city on a master plan moving forward.
Tumminello asked Overstreet about checking with Finance to see if such a
request could make it into the 2018 CIP under the department.
Lanterman clarified that even if one year’s expenses on a capital project
are less than $50,000, the whole thing needs to be included in the CIP.
Tumminello didn’t think the purpose of Rita Valentine Park was going to
change in the new master plan and said he would hate to kick the can
down the road two years just to reach the same conclusion as exists now.
He expressed his hope that the Commission could approve this with some
sort of phasing process so that Steamboat Digs Dogs can continue the
work they started.
Robinson confirmed that Council is going over the CIP requests in July;
Overstreet said there would need to be some quick meetings to determine
the phase plan.
Floyd confirmed with Robinson that it would be a project for the city to tap
the existing water line; it would be fairly easy to do, but there is a price and
maintenance that goes with it because it needs to be blown out for the
winter.
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Floyd wanted to know if it was possible to come up with a figure for the
cost of bringing water to the park with a disbursement device and
maintenance costs within the next two weeks.
Overstreet and Robinson thought so.
Floyd also referred to a shade structure that might be temporary but would
be affordable and attractive enough and said that if those two things could
be put together, is it possible to get that pricing and find out that maybe
this one improvement could be $30,000. Then SDD could figure out how
much money they could contribute and would need to work with the city to
figure out how the rest of the money could be raised. That would feel like
progress has been made and provide an amenity that would not be
negative for the neighborhood or any other users.
Alfone wondered when this would get on City Council’s agenda;
Overstreet said it would be part of the budget process for 2018.
Alfone: So we’re talking about the summer of next year.
Tumminello: But what if there is private funding?
Overstreet: Sure, if it’s fully privately funded.
Tumminello: If it’s approved by City Council it can be built on cycle.
Alfone: If Steamboat Digs Dogs could raise those funds, the momentum
could keep going and you could have some of those initial amenities this
summer as opposed to next summer.
Salzgeber: For this specific project we already have $50,000 set
aside/allocated. So that should go a little ways to putting shade and a little
water and some park benches up I think.
West reiterated that he cycles through the park regularly and has been
chased across the park by dogs off leash and said that fences are the only
way to prevent such user conflict in cases where dogs do not respond to
owner commands.

MOTION
Commissioner Tumminello moved to endorse the proposed conceptual
plan for a dog park and estimated costs at Rita Valentine Park with
amendments as to the amenities which have been discussed here today
and with a phasing concept with a specific budget and specific amenities
attached to each of those phases; and that that amended plan then be
forwarded on to City Council for further discussion and approval.
Commissioner Alfone seconded the motion.
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DISCUSSION ON MOTION
Alfone offered a friendly amendment to clarify what the first phase would be in
Option B from Steamboat Digs Dogs, which would be water, benches, shade and
Feces control and that Steamboat Diggs Dogs come back to the Commission for
further action with respect to the remainder of the implementation of Option B.

VOTE

The motion carried unanimously.
Tumminello thanked everyone for their hard work on this topic.

Adjournment
Commissioner Alfone moved to adjourn the meeting at approximately 7:40
p.m.
Commissioner Floyd seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.
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I.

DIRECTION
INFORMATION
ORDINANCE
MOTION
RESOLUTION

REQUEST/ISSUE & BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The 2017 Community Survey was carried out at council’s direction as a follow up
to the 2015 Community Survey. The goal with the survey is to understand how
the City’s services compare with previous years and with outside communities.
In addition, the 2017 survey seeks data on areas that are a part of council’s
current focus and goals.
An oversight committee, consisting of Jason Lacy (City Council), Tony Connell
(former City Council), Michael Buccino (Planning Commission), Holly Weik (Parks
and Recreation Commission), Kara Stoller (Steamboat Springs Chamber Resort
Association) and Winnie DelliQuadri (City Manager’s Office), was formed to guide
the community survey process. The committee worked to identify information
needs given the ongoing work and the goals of City Council, Planning
Commission and Parks and Recreation Commission.
In order to ensure consistency with the 2015 survey, National Research Center,
Inc. (NRC) was utilized as the survey consultant. NRC was selected as the
consultant for the 2015 survey based on their substantive community survey
experience and their ability to benchmark results against similar communities.
Jade Arocha, of NRC, will attend the city council meeting to provide a power
point overview of the survey and its results.

The survey endeavored to collect information from the community regarding its
opinion on quality of life and the community as a whole, the quality and
importance of city services, Steamboat Springs’ government performance,
funding priorities, planning options, use and value of recreational offerings,
preferred information source for city information, and demographic information.
The survey was sent to 2,000 full time resident households within the city limits
and the response rate for this group was 29%. The main body of the survey
report focuses on the responses from households within the city limits. In
addition, in order to understand the similarities and differences between
permanent city households with those households of part time/second home
owners within the city limits, surveys were sent to 500 part time
residents/second home owners. The response rate for this group was also 29%.
The full survey report and the 2nd homeowner report are lengthy documents and
are available on the city’s website: http://steamboatsprings.net/survey
Benchmarking of the survey data was done to previous city survey data, where
possible, as well as to a national database maintained by NRC. Benchmarking
against other communities followed the same criteria that were used in 2015 –
with benchmark reports provided for communities whose populations are 30,000
or fewer residents and who had completed a survey in the past three years, as
well as “resort” communities within the larger list of communities. The
supplemental benchmark report – which compares the City of Steamboat Springs
to other communities, is attached. It is also posted on the City’s website, listed
above.

II.

ALTERNATIVES:

The community survey provides statistically significant information from the
community to inform city council, its board and commissions, and the city
organization in future decision making and operations.

III.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the survey results be used to inform future decision making.
IV.

FISCAL IMPACTS:

The total cost of the survey was $35,000.

V.

LEGAL ISSUES:

None at this time.
VI.

CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

The survey process used best practices within the survey research industry,
which included an initial pre-notification postcard, and two waves of the survey
with the option for online completion. NRC conducted several data checks to
ensure that there were no duplicate responses. These checks included tracking
response by survey wave, looking for unusual spikes in submitted surveys,
identifying if a survey response comes from a link different than those provided
(e.g. a link posted on social media), identifying if there were duplicate IP
addresses for online survey responses, and running a series of analyses in which
responses of survey questions are compared to see where a profile of responses
is identical, and remove any apparent duplicates from the dataset.

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
1. Steamboat Springs 2017 Community Survey Results Power Point
2. City of Steamboat Springs 2017 Community Survey Supplemental Benchmark
Report

2017 Community Survey Results

Monitor trends in resident opinion

Measure government performance

Inform budget, land use, strategic planning decisions

Benchmark service ratings

20 years conducting survey
research for local government
Wrote the books on citizen
surveying
Industry pioneers
Long-term partnerships with
ICMA and NLC
Charter members of AAPOR
Transparency Initiative

Statistically valid survey
Scorecard of community livability
Feedback on City services
and customer service
Resident opinion about
community issues
Guide for future planning
and development

• Baseline in 1999
• 2017 was the 5th iteration
• Some questions developed in 2015
were retained in 2017 for a focus on
trendlines and benchmarks

Mailed to 2,500 households
675 completes (29%
response rate)
o 530 full-time residents

±4% margin of error
Results weighted
Benchmark comparisons
o Population <30,000
o Resort cities with pop. <30,000

Demographic comparisons
Geographic comparisons

At least

in

agree…

excellent or good

• Overall quality of life
• Place to live
• Place to raise children

Remain in Steamboat Springs
for the next five years

22%
57%

21%

Detractor
Passive
Promoter

Recommend living in
Steamboat Springs

28%
42%

Passive
Promoter
30%

NPS= 14

NPS= 35
Both NPS

Detractor

since 2015

Overall natural
environment

Safety
96%

96%

Overall quality
of wildlife
habitat

86%
Percent excellent or good

Overall image
or reputation

85%
10

93%

Fire services

91%

Drinking water

91%

Ambulance/EMS

86%

Snow removal
Percent excellent or good
Much higher than population and resort
community benchmarks

Quality
(Percent excellent or good)

Importance
(Percent essential
or very important)

Overall quality of wildlife habitat
(86% excellent or good)

Quality of overall natural
environment
(96% excellent or good)

Quality
Excellent
Management of
the health of the
Yampa River

13% 50%

Management of
recreation
12% 52%
activities on the
Yampa River

Importance
Good

Essential

64%

Management of
the health of the
Yampa River

64%

Management of
recreation
activities on the
Yampa River

0%
50%
100%
Percent of respondents

49%

29%

Very important

39%

47%

88%

76%

0%
50%
100%
Percent of respondents

Overall economic health:

Excellent

Good

Excellent

4%
Poor
8%

Fair
36%

Cost of living

1%

Affordable
quality housing

2%

7%

8%

Good
46%
4%

6%

0%
5%
10%
Percent of respondents

Much lower than population and resort
community benchmarks

The City of Steamboat has some hard decisions to make for our future related to housing and growth.
From each set of statements below, please select the one you lean toward more.

The City of Steamboat has some hard decisions to make for our future related to housing and growth.
From each set of statements below, please select the one you lean toward more.

Overall, how would you rate the quality of services provided by
the City of Steamboat Springs?
Excellent
19%
Poor
1%
Fair
15%

Good
64%

Percent of respondents

Increased since 2015:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Police services
Crime prevention
Traffic enforcement
Street lighting
Bus or transit services
Support of non-profit orgs

Decreased since 2015:
• Animal control
• Street repair
• City recreation programs/facilities
Percent excellent or good

Higher performance:
60%

Overall confidence in City staff

60%

Value of services for taxes paid

54%

Welcoming citizen involvement

Lower performance:
41%

Matching expenditures to
community priorities

38%

Transparency of City government

31%

Overall confidence in City Council
Percent rated excellent or good

29
received
higher
ratings

27
received similar
ratings

14
received
lower
ratings

20
received
higher
ratings

36
received similar
ratings

14
received
lower
ratings

If there were more off-leash dog areas in City parks,
would you use City parks more, less or the same amount?
More

Dog owners

48%

Non-dog owners

Same

67%

18%

Less

23% 9%

39%

43%

own one or
more dogs
Overall

43%
0%

25%

31%
50%

26%
75%

100%

Percent “high”
priority

Percent selecting as
1 of 3 top priorities

66%

Maintaining fire and EMS
service levels

49%

50%

Developing or subsidizing
new community housing

50%

40%

Economic development

29%

There are a number of ways in which the community can fund City operations, services and
infrastructure. Please indicate whether you support or oppose each of the following potential
new or increased funding options.
Strongly support

Somewhat support

Increased lodging tax

41%

New alcohol and marijuana tax
25%

Increased user fees

12%

New restaurant tax

9%

Increased sales tax

36%

47%

New lift ticket/access tax

New property tax

Somewhat oppose

8%

21%

29%

37%

28%

18%

23%
26%

17%

29%
32%

40%
23%
30%

Strongly oppose

11%

6%
13%

22%
22%
23%
36%
35%
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Benchmark Comparisons
Understanding the Benchmark Comparisons
Communities use the comparative information provided by benchmarks to help interpret their own
resident survey results, to create or revise community plans, to evaluate the success of policy or budget
decisions and to measure local government or organizational performance. Taking the pulse of the
community has little meaning without knowing what pulse rate is too high and what is too low. When
surveys of service satisfaction turn up “good” resident evaluations, it is necessary to know how others rate
their services to understand if “good” is good enough or if most other communities are “excellent.”
Furthermore, in the absence of peer community comparisons, a community is left with comparing its
police protection rating to its street maintenance rating. That comparison is unfair as street maintenance
always gets lower ratings than police protection. More illuminating is how residents’ ratings of police
service compare to opinions about police service in other communities and to resident ratings over time.
A police department that provides the fastest and most efficient service – one that closes most of its cases,
solves most of its crimes, and keeps the crime rate low – still has a problem to fix if the residents in the
community rate police services lower than ratings given by residents in other cities with objectively
“worse” departments. Benchmark data can help that police department – or any department – to
understand how well citizens think it is doing.
While benchmarks help set the basis for evaluation, resident opinion should be used in conjunction with
other sources of data about budget, population demographics, personnel and politics to help
administrators know how to respond to comparative results.

