Parks, Recreation, Open Space and Trails Plan Service Levels

CHAPTER 7
Service Levels

7.0 INTRODUCTION

When planning for community facilities and services, communities need to not only identify which
public facilities and services are important to community quality, but they must also define what
constitutes “adequate” provision of community facilities and services. To determine adequacy, local
communities develop yardsticks or standards. Level of service (LOS) standards are measures of the
amount (and/or quality) of the public facility being provided to meet that community's basic needs and
expectations. LOS measures are typically expressed as ratios of facility capacity to demand by existing
and projected future users. For instance, the amount of parkland currently needed in a particular
community may be determined by comparing the ratio of existing park acres per 1,000 population to the
community's desired level of parks relative to population. The gap between the two ratios is the
currently needed park acreage. As the community grows in population, the objective will be to provide
enough additional acreage to maintain the community's desired ratio of park acres to 1,000 population.

Level of service standards serve multiple purposes, including:
Provide a benchmark for evaluating service deficiencies in existing neighborhoods.
Define what new public facilities and services will be needed to support new development.
Provide a basis for assuring that existing services are maintained as new development is served.
Alert public officials to opportunities for improved efficiency and savings.

Move beyond quantitative measures and provide measures for the quality of facilities and
services provided.

Provide an opportunity for neighboring jurisdictions to coordinate LOS standards to assure
consistency.'

Traditionally, park planners have relied upon standards provided by the National Recreation and Park
Association (NRPA). In 1971, the NRPA published the National Park, Recreation and Open Space Standards
which guided the park and recreation field during the 1970s. During the late 1970s, the NRPA enlisted
the assistance of over 180 individuals, representing all segments of recreation, parks and related
disciplines, to publish the Recreation, Park and Open Space Standards and Guidelines in 1983. The standards
were again updated and published as the Park, Recreation, Open Space and Greenway Guidelines in 1996, and
this document is still in use today. The NRPA standards include recommendations for amount of park
and recreation facilities per quantity of people, suggestions for a classification system of parks and
facility space standards, and guidelines for park planning processes.

While these national standards provide a useful framework for evaluating community resources, it is
recognized that national standards are not going to provide an adequate assessment of the recreational
needs of particular communities. Instead, communities must develop their own standards that reflect
their unique conditions, resources and needs, for use in evaluating recreation needs. The NRPA
standards are typically used to present a big picture view of park, recreation, and open space planning
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across the nation. The NRPA publication in use today does describe various methods communities can
use to develop their own, community-specific LOS standards.

Also, while LOS standards are very good for determining amount, they are not effective for evaluating
quality; an emphasis on obtaining an adequate quantity of recreational amenities much be balanced
against ensuring that those amenities are usable and safe. Therefore, this discussion of level of service
for parks, recreational facilities and programs, open space and trails will focus on both the quantitative
and qualitative aspect of recreational amenities. Further, an examination of the quantity of recreational
facilities and services available in the Bozeman will also address the geographic distribution and service
areas of current and future facilities and services.

7.1
7.11

The NRPA recommends that communities provide 1 to 2 acres of developed Neighborhood Park per
1,000 population. Currently, Bozeman has approximately 3.0 acres of developed Neighborhood Park
per 1,000 population. As shown in Table 7-1, the average amount of developed Neighborhood Park in
regional peer communities is 2.1 acres per 1,000 population, which is consistent with the NRPA
recommendations. However, the average standard for developed Neighborhood Park in the peer
communities is 3.1 acres per 1,000 population. Bozeman would like to maintain its current level of
service for Neighborhood Park acreage. Therefore, Bozeman’s level of service will be 3.0 acres per
1,000 population, which is consistent with the average standard for developed Neighborhood Parks in

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS
Acres of Developed Neighborhood Park Per 1,000 Population

the peer communities.

Table 7-1: Acres of Developed Neighborhood Park — Bozeman and Peer Communities

City Boulder, CO Fort Collins, CO Greeley, CO Loveland, CO

Population 107,340 126,848 77,000 50,608
Developed Parkland in Acres 325 315.73 197 114.6
Developed Park Acres/1,000 Pop 3 25 25 2.3
Parkland Acres Standard/1,000 Pop 15 25 25 5

City Boise, ID Billings, MT Missoula, MT Bellevue, WA

Population 199,975 98,000 57,057 117,000
Developed Parkland in Acres 197.25 385 140 155
Developed Park Acres/1,000 Pop 1 3.9 2.5 13
Parkland Acres Standard/1,000 Pop 15 4 2.5 3

City Bellingham, WA | Redmond, WA | Average of Other | Bozeman, MT

Population 67,171 44,020 Communities 31,6602
Developed Parkland in Acres 58.5 45.45 193 95
Developed Park Acres/1,000 Pop 0.89 1.03 2.1 3.0
Parkland Acres Standard/1,000 Pop N/A 5 3.1 3.0

Source: Peer community data was collected in March 2004 by EDAW, the consultants who prepared the Master Parks and Recreation Plan for
the Greater Missoula Area, and is reprinted here with permission from the City of Missoula. Population estimates from 2004 were used.
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7.1.2 Location of Developed Neighborhood Parks

The City was divided up into quadrants as follows to analyze the level of service being provided by
developed Neighborhood Parks: Northeast (north of Main St and east of N 7" Ave), Southeast (south
of Main St and east of S 8" Ave) Southwest (south of Main St and west of S 8" Ave) and Northwest
(north of Main St and west of N 7" Ave).

Northeast Quadrant. Table 7-2 includes the developed Neighborhood Parks located in the Northeast
quadrant. As shown in Figure 5, the ¥2-mile service area for these parks adequately provides for the area
south of 1-90, west of Broadway Ave, north of Main St and east of N 7" Ave. Some residential areas
farther to the north, such as parts of Bridger Creek Subdivision, Headlands Subdivision and the
manufactured home park located off of Bridger Canyon Dr, are not provided with very good access to
developed Neighborhood Parks. However, these neighborhoods are within close proximity to the East
Gallatin Recreation Area, which is a large Regional Park. Also, several new developments in the area
(Legends I, Legends Il and Creekwood) will include some Neighborhood parkland to fill in the gaps.
Generally, this quadrant is well-served by developed Neighborhood Parks.

Table 7-2: Developed Neighborhood Parks in the Northeast Quadrant

BEALL 2.2 N BOZEMAN AVE & E VILLARD ST
BRIDGER CREEK, PHASE 2 1.7 AUGUSTA DR

CENTENNIAL 2.5151 N TRACY AVE & W COTTONWOOD ST
NE NEIGHBORHOOD POCKET PARK 1.0975 N WALLACE AVE & FRONT ST
WESTLAKE 5.9 N 5TH AVE & W TAMARACK ST

Southeast Quadrant. Table 7-3 includes the developed Neighborhood Parks located in the Southeast
quadrant. As shown in Figure 6, the %2-mile service area for these parks adequately provides for the
area, except for the neighborhood east of Lindley Park and residential development along Haggerty
Lane such as the Comstock Apartment complex. The southernmost parts of the Sundance Springs
development are also underserved with developed Neighborhood Park, but are in close proximity to
several natural parks such as Tuckerman and McLeod Parks. Generally, this quadrant is well-served by
developed Neighborhood Parks.

Table 7-3: Developed Neighborhood Parks in the Southeast Quadrant

COOPER 4.1 S8TH AVE & W KOCH ST

JARRETT 1.886 WESTRIDGE DR

LANGOHR 4.41 S TRACY AVE & W MASON ST
LANGOHR GARDENS 12.361 S TRACY AVE & W MASON ST

NEW HYALITE VIEW, PARK 1 11.7402 N SPRUCE DR

NORTH MEADOWS 1.017 MICHAEL GROVE AVE & W VILLARD ST
SOUTHSIDE 24173 W COLLEGE ST & S5TH AVE
WESTFIELD 4.3973 WAGONWHEEL RD & OXFORD DR

Southwest Quadrant. As shown in Figure 7, there are no developed Neighborhood Parks in the
Southwest quadrant at this time. Therefore, residential uses in this area are not being adequately served
with parks. Residential developments in the area include: housing between Kagy Blvd and Lincoln St
near the campus, new multihousehold development off of Kagy Blvd and west of S 19" Ave, housing
on the MSU campus and housing north of College St and south of W Main St.
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Northwest Quadrant. Table 7-4 includes the developed Neighborhood Parks located in the
Northwest quadrant. As shown in Figure 8, the ¥2-mile service area for these parks adequately provides
for the area, except for some residential uses south of W Babcock St and north of W Main St and
residential uses north of the Interstate. Also, some new developments that appear unserved merely do
not yet have their Neighborhood Parks developed at this time. These developments include Baxter
Meadows, Laurel Glen and Baxter Square. Generally, this quadrant is well-served by developed
Neighborhood Parks.

Table 7-4: Developed Neighborhood Parks in the Northwest Quadrant

CATTAIL CREEK, PHASE 1, PARK B 5.763 CATTAIL ST & CATRON ST

CATTAIL CREEK, PHASE 2, PARK C 0.707 BLACKBIRD DR & CATRON ST

CATTAIL CREEK, PHASE 2, PARK D 0.965 BLACKBIRD DR & CATTAIL ST

HARVEST CREEK, PHASE 1, PARK 1 2.3721 DURSTON RD & ROSE ST

HARVEST CREEK, PHASE 2, PARK 2 24388 | ROSE ST & ANNIE ST

HARVEST CREEK, PHASE 3 & 4, PARK 3 4.8673 | ANNIE ST & W OAK ST

HARVEST CREEK, PHASE 5, PARK 4 3.0686 FARMALL ST & DURHAM AVE

SANDAN PARK 3.1228 FEN WY & DOWNY LN

VALLEY COMMONS 0.54 VALLEY COMMONS PARK DR & FALLON ST
VALLEY UNIT 8.594 DURSTON RD & CASCADE ST

VALLEY WEST 4.81 W BABCOCK ST & CLIFDEN DR & HANLEY AVE
VALLEY WEST, PHASE 2 7.49 CASCADE ST & CLIFDEN DR

WALTON HOMESTEAD 1.1153 N 15TH AVE & JUNIPER ST

7.2 COMMUNITY PARKS
7.2.1 Acres of Developed Community Park

The NRPA recommends that communities provide 5 to 8 acres of developed Community Park per
1,000 population. Currently, Bozeman has approximately 7.1 acres of developed Community Park per
1,000 population. As shown in Table 7-5, the average amount of developed Community Park in
regional peer communities is 2.8 acres per 1,000 population, which is significantly less than the NRPA
recommendations. The average standard for developed Community Park in the peer communities is 4.6
acres per 1,000 population, which is also less than the NRPA recommendations. Bozeman would like to
maintain its current level of service for Community Park acreage. Therefore, Bozeman’s level of service
will be 7.0 acres per 1,000 population, which is well within the NRPA recommended range.
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Table 7-5: Acres of Developed Community Park — Bozeman and Peer Communities

City Boulder, CO Fort Collins, CO Greeley, CO Loveland, CO

Population 107,340 126,848 77,000 50,608
Developed in Acres 173 308.2 390 147.7
Developed Park Acres/1,000 Pop 1.6 24 34 2.9
Parkland Acres Standard/1,000 Pop 15 55 5 25

City Boise, ID Billings, MT Missoula, MT Bellevue, WA

Population 199,975 98,000 57,057 117,000
Developed in Acres 975.2 265 344 N/A
Developed Park Acres/1,000 Pop 4.9 2.7 25 N/A
Parkland Acres Standard/1,000 Pop 4.7 3 N/A 13

City Bellingham, WA | Redmond, WA | Average of Other | Bozeman, MT

Population 67,171 44,020 Communities 31,660
Developed in Acres N/A 68.5 334 225!
Developed Park Acres/1,000 Pop N/A 1.6 2.8 7.1
Parkland Acres Standard/1,000 Pop N/A 15 4.6 7.0

Source: Peer community data was collected in March 2004 by EDAW, the consultants who prepared the Master Parks and Recreation Plan for
the Greater Missoula Area, and is reprinted here with permission from the City of Missoula. Population estimates from 2004 were used.