Comparison Data
NRC has designed a method for quantitatively integrating the results of surveys that we have conducted
with those that others have conducted. These integration methods have been described thoroughly in
Public Administration Review, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, and in NRC’s first book on conducting
and using citizen surveys, Citizen Surveys: how to do them, how to use them, what they mean, published by the
International City/County Management Association (ICMA). Scholars who specialize in the analysis of
citizen surveys regularly have relied on NRC’s work. 1,2 The method described in those publications is
refined regularly and statistically tested on a growing number of resident surveys in NRC’s proprietary
databases.
Communities in NRC’s benchmark database are distributed geographically across the country and
range from small to large in population size. Comparisons may be made to all communities in the
database or to a subset. Despite the differences in characteristics across communities, all are in the
business of providing services to residents. Though individual community circumstances, resources and
practices vary, the objective in every community is to provide services that are so timely, tailored and
effective that residents conclude the services are of the highest quality. High ratings in any community,
like SAT scores in any teen household, bring pride and a sense of accomplishment.
NRC’s database of comparative resident opinion is comprised of resident perspectives gathered in citizen
surveys from approximately 500 communities whose residents evaluated local government services and
Kelly, J. & Swindell, D. (2002). Service quality variation across urban space: First steps towards a model of citizen satisfaction,
Journal of Urban Affairs, 24, 271-288.
2 Van Ryzin, G., Muzzio, D., Immerwahr, S., Gulick, L. & Martinez, E. (2004). Drivers and consequences of citizen satisfaction: An
application of the American Customer Satisfaction Index Model to New York City, Public Administration Review, 64, 331-341.
1

Report of Results

Page 1

City of Steamboat Springs

2017 Community Survey Benchmark Report

gave their opinion about the quality of community life. The comparison evaluations are from the most
recent survey completed in each jurisdiction; most communities conduct surveys every year or in
alternating years. NRC adds the latest results quickly upon survey completion, keeping the benchmark
data fresh and relevant. The City of Steamboat Springs chose to have comparisons made to
communities with populations less than 30,000 with survey data within the last three years as well as to
communities that were deemed “resort” communities with populations less than 30,000 with survey data
within the last three years.

Interpreting the Results
Average ratings are compared when questions similar to those asked in the Steamboat Springs survey
are included in NRC’s database, and there are at least five jurisdictions in which the question was asked.
Where comparisons for quality ratings were available, the City of Steamboat Springs’ results were noted
as being “higher” than the benchmark, “lower” than the benchmark or “similar” to the benchmark. In
instances where ratings are considerably higher or lower than the benchmark, these ratings have been
further demarcated by the attribute of “much,” (for example, “much lower” or “much higher”). These
labels come from a statistical comparison of Steamboat Springs’ rating to the benchmark where a rating
is considered “similar” if it is within five points of the benchmark; “higher” or “lower” if the difference
between Steamboat Springs’ rating and the benchmark is greater than five points; and “much higher” or
“much lower” if the difference between Steamboat Springs’ rating and the benchmark is more than 10
points.
Comparisons are provided by communities with populations less than 30,000 with survey data within
the last three years as well as to resort communities with populations less than 30,000 with survey data
within the last three years.
The comparisons that follow contain the same data and information that are found in the Benchmark
Comparisons appendix in the full Report of Results under separate cover. However, the tables on the
following pages group the survey items by their comparison to the benchmark (e.g., much higher, higher,
similar, lower and much lower) as opposed to survey question or topic order.
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Population Size Benchmarks
Table 1: Much Higher
Availability of paths and walking trails
Bus or transit services
Drinking water
Ease of travel by public transportation in
Steamboat Springs
Health and wellness opportunities in
Steamboat Springs
Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music
activities
Overall feeling of safety
Participated in a local club
Quality of overall natural environment
Recreational opportunities and amenities
Sense of community
Sewer services
Snow removal
Used bus or other public transportation
instead of driving
Used City recreation facilities or their
services
Vibrant Old Town/downtown commercial
area
Visited a City park
Volunteered your time to some
group/activity locally
Walked or biked instead of driving

Percent
positive
85%
90%
91%

Rank
18
1
4

Number of communities in
comparison
91
62
91

Comparison to
benchmark
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher

80%

4

61

Much higher

84%

7

76

Much higher

80%
96%
52%
96%
88%
79%
93%
86%

13
13
1
3
6
14
2
4

84
101
74
82
89
93
90
96

Much higher
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher

63%

5

54

Much higher

91%

1

71

Much higher

75%
94%

14
6

75
78

Much higher
Much higher

74%
90%

1
3

78
76

Much higher
Much higher

Table 2: Higher
City recreation programs
Ease of walking
Neighborliness of residents
Opportunities to participate in social
events and activities
Overall image or reputation
Preservation of natural areas/open space
Steamboat Springs as a place to live
Storm drainage
Street cleaning
The overall quality of life in Steamboat
Springs