The number for developed community park (225 acres) includes parks classified as community parks, special use parks and the East Gallatin
Recreation Area which is classified as a regional park.

7.2.2 Location of Developed Community Parks

The City was divided up into quadrants as follows to analyze the level of service being provided by
developed Community Parks: Northeast (north of Main St and east of N 7" Ave), Southeast (south of
Main St and east of S 8" Ave) Southwest (south of Main St and west of S 8" Ave) and Northwest (north
of Main St and west of N 7" Ave). The East Gallatin Recreation Area, which is classified as a Regional
Park, is included in this analysis as a developed Community Park. North Grand Fields, Aasheim Fields,
Bronken Park, Christie Fields and the Sport Complex, which are classified as Special Use Parks, are also
included in this analysis as developed Community Parks.

Table 7-6: Developed Community Parks by Quadrant

QUADRANT | NAME ACRES | LOCATION

NE EAST GALLATIN RECREATION AREA | 89.1735 | MANLEY RD

NE NORTH GRAND FIELD 2.3636 N GRAND AVE & W COTTONWOOD ST
NW AASHEIM FIELDS 5.255 W BABCOCK ST & FOWLER AVE
NW BOZEMAN POND 16.5 HUFFINE LN & FOWLER AVE

NW BRONKEN 39.06 COTTONWOOD RD

NW KIRK 133 N 20TH AVE & W BEALL ST

SE BOGERT 74915 | SCHURCH AVE & BOGERT PL

SE CHRISTIE FIELDS 8.2918 | SBLACK AVE & E MASON ST

SE LINDLEY 15.483 E MAIN ST & BUTTONWOOD AVE
SE SPORTS COMPLEX 28.8154 | HAGGERTY LN
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Community Parks are, by definition, meant to serve the entire community. However, it is important
that Community Parks are equitably distributed across the community so that different areas of the City
have convenient access to Community Park facilities. As shown in Table 7-6, the Northwest and
Southeast quadrants are amply served by Community Parks. The Northeast quadrant has two
Community Parks but is not as well served as the Northwest and Southeast quadrants; consideration
should be given to siting additional Community Park in the Northeast quadrant. Finally, the Southwest
quadrant has no Community Park facilities. The City is currently experiencing a significant amount of
growth in the Southwest quadrant, and effort should be made to site Community Park areas in this
quadrant.

7.3 PLAYGROUNDS

Playgrounds are typically located within parks, and often playgrounds represent the primary facility at a
mini-park. Playgrounds are also located at elementary schools, and these playgrounds are included in
this analysis. Playgrounds represent an important recreational amenity for young children. As such, the
service area for a playground is about %-mile so it is within walking or biking distance for small children.
Also, it is important for playgrounds to have amenities such as benches nearby so parents and
grandparents have a place to sit. There are specific safety, design and construction requirements for the
installation of new playgrounds. The Bozeman Parks Division regularly inspects playground equipment
for wear and tear to ensure safety, and performs maintenance work and replacement as needed. In the
Community Recreation Needs Survey, when asked to list “what additional recreational activity that is not listed
would you like to see developed in our community,” more/better playground equipment was the most
frequently cited response. Other playground equipment related comments from the survey include:

Can you think of a recommendation to improve the City’s recreation opportunities?
Better playground equipment for children.
Install playground equipment for kids at Cooper Park.
Require developers to install playground equipment in parks when developing subdivisions.

What ever happened to park equipment such as swings, slides, merry-go-rounds, teeter-totters?
As long as this equipment is not neglected in its maintenance, the public would use at own risk.

What additional recreational activity that is not listed in question 3 would you like to see
developed in our community?

Better fencing, more equipment for preschoolers.
More modern play equipment - what is up with that antique metal death trap at Bogert?

Playground equipment in every neighborhood. We have to travel quite far for a good park and
we live in town.

Playground equipment.
Playgrounds for young children.

What additional recreational 7aci/ity would you like to see developed in our community?
A park with excellent playground equipment (learners’ fort).
Kids playground fort (see Helena's new fort at Memorial Park)
Need playgrounds for grandchildren.
Playground equipment at Bogert Park
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These comments illustrate that the community’s recreational needs would be better served by more
playground equipment, better/newer playground equipment, a greater variety of equipment and
playgrounds in close proximity to places of residence. In regard to more and better/newer playground
equipment, emphasis will need to be placed on obtaining playground equipment in newly developing
parks and to install/replace playground equipment in older parks.

In regard to the proximity of playgrounds, Figures 9 through 12 illustrate the geographic distribution of
playgrounds throughout the City and the %-mile service area around each playground. For this analysis,
the City was divided up into quadrants as follows to analyze the level of service being provided by
developed Community Parks: Northeast (north of Main St and east of N 7" Ave), Southeast (south of
Main St and east of S 8™ Ave) Southwest (south of Main St and west of S 8" Ave) and Northwest (north
of Main St and west of N 7" Ave).

Northeast Quadrant. There are several areas in this quadrant which are not being adequately served
with playground facilities. These areas include: all phases of the Bridger Creek Subdivision, Headlands
Subdivision and the manufactured home park off of Bridger Canyon Dr. Much of the Northeast
Neighborhood (north Main St. and east of Rouse Ave.) is also not adequately served at this time.
Finally, residential uses in the downtown business district are not being adequately served. Playground
equipment should be added to existing or new parks to fill in some of the service area gaps in this
quadrant.

Southeast Quadrant. There are several areas in this quadrant which are not being adequately served
with playground facilities. These areas include: the Graf Subdivisions west of Highland Blvd., the
Comstock Apartments off of Haggerty Ln. and residential uses along S Church Ave. Most of the
neighborhoods south of Kagy Blvd., with the exception of Figgins and Allison Subdivisions, are not
being served at this time. Finally, residential uses in the downtown business district are not being
adequately served. Playground equipment should be added to existing or new parks to fill in some of
the service area gaps in this quadrant.

Southwest Quadrant. There are no developed playgrounds in the Southwest quadrant at this time.
Therefore, residential uses in this area are not being adequately served with playgrounds. Residential
developments in the area include: housing between Kagy Blvd and Lincoln St near the campus, new
multihousehold development off of Kagy Blvd and west of S 19" Ave, housing on the MSU campus
and housing north of College St and south of W Main St. Playground equipment should be added to
new parks being developed in this area to fill in some of the service area gaps in this quadrant. Because
there are no existing Neighborhood or Community Parks in the part of town, there is no opportunity to
add playground equipment to existing parks.

Northwest Quadrant. There are several areas in this quadrant which are not being adequately served
with playground facilities. These areas include all of the residential development south of W Babcock St
and many of the newly developing areas. Undoubtedly, some of the new subdivisions, such as Harvest
Creek and Cattail Creek, will eventually have playgrounds. Playground equipment should be added to
existing or new parks to fill in some of the service area gaps in this quadrant.
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7.4 PARK MAINTENANCE
7.4.1 Park Maintenance Staff Per Acres of Maintained Parkland

The City Parks Division currently maintains approximately 450 acres of parkland or approximately 70
percent of the City’s total dedicated parkland. The remaining 200 acres that are not being maintained by
the City Parks Division are either not being maintained at all or are being maintained by developers
and/or homeowner’s associations. The City has 6 fulltime park maintenance staff and 15 additional
seasonal maintenance staff. This is approximately 1 staff person per 21 acres of maintained park.
Compared to Bozeman’s peer communities in the region, Bozeman'’s current level of service (based on
staff per acre maintained parkland) looks relatively good. However, if Bozeman’s Parks Division was
maintaining all 667 acres of City parkland, the maintenance staff per acres of maintained parkland would
be 1:32.

Table 7-7: Maintenance Staff per Acres of Maintained Park — Bozeman and Peer Communities

City Boulder, CO Fort Collins, CO Greeley, CO Loveland, CO
Population 107,340 126,848 77,000 50,608
Maintenance Staff 33FT, 34 PT 4FT, 13 PT N/A 52 FT
Acres Maintained 736.6 30 262 958
Maintenance Staff/Acres 1:11 1:3 N/A 1:18
City Boise, ID Billings, MT Missoula, MT Bellevue, WA
Population 199,975 98,000 57,057 117,000
Maintenance Staff 86 FT 13 FT, 25 seasonal 26 FT 52 FT + contracted
Acres Maintained 3,397 2,200 3,935 1,950
Maintenance Staff/Acres 1:39 1:88 1:151 1:42
City Bellingham, WA Redmond, WA Average of Other Bozeman, MT
Population 67,171 44,020 Communities 31,660
Maintenance Staff 29 FT, 32 seasonal 25 seasonal 37 FT, 24 PT, 27 seasonal 6FT, 15 seasonal
Acres Maintained 3,297 1,400 1,477 450
Maintenance Staff/Acres 1:54 1:56 1:51 1:21

Source: Peer community data was collected in March 2004 by EDAW, the consultants who prepared the Master Parks and Recreation Plan for
the Greater Missoula Area, and is reprinted here with permission from the City of Missoula. Population estimates from 2004 were used.

The NRPA does not have recommendations for level of service for maintenance staff per acre of
maintained parkland. Further, Bozeman’s peer communities have not established their own standards.
Therefore, there is little guidance available to determine what level of service is acceptable for park
maintenance staff per acre of parkland maintained.

The best source of information available for Bozeman is the Bozeman Community Recreation Needs Survey.
Survey results indicate that City residents are largely satisfied with park maintenance, with 86 percent of
respondents indicating that park maintenance is Excellent (12 percent), Good (43 percent) or Adequate
(31 percent). Only 10 percent of respondents felt that park maintenance is Inadequate (8 percent) or
Poor (2 percent). Specific park-related maintenance issues include (listed in order of magnitude of
concern). dog waste, unleashed dogs, garbage, more/open restrooms, weed control, restroom
maintenance, tennis court repair and playground equipment maintenance. Dog issues are far and away
the park maintenance issue of greatest concern. As such, this topic is discussed further in Chapter 8,
Policy Issues.
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As the size and population of the City increases, and the amount of parkland owned by the City also
increases, the number of park maintenance staff will also need to increase correspondingly to maintain a
consistent level of service for park maintenance.

7.4.2 Park Maintenance Standards

The adequacy of park maintenance is also a function of what specific maintenance activities are being
performed and how often they are being performed. Table 3-4 on Pages 3-16 and 3-17 includes the
Park Division’s current maintenance activities and level of service standards. Again, there is little
information available regarding recommended maintenance activities and maintenance service standards.
Even if there were standards, each community is so unique that such standards would be difficult to
apply. Based on the Community Recreation Needs Survey, the community seems generally satisfied with the
maintenance activities currently being performed and the City’s current service standards. However, it
always recommended that the maintenance activities and service standards be reviewed from time to
time to identify areas for improvement.