Report of Results

Percent
positive
80%
78%
72%

Rank
22
29
20

Number of communities in
comparison
90
87
76

Comparison to
benchmark
Higher
Higher
Higher

76%
85%
71%
91%
79%
79%

16
31
20
26
19
23

77
97
77
105
104
99

Higher
Higher
Higher
Higher
Higher
Higher

90%

29

131

Higher
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Table 3: Similar

Ambulance or emergency medical services
City parks
City recreation facilities
Cleanliness
Code enforcement (weeds, signs, buildings, etc.)
Crime prevention
Economic development efforts
Employment opportunities
Fire services
K-12 education
Openness and acceptance of the community toward
people of diverse backgrounds
Overall "built environment" of Steamboat Springs
(including overall design, buildings, parks and
transportation systems)
Overall customer service by Steamboat Springs city
employees (police, receptionists, planners, etc.)
Overall ease of getting to places you usually have to
visit
Overall economic health of Steamboat Springs
Overall opportunities for education and enrichment
Overall quality of business and service establishments
Overall, how would you rate the quality of services
provided by the City of Steamboat Springs
Shopping opportunities (local)
Steamboat Springs as a place to raise children
Steamboat Springs as a place to retire
Steamboat Springs as a place to work
Street lighting
Street repair
The job city government does at welcoming citizen
involvement
The value of services for sales taxes paid in Steamboat
Springs
Treating all residents fairly

Rank
38
38
41
48
57
52
49
41
49
31

Number of
communities in
comparison
92
94
77
83
107
103
82
87
107
76

Comparison to
benchmark
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar

65%

29

81

Similar

73%

28

78

Similar

74%

67

106

Similar

84%
56%
72%
62%

27
49
36
46

78
78
78
81

Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar

84%
38%
84%
65%
49%
69%
50%

49
55
46
41
58
32
60

113
88
104
97
96
95
119

Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar

54%

49

89

Similar

60%
51%

40
52

108
79

Similar
Similar

Percent
positive
91%
88%
68%
83%
51%
76%
45%
33%
93%
85%

Table 4: Lower
Animal control
Land use, planning and zoning
Overall quality of new development in
Steamboat Springs
Police services
Public information/communication services
The overall direction that the city is taking
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Percent
positive
53%
39%

Rank
72
66

Number of communities in
comparison
93
86

Comparison to
benchmark
Lower
Lower

42%
76%
58%
50%

63
101
67
62

85
129
86
87

Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower

Page 4

City of Steamboat Springs

Population Size Benchmarks

2017 Community Survey Benchmark Report

Table 5: Much Lower
Availability of affordable quality child
care/preschool
Availability of affordable quality health care
Availability of affordable quality housing
Availability of affordable quality mental health
care
Availability of public parking
Cost of living
Opportunities to participate in City of
Steamboat Springs decision-making
Traffic enforcement

Report of Results

Percent
positive

Rank

Number of communities in
comparison

Comparison to
benchmark

14%
42%
7%

75
62
85

76
73
87

Much lower
Much lower
Much lower

30%
27%
9%

57
60
76

68
68
77

Much lower
Much lower
Much lower

42%
62%

81
79

83
80

Much lower
Much lower
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Comparison of Benchmarks and Importance Ratings
Aspects of Community
To help guide City staff and officials with decisions on future resource allocation, resident ratings of the
importance of the various aspects of community were compared to the benchmark rating for other
communities with a population size of 30,000 or less for the same aspects (see the figure below). The
benchmark comparisons were used to identify aspects that were rated lower than, similar to or higher
than service ratings in other communities. Aspects of community were classified as relatively more
important if they were rated as essential or very important by 84% or more of respondents. Aspects of
community were rated as “less important” if they received a rating of less than 84%. This classification is
based on the median of ratings established in 2015 for quality (excellent or good) and importance
(essential or very important), which permits consistency in comparisons over time. Items rated lower or
much lower than the benchmark but deemed higher in importance typically indicate areas a City might
wish to investigate further for possible changes, improvements or public outreach. In 2017, there were
no aspects rated as lower when compared to the benchmarks and higher in importance.
The benchmark comparison for items in red decreased from 2015 to 2017, items in green increased and
items in black have stayed in the same category. The importance ratings for the various aspects of
community remained the same over the two-year period.
Table 6: Comparing Benchmark and Importance Ratings for Aspects of Community
Higher

Population Size Benchmarks
Similar

Lower

Much lower

Overall economic
health of Steamboat
Springs

Overall feeling of
safety
Health and wellness
opportunities in
Steamboat Springs
Sense of community
Quality of overall
natural environment

Lower Importance
(less than 84% rating as
essential or very important)

Higher importance
(at least 84% rating as
essential or very important)

Much higher

Report of Results

Overall image or
reputation

Overall "built
environment" of
Steamboat Springs
Overall ease of
getting to places you
usually have to visit
Overall opportunities
for education and
enrichment
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City Services
To help guide City staff and officials with decisions on future resource allocation, resident ratings of the
importance of the various city services were compared to the benchmark rating for other communities
with a population size of 30,000 or less for the same services (see the table below). The benchmark
comparisons were used to identify services that were rated lower than, similar to or higher than service
ratings in other communities. Services were classified as relatively more important if they were rated as
essential or very important by 77% or more of respondents. Services were rated as “less important” if
they received a rating of less than 77%. This classification is based on the median of ratings established
in 2015 for quality (excellent or good) and importance (essential or very important), which permits
consistency in comparisons over time. Items rated lower or much lower than the benchmark but
deemed higher in importance (shaded in the table below) indicate areas the City might wish to
investigate further for possible changes, improvements or public outreach.
The benchmark comparison for items in red decreased from 2015 to 2017, items in green increased in
comparison and items in black stayed in the same benchmark category. Items with a down arrow ()
have shifted from higher importance to lower importance. Items with an up arrow () have shifted from
lower importance to higher importance.
Table 7: Comparing Benchmark and Importance Ratings for City Services

Lower Importance
(less than 77% rating as
essential or very important)

Higher importance
(at least 77% rating as
essential or very important)

Much higher

Higher

Lower

Ambulance or
emergency medical
services

Police services

Snow removal

City parks

Land use, planning
and zoning

Sewer services

Crime prevention
Fire services
Overall customer
service by
Steamboat Springs
city employees