7.4.3 Park Division Budget

Finally, the adequacy of park maintenance depends largely upon the funding available for park
maintenance activities. There are no NRPA recommended standards for park budget per resident.
Table 7-8 indicates the annual park budgets and park budget per resident for Bozeman and peer
communities. The average park budget per resident for all peer communities is $47.07. Bozeman'’s park
budget per resident of $37.90 lags significantly behind. Again, it should be noted that property owners
associations are being required to maintain many of Bozeman’s newest parks because the Parks Division
lacks the resources to maintain additional parkland at this time. The fact that the Community Recreation
Needs Survey indicated a high level of satisfaction with the maintenance of City parks illustrates that
Bozeman is currently getting a tremendous bang for its buck; we have excellent maintenance with little
staff and a modest budget.

Table 7-8: Annual Park Budget — Bozeman and Peer Communities

City Boulder, CO Fort Collins, CO Greeley, CO Loveland, CO
Population 107,340 126,848 77,000 50,608
Annual Park Budget $4,874,841 $3,135,113 N/A $4,956,985
Budget Per Resident $38.43 $28.07 N/A $64.38
City Boise, ID Billings, MT Missoula, MT Bellevue, WA
Population 199,975 98,000 57,057 117,000
Annual Park Budget $6,866,581 $4,200,000 $1,200,000 $9,468,255
Budget Per Resident $34.34 $42.86 $21.03 $80.93
City Bellingham, WA Redmond, WA Average of Other Bozeman, MT
Population 67,171 44,020 Communities 31,660
Annual Park Budget $4,470,317 N/A $4,896,512 $1,200,000
Budget Per Resident $66.55 N/A $47.07 $37.90

Source; Peer community data was collected in March 2004 by EDAW, the consultants who prepared the Master Parks and Recreation Plan for

the Greater Missoula Area, and is reprinted here with permission from the City of Missoula. Population estimates from 2004 were used.

As the size and population of the City increases, and the amount of parkland owned by the City also
increases, the size of the Parks Division budget will also need to increase correspondingly to maintain a
consistent level of service for park maintenance.

Page 7-17



Service Levels Parks, Recreation, Open Space and Trails Plan

7.5 RECREATION FACILITIES
7.5.1 Recreation Facility Service Standard Recommendations

Table 7-9 illustrates the level of service for recreation facilities being provided in Bozeman, expressed in
terms as a ratio to the City’s population, as compared to peer communities and National Recreation &
Park Association (NRPA) recommendations. A facility-by-facility analysis is provided below, including a
description of the level of service currently being provided. The recommended level of service standard,
including the reasoning behind the standard, is also provided. The Recreation and Parks Advisory
Board developed recommended level of service standards for recreation facilities based on a variety of
factors, including peer community comparisons, NRPA recommendations, PROST Plan Survey results,
User Group Survey results and knowledge of the community.

1. Soccer Fields

With a ratio of 1 soccer field per 6,332 people, Bozeman is providing a higher level of service
than the average of the peer communities (1 per 7,102) and the NRPA recommendation (1 per
10,000).

Recommended Level of Service Standard -1 : 2,500 people

When compared to the NRPA recommendation, it appears that Bozeman is currently providing
a high level of service. Also, soccer fields were not in the top 10 responses to the following
PROST Plan Survey questions: “Can you think of a recommendation to improve the City’s
recreation opportunities and what additional recreational facility would you like to see developed
in our community?” However, the PROST Plan Survey did indicate that soccer fields are the 9"
most used facility in town. Comments from the User Group Survey indicate that additional
practice space is desperately needed. The 1 : 2,500 recommendation is for developed soccer fields.
Additional large grassy areas for practice areas would be in addition to the 1 : 2,500 ratio. More
general purpose grassy areas for soccer practice would help free up Bronken for matches and
tournament play. Note: Additional soccer fields can also be used for other sports such as
football, lacrosse, ultimate frisbee, rugby and field hockey. Bronken Park should be expanded to
accommodate matches and tournament play.

The NRPA recommends that soccer fields have a 1-2 mile service radius. As shown on Figure
13, the 2-mile radius service areas for the City’s soccer fields are heavily concentrated at the west
end of town. To maximize the level of service provided to Bozeman'’s residents, based on the
service area location, additional soccer fields should be constructed in the northeast, southwest,
and southeast quadrants of town.

2. Football Fields

With a ratio of 1 football field per 15,830 people, Bozeman is providing a higher level of service
than the average of the peer communities (1 per 18,789) but a lesser level of service than
recommended by the NRPA (1 per 10,000).

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 8,000

Bozeman football consists primarily of the Lion’s Club midget football. According to their User
Group Survey, they need two more football fields to accommodate their current users (Bozeman
only has 2 existing at Christie Fields). Therefore, it appears that 4 football fields are needed now
to meet the current need - 31,660/4 = 7,915 (rounded up to 8,000). According to the PROST
Plan Survey, football fields were the 14™ most used facility in town. Two multi-purpose ballfields
are proposed for the softball outfields at the regional park, similar to the use at Christie Fields.
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Table 7-9: Recreation Facilities — Bozeman and Peer Communities

City Fort Collins, CO | Boulder, CO | Loveland, CO | Greeley, CO | Boise, ID | Billings, MT | Missoula, MT | Bellevue, WA | Bellingham, WA | Redmond, WA | Average of Other | Bozeman, MT NRPA3
Population 126,848 107,340 50,608 77,000 199,975 98,000 57,057 117,000 67,171 44,020 Communities 31,6602 Recommendation
Soccer Fields

Size Undetermined 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 31 0

50 yds x 80 yds or less 19 3 0 0 0 18 3 26 7 0 7.6 0

65 yds x 100 yds or more 16 11 0 0 44 10 4 12 0 0 9.7 5
Total 35 14 29 0 44 28 7 38 7 2 204 5
Soccer Fields/Population 1:3,624 1:7,667 1:1,745 None 1:4,545 1:3,500 1:8,151 1:3,079 1:9,596 1:22,010 1:7,102 1:6,332 1:10,000
Football Fields BB/SB outfields

150 ft x 240 ft or less 11 0 0 5 0 8 used (6) 0 3 0 33 2

160 ft x 360 ft or more 0 0 0 0 9 8 1 2 4 0 2.4 0
Total 1 0 0 5 9 16 7 2 7 0 5.7 2
Football Fields/Population 1:11,532 None None 1:15,400 1:22,219 1:6,125 1:8,151 1:58,500 1:9,596 None 1:18,789 1:15,830 1:10,000
Softball & Baseball Fields

Size Undetermined 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2.3 4 fast pitch fields

Field w/o fence and w/0 lights 20 7 0 0 0 3 0 29 17 0 7.6 0

Backstop only and turf infield 0 public schools only 7 10 0 0 0 1 12 0 3.0 0

200-249 ft centerfield w/ lights 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0.6 0

200-249 ft centerfield w/o lights 0 5 0 0 23 27 12 0 0 0 6.7 4

250-299 ft centerfield w/ lights 0 7 0 5 0 0 0 3 2 0 1.7 4

250-299 ft centerfield w/o lights 19 0 0 0 0 0 8 4 2 0 3.3 2

300-359 ft centerfield w/ lights 9 1 0 1 0 5 2 6 5 1 3.0 1

300-359 ft centerfield w/o lights 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 3 3 0 15 0

360 ft or larger centerfield w/ lights 3 0 0 1 6 1 0 0 1 0 1.2 0

360 ft or larger centerfield w/o lights 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 3 0 0.7 0
Total 51 23 22 17 33 47 22 47 45 9 316 15 1: 12,000 baseball
Softball & Baseball Fields/Population 1:2,487 1:4,667 1:2,300 1:4,529 1:6,060 1:2,085 1:2,594 1:2,489 1:4,923 1:4,891 1:3,703 1:2,111 1: 5,000 softball
Outdoor Basketball Courts

Full-size w/ lights 3 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 0

Full-size w/0 lights 18 12 3 9 26 5 7 14 40 0 13.4 5

Half-size w/ lights 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0

Half-size w/o lights 0 0 0 0 1 6 6 4 3 0 2.0 1
Total 21 12 6 11 27 11 13 18 43 0 16.2 6
Outdoor Basketball Courts/Population 1:6,040 1:8,945 1:8,435 1:7,000 1:7,406 1:8,909 1:4,389 1:6,500 1:1,562 None 1:6,577 1:5,277 1:5,000
City-Operated Gymnasiums

Full size City gymnasiums 2 3 2 1 1 0 0 4 1 1 15 0
City-Operated Gymnasiums/Population 1:63,424 1:35,730 1:25,304 1:77,000 | 1:199,975 None None 1:29,250 1:67,171 1:44,020 1:67,734 None N/A
Tennis Courts

With lights 25 4 18 12 0 0 3 9 0 0 7.1 0

Without lights 16 32 3 6 62 25 28 20 38 11 24.1 5
Total 41 36 21 18 62 25 31 29 38 11 312 5
Tennis Courts/Population 1:3,094 1:2,982 1:2,410 1:4,278 1:3,225 1:3,920 1:1,841 1:4,035 1:1,768 1:4,002 1:3,156 1:6,332 1:2,000

This data was collected in March 2004 by EDAW, the consultants who prepared the Master Parks and Recreation Plan for the Greater Missoula Area, and is reprinted here with permission from the City of Missoula.

2Bozeman population estimates from 2004 were used.

®National Park and Recreation Association.
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Table 7-9: Recreation Facilities — Bozeman and Peer Communities

City Fort Collins, CO Boulder, CO Loveland, CO | Greeley, CO | Boise, ID | Billings, MT | Missoula, MT | Bellevue, WA | Bellingham, WA | Redmond, WA | Average of Other | Bozeman, MT NRPA
Population 126,848 107,340 50,608 77,000 199,975 98,000 57,057 117,000 67,171 44,020 Communities 31,660! Recommendation
Swimming Pools

Indoor 25-m or yd 2 data unavailable 1 1 0 4 0 1 2 1 1.3 0

Outdoor 25-m or yd 0 data unavailable 1 2 3 2 1 0 2 0 1.2 1

Indoor 50-m or yd 1 data unavailable 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0.3 0

Outdoor 50-m or yd 0 data unavailable 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0.3 0

Indoor aquatic center/leisure pool 0 data unavailable 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0.3 1

Outdoor aquatic center/leisure pool 1 data unavailable 1 3 0 1 6 tiny wading pools 0 0 0 0.7 0
Total 4 data unavailable 3 8 4 9 8 2 5 1 4.1 2
Swimming Pools/Population 1:31,712 data unavailable 1:16,869 1:19,250 1:49,994 1:10,889 1:28,529 1: 58,500 1:13,434 1:44,020 1:30,355 1:15,830 1:20,000
Ice Rinks

Ice Rinks 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0.6 4
Ice Rinks/Population 1:63,424 None None None None 1:49,000 1:57,057 None 1:67,171 None 1:59,163 1:7,915 N/A
Skateboard Parks

Skateboard Parks 3 1 1 3 3 1 0 1 1 1 15 1
Skateboard Parks/Population 1:42,283 1:107,340 1:50,608 125,667 166,658 1:98,000 None 1:117,000 1:67,171 1:44,020 1:68,750 1:31,660 N/A
Inline Hockey Rinks