Drinking water

Bus or transit
services 

Report of Results

Preservation of
natural areas/open
space

Population Size Benchmarks
Similar

City recreation
programs

Street repair

Animal control

Storm drainage

City recreation
facilities

Public information/
communication
services

Street cleaning

Much lower

Traffic enforcement

Code enforcement
(weeds, signs,
buildings, etc.)
Economic
development efforts
Street lighting
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Communities Included in the Population Size Benchmark Comparison
Listed below are the 168 communities with population sizes of less than 30,000 with survey data within
the last three years that were included in the benchmark comparisons provided for the City of
Steamboat Springs followed by the 2010 population for each according to the U.S. Census.














































Airway Heights city, WA .................. 6,114
Albert Lea city, MN ....................... 18,016
American Canyon city, CA ............ 19,454
Ashland city, OR ........................... 20,078
Ashland town, MA ........................ 16,593
Ashland town, VA............................ 7,225
Aspen city, CO................................. 6,658
Avon town, CO ................................ 6,447
Avon town, IN ............................... 12,446
Bainbridge Island city, WA ........... 23,025
Bedford town, MA......................... 13,320
Bonner Springs city, KS ................. 7,314
Brownsburg town, IN .................... 21,285
Burlingame city, CA ...................... 28,806
Cannon Beach city, OR .................. 1,690
Cañon City city, CO ....................... 16,400
Canton city, SD ............................... 3,057
Carroll city, IA................................ 10,103
Cartersville city, GA ...................... 19,731
Celina city, TX ................................. 6,028
Chandler city, TX............................. 2,734
Chanhassen city, MN ................... 22,952
Clinton city, SC ............................... 8,490
Clive city, IA................................... 15,447
Columbia Falls city, MT .................. 4,688
Concord town, MA ........................ 17,668
Coronado city, CA ......................... 18,912
Creve Coeur city, MO.................... 17,833
Dacono city, CO .............................. 4,152
Dallas city, OR .............................. 14,583
Danville city, KY ............................ 16,218
Darien city, IL................................ 22,086
Davenport city, FL .......................... 2,888
Davidson town, NC ....................... 10,944
Dayton town, WY ................................ 757
Decatur city, GA ............................ 19,335
Del Mar city, CA .............................. 4,161
DeLand city, FL ............................. 27,031
Denison city, TX ............................ 22,682
Des Peres city, MO ......................... 8,373
Destin city, FL ............................... 12,305
Dover city, NH ............................... 29,987
Eagle Mountain city, UT ............... 21,415
Edgewater city, CO ......................... 5,170
El Cerrito city, CA .......................... 23,549
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Erie town, CO ................................ 18,135
Estes Park town, CO .......................5,858
Fairview town, TX ............................7,248
Farmersville city, TX ........................3,301
Gardner city, KS ........................... 19,123
Gillette city, WY ............................ 29,087
Golden city, CO ............................. 18,867
Golden Valley city, MN ................. 20,371
Grafton village, WI ........................ 11,459
Grand Blanc city, MI........................8,276
Grass Valley city, CA..................... 12,860
Greenwood Village city, CO.......... 13,925
Greer city, SC................................ 25,515
Gunnison County, CO ................... 15,324
Hamilton town, MA..........................7,764
Harrisburg city, SD ..........................4,089
Harrisonville city, MO ................... 10,019
Herndon town, VA ........................ 23,292
Highland Park city, IL ................... 29,763
Hoquiam city, WA ............................8,726
Hudson town, CO ............................2,356
Huntley village, IL ......................... 24,291
Hutchinson city, MN..................... 14,178
Hutto city, TX ................................ 14,698
Johnston city, IA ........................... 17,278
Kerrville city, TX ............................ 22,347
Key West city, FL .......................... 24,649
King City city, CA .......................... 12,874
Kirkwood city, MO ........................ 27,540
Knoxville city, IA ..............................7,313
La Plata town, MD ...........................8,753
La Vista city, NE ........................... 15,758
Lake Forest city, IL ....................... 19,375
Lake Zurich village, IL .................. 19,631
Lawrenceville city, GA .................. 28,546
Lewisville town, NC ...................... 12,639
Libertyville village, IL .................... 20,315
Lindsborg city, KS ...........................3,458
Little Chute village, WI ................. 10,449
Lone Tree city, CO ........................ 10,218
Long Grove village, IL ......................8,043
Lonsdale city, MN ...........................3,674
Los Alamos County, NM ............... 17,950
Los Altos Hills town, CA ..................7,922
Louisville city, CO ......................... 18,376
Page 8