Inline Hockey Rinks 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.6 0
Inline Hockey Rinks/Population 1:126,848 1:53,670 1:50,608 1:77,000 None 1: 98,000 None None None None 1:81,225 None N/A
Dog Parks

Dog Parks 2 4 1 1 5 0 1 2 0 1 17 2
Dog Parks/Population 1:63,424 1:26,835 1:50,608 1:77,000 1:39,995 1:98,000 1:57,057 1: 58,500 None 1:44,020 1:57,271 1:15,830 N/A
Disc Golf

Disc Golf Courses 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0.8 0
Disc Golf Courses/Population 1:126,848 1:53,670 1:50,608 1:77,000 1:199,975 None None None 1:67,171 1:44,020 1:78,874 None N/A
Volleyball

Volleyball Courts 2 13 4 3 6 2 15 8 1 1 55 4
Volleyball Courts/Population 1:63,424 1:8,257 1:12,652 1: 25,667 1:8,332 1:49,000 1:3,804 1:14,625 1:67,171 1:44,020 1:29,695 1:7,915 1:5,000
BMX Park

BMX Park 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0.3 1
BMX Parks/Population 1:126,848 None None None 1:199,975 None None 1:117,000 None None 1:147,941 1:31,660 N/A
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The NRPA recommends that the service area for football fields be based upon a 15 to 30
minute travel time. A 15 to 30 minute travel time would cover the entire City.

3. Softball/Baseball Fields

With a ratio of 1 softball/baseball field per 2,111 people, Bozeman is providing a higher level of
service than the average of the peer communities (1 per 3,703) and the NRPA recommendation
(1 per 12,000 for baseball and 1 per 5,000 for softball).

Recommended Level of Service Standard -1 ; 2,500

Based on the PROST Plan Survey and the User Group Survey, it appears that Bozeman is
currently providing a high level of service for practice and games fields for softball and baseball.
According to the survey, baseball fields and softball fields were the 11™ and 12" most used
facilities in town respectively. The Gallatin Valley Softball Association indicated that they will
need 2 more fields to serve their members within the next 10 years. Additional fields are planned
at the regional park and at Aasheim Park.

The NRPA recommends that baseball/softball fields have a % to % mile service radius. As
shown on Figure 14, the %2-mile radius service areas for the City’s baseball/softball fields are
currently not adequately serving the City. To maximize the level of service provided to
Bozeman'’s residents, based on the service area location, additional baseball/softball fields
should be constructed whenever an opportunity arises.

4. Outdoor Basketball Courts

With a ratio of 1 court per 5,277 people, Bozeman is providing a slightly higher level of service
than the average of the peer communities (1 per 6,577) but a slightly lesser level of service than
recommended by the NRPA (1 per 5,000).

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 4,000

Based on the PROST Plan Survey and the User Group Survey, it appears that Bozeman is
currently providing a high level of service for basketball courts. The RPAB was comfortable
with the NRPA recommendation of 1 : 5,000 which is close to our current level of service.
However, the RPAB ultimately felt that there was slightly more demand in the community than
would be met at a ratio of 1 : 5,000. If a community center was ever constructed, it would likely
provide indoor basketball facilities.

The NRPA recommends that basketball courts have a ¥4 to %2 mile service radius. As shown on
Figure 15, the %2-mile radius service areas for the City’s basketball courts are currently not
adequately serving the City. To maximize the level of service provided to Bozeman'’s residents,
based on the service area location, additional basketball courts should be constructed whenever
an opportunity arises.

5. City-Operated Gymnasium

Without a City-operated gymnasium, Bozeman is not providing any service. The average level
of service of the peer communities is 1 per 67,734. The NRPA does not have a
recommendation for level of service for City-operated gymnasiums.

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 50,000
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In the PROST Plan Survey, Indoor Recreation Center was the 5" most frequently mentioned
response for the following question: “What additional recreational facility would you like to see
developed in our community?” Bozeman’s population is projected to reach 50,000 between
2010 and 2015, which would provide some time to plan and budget for an Indoor Recreation
Center.

6. Tennis Courts

With a ratio of 1 tennis court per 6,332 people, Bozeman is providing a level of service that is
significantly less than the average of the peer communities (1 per 3,156) and the NRPA
recommendation (1 per 2,000).

Recommended Level of Service Standard -1 ; 2,000

In the PROST Plan Survey, tennis courts were the 4™ most frequently mentioned response for
the following question: What additional recreational facility would you like to see developed in
our community? More/better tennis courts was the 3" most frequently mentioned response to
the following question: Can you think of a recommendation to improve the City’s recreation
opportunities? Finally, tennis courts were the 10" most used facility in town. We did receive
User Group Surveys from the Bozeman B-League Tennis and the Bozeman Tennis Association.
Both use the Chief Joseph Middle School courts, and the BTA also uses the Southside Park
courts and the courts at the Anderson Tennis Center at MSU. B-League uses 4-6 courts to run
their program. There is concern regarding the community’s ability to meet demand for tennis
courts if the school district and University’s courts were not available to the public. It should be
noted that two of the courts at Chief Joseph Middle School, while not located on City property,
were constructed using Bureau of Outdoor Recreation funds and are available for use by the
public.

The NRPA recommends that tennis courts have a % to % mile service radius. As shown on
Figure 16, the “2-mile radius service areas for the City’s tennis courts are currently not
adequately serving the City. To maximize the level of service provided to Bozeman'’s residents,
based on the service area location, additional tennis courts should be constructed whenever an
opportunity arises.

7. Swimming Pools

With a ratio of 1 pool per 15,830 people, Bozeman is providing a higher level of service than the
average of the peer communities (1 per 30,355) and the NRPA recommendation (1 per 20,000).