City of Steamboat Springs




















































Population Size Benchmarks

Marshfield city, WI........................ 19,118
Mercer Island city, WA ................. 22,699
Merriam city, KS ........................... 11,003
Middleton city, WI......................... 17,442
Monticello city, UT .......................... 1,972
Montrose city, CO ......................... 19,132
Moraga town, CA .......................... 16,016
Morristown city, TN ...................... 29,137
Morrisville town, NC ..................... 18,576
Morro Bay city, CA ........................ 10,234
Murphy city, TX ............................. 17,708
Napoleon city, OH .......................... 8,749
Needham CDP, MA ...................... 28,886
Nevada City city, CA ....................... 3,068
New Brighton city, MN ................. 21,456
New Ulm city, MN ......................... 13,522
Newport city, RI ............................ 24,672
Newton city, IA .............................. 15,254
Norcross city, GA ............................ 9,116
North Mankato city, MN ............... 13,394
O'Fallon city, IL ............................. 28,281
Paducah city, KY .......................... 25,024
Palos Verdes Estates city, CA ...... 13,438
Paradise Valley town, AZ.............. 12,820
Park City city, UT............................. 7,558
Parkland city, FL ........................... 23,962
Payette city, ID................................ 7,433
Pinehurst village, NC .................... 13,124
Piqua city, OH ............................... 20,522
Pitkin County, CO.......................... 17,148
Platte City city, MO ......................... 4,691
Powell city, OH .............................. 11,500
Prior Lake city, MN ....................... 22,796
Purcellville town, VA ....................... 7,727
Queen Creek town, AZ ................. 26,361
Ramsey city, MN .......................... 23,668
Raymond town, ME ........................ 4,436
Redmond city, OR ........................ 26,215
Richmond Heights city, MO ........... 8,603
River Falls city, WI ........................ 15,000
Roeland Park city, KS .................... 6,731
Rolla city, MO ............................... 19,559
Rosemount city, MN..................... 21,874
Sahuarita town, AZ ....................... 25,259
San Carlos city, CA ....................... 28,406
Savage city, MN............................ 26,911
Sevierville city, TN ........................ 14,807
Sharonville city, OH ...................... 13,560
Shawnee city, OK ......................... 29,857
Sherborn town, MA ........................ 4,119
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Shoreview city, MN ...................... 25,043
Shorewood village, IL ................... 15,615
Southlake city, TX......................... 26,575
St. Augustine city, FL ................... 12,975
Suisun City city, CA....................... 28,111
Suwanee city, GA ......................... 15,355
Takoma Park city, MD .................. 16,715
Trinidad CCD, CO.......................... 12,017
Tualatin city, OR ........................... 26,054
University Heights city, OH........... 13,539
University Park city, TX ................. 23,068
Vail town, CO ...................................5,305
Vernon Hills village, IL.................. 25,113
Victoria city, MN ..............................7,345
Vienna town, VA ........................... 15,687
Washougal city, WA...................... 14,095
Wentzville city, MO ....................... 29,070
West Carrollton city, OH ............... 13,143
Western Springs village, IL .......... 12,975
Westlake town, TX.............................. 992
White House city, TN .................... 10,255
Williamsburg city, VA.................... 14,068
Willowbrook village, IL ....................8,540
Wilsonville city, OR ....................... 19,509
Windsor town, CT ......................... 29,044
Winnetka village, IL ...................... 12,187
Yorktown town, IN ...........................9,405
Yountville city, CA ............................2,933
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Resort Community Benchmarks
Table 8: Much Higher
Availability of paths and walking trails
Bus or transit services
Drinking water
Ease of travel by public transportation in
Steamboat Springs
Health and wellness opportunities in
Steamboat Springs
Participated in a local club
Recreational opportunities and amenities
Snow removal
Used bus or other public transportation
instead of driving
Used City recreation facilities or their
services
Volunteered your time to some
group/activity locally
Walked or biked instead of driving

Percent
positive
85%
90%
91%

Rank
4
1
3

Number of communities in
comparison
14
14
15

Comparison to
benchmark
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher

80%

2

14

Much higher

84%
52%
88%
86%

3
1
4
1

14
14
15
12

Much higher
Much higher
Much higher
Much higher

63%

2

13

Much higher

91%

1

11

Much higher

74%
90%

1
3

14
14

Much higher
Much higher

Table 9: Higher
K-12 education
Overall ease of getting to places you
usually have to visit
Overall feeling of safety
Quality of overall natural environment
Sense of community
Sewer services
Steamboat Springs as a place to raise
children
Storm drainage

Report of Results

Percent
positive
85%

Rank
4

Number of communities in
comparison
12

Comparison to
benchmark
Higher

84%
96%
96%
79%
93%

5
4
2
2
1

14
17
14
16
14

Higher
Higher
Higher
Higher
Higher

84%
79%

7
3

17
16

Higher
Higher
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Table 10: Similar

Ambulance or emergency medical services
Availability of affordable quality mental health care
Availability of public parking
City parks
City recreation facilities
City recreation programs
Code enforcement (weeds, signs, buildings, etc.)
Crime prevention
Ease of walking
Economic development efforts
Employment opportunities
Fire services
Land use, planning and zoning
Neighborliness of residents
Openness and acceptance of the community toward people
of diverse backgrounds
Opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music activities
Opportunities to participate in social events and activities
Overall "built environment" of Steamboat Springs (including
overall design, buildings, parks and transportation systems)
Overall customer service by Steamboat Springs employees
(police, receptionists, planners, etc.)
Overall image or reputation
Overall opportunities for education and enrichment
Overall quality of business and service establishments
Overall, how would you rate the quality of services provided
by the City of Steamboat Springs
Preservation of natural areas/open space
Steamboat Springs as a place to live
Steamboat Springs as a place to work
Street cleaning
Street lighting
Street repair
The job city government does at welcoming citizen
involvement
The overall direction that the city is taking
The overall quality of life in Steamboat Springs
The value of services for sales taxes paid in Steamboat
Springs
Treating all residents fairly
Vibrant Old Town/downtown commercial area
Visited a City park

Report of Results

Rank
9
9
7
9
10
6
10
10
7
6
5
10
11
5

Number of
communities in
comparison
15
13
13
15
15
14
16
19
14
12
15
15
16
14

Comparison to
benchmark
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar

65%
80%
76%

5
5
7

14
14
14

Similar
Similar
Similar

73%

8

14

Similar

74%
85%
72%
62%

12
12
8
12

17
16
14
15

Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar

84%
71%
91%
49%
79%
69%
50%

7
8
6
10
7
5
10

17
13
17
17
14
14
18

Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar

54%
50%
90%

9
10
9

15
16
20

Similar
Similar
Similar

60%
51%
75%
94%

8
6
6
4

17
14
13
13

Similar
Similar
Similar
Similar

Percent
positive
91%
30%
27%
88%
68%
80%
51%
76%
78%
45%
33%
93%
39%
72%
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Table 11: Lower
Animal control
Availability of affordable quality health care
Cleanliness
Overall economic health of Steamboat
Springs
Overall quality of new development in
Steamboat Springs
Police services
Public information/communication services
Shopping opportunities (local)
Steamboat Springs as a place to retire

Percent
positive
53%
42%
83%

Rank
13
10
12

Number of communities in
comparison
14
14
14

Comparison to
benchmark
Lower
Lower
Lower

56%

10

14

Lower

42%
76%
58%
38%
65%

11
15
14
11
13

15
19
15
15
17

Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower
Lower

Table 12: Much Lower
Availability of affordable quality child
care/preschool
Availability of affordable quality housing
Cost of living
Opportunities to participate in
community matters
Traffic enforcement

Report of Results

Percent
positive

Rank

Number of communities in
comparison

Comparison to
benchmark

14%
7%
9%

13
13
13

14
15
14

Much lower
Much lower
Much lower

42%
62%

14
17

14
17

Much lower
Much lower
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Comparison of Benchmarks and Importance Ratings
Aspects of Community
To help guide City staff and officials with decisions on future resource allocation, resident ratings of the
importance of the various aspects of community were compared to the benchmark rating for other
communities with a population size of 30,000 or less that also consider itself a resort community for the
same aspects (see the table below). The benchmark comparisons were used to identify aspects that were
rated lower than, similar to or higher than service ratings in other communities. Aspects of community
were classified as relatively more important if they were rated as essential or very important by 84% or
more of respondents. Aspects of community were rated as “less important” if they received a rating of
less than 84%. This classification is based on the median of ratings established in 2015 for quality
(excellent or good) and importance (essential or very important), which permits consistency in
comparisons over time. Items rated lower or much lower than the benchmark but deemed higher in
importance (shaded in the table below) indicate areas the City might wish to investigate further for
possible changes, improvements or public outreach.
The benchmark comparison for items in red decreased from 2015 to 2017, items in green increased in
comparison and items in black stayed in the same benchmark category. The importance ratings for the
various aspects of community remained the same over the two-year period.
Table 13: Comparing Benchmark and Importance Ratings for Aspects of Community

Health and wellness
opportunities in
Steamboat Springs

Lower Importance
(less than 84% rating as
essential or very important)

Higher importance
(at least 84% rating as
essential or very important)

Much higher

Report of Results

Higher

Resort Community Benchmarks
Similar

Lower

Much lower

Overall economic
health of Steamboat
Springs

Overall feeling of
safety

Quality of overall
natural environment

Sense of community

Overall ease of
getting to places you
usually have to visit

Overall "built
environment" of
Steamboat Springs
Overall image or
reputation
Overall opportunities
for education and
enrichment
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City Services
To help guide City staff and officials with decisions on future resource allocation, resident ratings of the
importance of the various city services were compared to the benchmark rating for other communities
with a population size of 30,000 or less that also consider itself a resort community for the same services
(see the table below). The benchmark comparisons were used to identify services that were rated lower
than, similar to or higher than service ratings in other communities. Services were classified as relatively
more important if they were rated as essential or very important by 77% or more of respondents.
Services were rated as “less important” if they received a rating of less than 77%. This classification is
based on the median of ratings established in 2015 for quality (excellent or good) and importance
(essential or very important), which permits consistency in comparisons over time. Items rated lower or
much lower than the benchmark but deemed higher in importance (shaded in the table below) indicate
areas the City might wish to investigate further for possible changes, improvements or public outreach.
The benchmark comparison for items in red decreased from 2015 to 2017, items in green increased in
comparison and items in black stayed in the same benchmark category. Items with a down arrow ()
have shifted from higher importance to lower importance. Items with an up arrow () have shifted from
lower importance to higher importance.
Table 14: Comparing Benchmark and Importance Ratings for City Services
Much higher

Lower Importance
(less than 77% rating as
essential or very important)

Higher importance
(at least 77% rating as
essential or very important)

Drinking water

Higher
Sewer services

Snow removal

Bus or transit
services 

Report of Results

Storm drainage

Resort Community Benchmarks
Similar
Ambulance or
emergency medical
services
City parks
Crime prevention
Fire services
Land use, planning
and zoning
Overall customer
service by
Steamboat Springs
employees
Preservation of
natural areas/open
space
Street repair 
City recreation
facilities
City recreation
programs

Lower

Much lower

Police services

Animal control

Traffic enforcement

Public information/
communication
services

Code enforcement
(weeds, signs,
buildings, etc.)
Economic
development efforts
Street cleaning
Street lighting
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Communities Included in the Resort Community Benchmark Comparison
Listed below are the 21 communities with population sizes of less than 30,000 and deemed a “resort”
community with survey data within the last three years that were included in the benchmark
comparisons provided for the City of Steamboat Springs followed by the 2010 population for each
according to the U.S. Census.












Ashland city, OR ........................... 20,078
Aspen city, CO................................. 6,658
Avon town, CO ................................ 6,447
Bainbridge Island city, WA ........... 23,025
Cannon Beach city, OR .................. 1,690
Coronado city, CA ......................... 18,912
Del Mar city, CA .............................. 4,161
Destin city, FL ............................... 12,305
Estes Park town, CO....................... 5,858
Gunnison County, CO ................... 15,324
Key West city, FL .......................... 24,649
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Newport city, RI ............................ 24,672
Paradise Valley town, AZ ............. 12,820
Park City city, UT .............................7,558
Pinehurst village, NC.................... 13,124
Pitkin County, CO ......................... 17,148
Queen Creek town, AZ ................. 26,361
St. Augustine city, FL ................... 12,975
Vail town, CO ...................................5,305
Williamsburg city, VA.................... 14,068
Yountville city, CA ............................2,933
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AGENDA ITEM: Tennis Center at Steamboat Springs
Proposal
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION COMMUNICATION
FORM
FROM:

Craig Robinson, Parks, Open Space and Trails Manager (8717034)

THROUGH:

John Overstreet, Director, Parks and Community Services (8717017)

DATE:

July 12, 2017

ITEM:

Tennis Center at Steamboat Springs Proposal

NEXT STEP:

Review Information

___
_X_
__

I.

ENDORSEMENT
INFORMATION
MOTION

REQUEST OR ISSUE:
Bill and Loretta Conway, operators of the Tennis Center of Steamboat will present a
slideshow on the operation, their business plan and a proposal for expansion of the
Tennis Center to develop new indoor pickleball courts.

II.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Commissioners should review the Communication Form, listen to updates, and
discuss as necessary.

III.

IV.

FISCAL IMPACTS:
Proposed Expenditure:

TBD

Funding Source:

TBD

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
1

Bill and Loretta have a contract with the City of Steamboat Springs as
concessionaires to run the Tennis Center at Steamboat. While the existing contract
expires September 30, 2018, the Conways have expressed interest in continuing as
the concessionaires to help grow the facility with the tennis and pickleball
community.

V.

LEGAL ISSUES:
N/A at this time.

VI.

CONFLICTS OR ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:
Additional use, space and costs may be a challenge for the new proposal.

VII.

SUMMARY AND ALTERNATIVES:
Bill and Loretta Conway will present a slideshow on the operation, their business
plan and a proposal for expansion of the Tennis Center to develop new pickleball
courts.

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS:
SPT&P Presentation

2

STEAMBOAT SPRINGS
TENNIS &
PICKLEBALL IS
BOOMING!

NATIONAL AWARD-WINNING
TENNIS CENTER AT STEAMBOAT SPRINGS

Bill and Loretta Conway took over
management of the Tennis Center
October 1, 2016 after working with
Jim and Stacy Swiggart since
November 1, 2012

Business Plan Highlights
Improvements implemented:


Club Automation for POS and online registration



First Group Health Plan



First 401K Plan



Provide all Employees a Medallion (play for no cost)



Leadership Team:
Assistant Director – JoJo O’Dell
Assistant Business Development Director – Katherine Kearney
Teaching Professional and Marketing Coordinator – Kristyn Wykert



New Automated Court Cleaner



New Filtered Water Bottle Fill-Up Station



Improved Internet, Cable and Phone Service



More Extensive Pro Shop

LATEST SUCCESS STORIES


Steamboat Tennis and Pickleball Center Maintenance Endowment
Fund



Red Ball (Youth ages 5-10) highest numbers in over five years



First Tennis Center Vehicle with Full Tennis & Pickleball Wrap



First Annual Steamboat Springs Western Slope SSPA Fundraiser
Tournament – Huge Success with 164 entries and
60% out-of-town participants



STA’s Annual Fundraiser to Include Tennis & Pickleball



First Annual “Light the Night” Pickleball Tournament –
Cancer Awareness Fundraiser

IT TAKES A VILLAGE


Working relationship with City of Steamboat is strong! We appreciate the
support and hard work from John, Craig, Steve, Ernie, Emily, Winnie, and
everyone who helps keep the Tennis Center such an exciting place to play!



Sponsors help us accomplish more – Alpine Bank, Steamboat Homesteads,
Steamboat Dental Center, Steamboat Arts, Steamboat Resorts by Wyndham
Vacation Rentals



Community Partnerships are crucial – Chamber, Local Public and Private
Schools, Colorado Tennis Association and USTA are just a few.

In Partnership with STA
 Adaptive Tennis with STARS & Yampa Valley Autism Program
 No-Cut High School Boys’ and Girls’ Tennis Teams
 Free Camps for Ages 5-18 Twice Per Year Followed by
reduced fees for Programs and Play Time
 Wheelchair Tennis and Pickleball
 College Scholarships for Deserving Seniors
 Scholarships for Local Youth for Continued Participation
 Team Steamboat – Support for Tournament-Level Youth
 Red Ball Training – Support for Ages 5-10 (Fastest growing
tennis program in Steamboat)
 Teen Social Program – Support for Teen Tennis Clubs

ANOTHER CRUCIAL COMMUNITY PARTNER



SB Growth of 900% in past 5 years – 300 Members Strong!



Organizes Open Play for all levels



Hosts ‘Introduction to Pickleball’ once per month



Raised $55,000 in 3 months in late 2015 to help City build eight
outdoor pickleball courts at the Tennis Center



Hosts First Annual Steamboat Springs Western Slope SSPA Fundraiser Tournament attracting
160 entries and over 150 visitors to our area



Developed plans for Steamboat Springs Indoor Pickleball Expansion at the Tennis Center
Sports & Fitness Industry Association (SFIA) 2016 Pickleball Participant Report, they report
pickleball currently has 2.5 million players and is fastest growing sport in the country. SFIA is
the premier trade association for top brands, manufacturers, retailers and marketers in the
American sporting goods and fitness industry since 1906.

SSPA SATURDAY OPEN PLAY VIDEO

INDOOR PICKLEBALL IN STEAMBOAT SPRINGS
WILL SET US APART FROM MOST AREAS OF COLORADO
FUTURE TO INCLUDE INDOOR
AND BEYOND

PICKLEBALL

Cost & Projections for Pickleball Expansion


Total Cost of Expansion = $799,000



Apply for $699,000 in Accommodations Tax Funds and Raise $100,000



Start build in June 2018 with completion in September 2018



Growth from 33,000 customers to 36,000 per year with 1,500 being visitors



$16 per hour per court rented 40% of available time = $139,360 in revenue



Concessionaire’s extra expenses for utilities, staffing and maintenance =
$50,000 + Snow Removal of once per week for 12 weeks = $7,200



Net Revenue approximately = $82,160



Concessionaire proposal of 2% of all court rental goes to Endowment Fund =
approximately $3,000 per year



Goal for community to raise $10,000 per year for Endowment



City’s extra expense for PB expansion: $500 for light bulbs, $14,000 every 810 years for resurfacing, and $95,000 in 20-35 years to replace fabric.

“Steamboat Springs
Tennis & Pickleball Center
is one of the first public centers
in the US to provide
dedicated indoor tennis and
pickleball courts!”