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 ; 10,000

In our fitness-oriented community there seems to be a lot of interest in swimming. In the
PROST Plan Survey, More/better pool facilities was the 7th most frequently mentioned
response to the following question: “Can you think of a recommendation to improve the City’s
recreation opportunities?” Swimming was the 4™ most frequently mentioned response to this
question: “Below is a list of recreational activities available in the City; please check 3 of these
activities which are most important to members of your household.” Swimming pools were the
5" most used facility in town and the 3" most popular response to: “What additional recreational
facility would you like to see developed in our community?” Finally, swimming pools were the 4"
most often mentioned response to: “In your opinion, what recreation activity and related facility
should be the highest priority for the City?”
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User Group Surveys were returned by the Bozeman Barracudas Swim Club, the Bozeman
Masters Swim Club and the Bozeman Stingrays. Basically, the City’s pools do not meet modern
aquatic or swim competition standards. All three groups basically want a new aquatic center to
better accommodate competitions and practices. Also, there is not adequate time available at the
Swim Center for their group activities.

Swimming represents a popular recreational activity for aging residents of the community. As
Bozeman’s population ages, the need for adequate low-impact recreation and exercise
opportunities, such as swimming, will increase.

The NRPA recommends that the service area for swimming pools be based upon a 15 to 30
minute travel time. A 15 to 30 minute travel time would cover the entire City. However, both
of the City’s existing swimming pools are located east of North 19" Avenue. If and when
additional pools are constructed, consideration should be given to constructing them west of
North 19™ Avenue.

8. Ice Rinks

With a ratio of 1 rink per 7,915 people, Bozeman is providing an excellent level of service when
compared to the peer communities (1 per 59,163). The NRPA does not have a recommendation
for level of service for ice rinks.

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 10,000

Ice skating was the 8™ most important recreational activity for Bozeman households according
to the PROST Plan Survey. Also, ice rinks were the 8" most frequently used recreational facility.
However, it seems that Bozeman has adequate outdoor ice rinks available at this time. The
Bozeman Amateur Hockey Association did complete a User Group Survey, and indicated that
they use the Haynes Pavilion at the Gallatin County Fairgrounds. However, they stated that
their groups needs a dependable ice surface and recommended a refrigerated ice surface at
Bogert or one of the schools. A second indoor ice rink at the Fairgrounds is proposed. They
also indicated a need for water, sewer, phone, power, locker rooms and a viewing/seating area.

The NRPA does not provide a service area recommendation for ice rinks. However, all of the
City’s existing ice rinks are located east of North 7" Avenue. If and when additional ice rinks are
constructed, consideration should be given to locating them on the west side of the City.

9. Skateboard Parks

With a ratio of 1 skateboard park for 31,660 people, Bozeman is providing an excellent level of
service when compared to the peer communities (1 per 68,750). The NRPA does not have a
recommendation for level of service for skateboard parks.

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 30,000

Bozeman currently has one very nice skatepark. While the existing park is well-used by a small
percentage of the City’s population, the population is comprised largely of teenagers. Therefore,
this facility provides important recreation opportunities for this age group. It's likely that
Bozeman will need an additional park in the future. In fact, there are plans to include a
skatepark in the regional park.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Inline Hockey Rink — Without a City-operated inline hockey rink, Bozeman is not providing
any service. The average level of service of the peer communities is 1 per 81,225. The NRPA
does not have a recommendation for level of service for City-operated gymnasiums. There is no
community demand for this facility so no recommended level of service standards is provided.

Dog Park

With a ratio of 1 dog park per 15,830 people, Bozeman is providing an excellent level of service
when compared to the peer communities (1 per 57,271). The NRPA does not have a
recommendation for level of service for skateboard parks.

Recommended Level of Service Standard — Create off-leash dog areas when and where
opportunities arise.

According to the PROST Plan Survey, dog parks are the 6™ most used recreation facility in the
City. Bozeman is obviously a dog-crazed community so it make sense to have places people and
their dogs can recreate together. Instead of establishing a level of service standard, the RPAB
chose to recommend that the City try to fence off portions of new or existing parks to establish
off-leash areas when and where opportunities arise. The “Snowfill” site off of Mclllhattan Road
is an example of a good location for a dog park. The NRPA does not provide a service area
recommendation for dog parks.

Disc Golf

Without a disc golf course, Bozeman is not providing any service. The average level of service
of the peer communities is 1 per 78,874. The NRPA does not have a recommendation for level
of service for City-operated gymnasiums. It should be noted that there is a lot of community
demand for this type of facility.

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 30,000

According to the PROST Plan Survey, disc golf was the 12" most popular recreational activity.
Disc golf was the 6™ most numerous response to this question: Can you think of a
recommendation to improve the City’s recreation opportunities? The City needs a disc golf
course NOW to meet current demand, and efforts are underway to install a course at Rose Park.
The NRPA does not provide a service area recommendation for disc golf courses.

Volleyball

With a ratio of 1 volleyball court per 7,915 people, Bozeman is providing a higher level of
service than the average of the peer communities (1 per 29,695) but a lesser level of service than
recommended by the NRPA (1 per 5,000).

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 5,000

The City’s existing volleyball courts are outdoor courts at the Bozeman Ponds and East Gallatin
Recreation Area. According to the PROST Plan Survey, there does not seem to be a lot of
demand for volleyball. However, outdoor volleyball courts are relatively inexpensive to set up
and maintain. Several parks are planned (such as Cattail Lake) where there will probably be
good opportunities to install some more outdoor courts. A City-operated gym could offer
indoor volleyball. The NRPA recommends that volleyball courts have a ¥ to %2 mile service
radius. As shown on Figure 17, the %2-mile radius service areas for the City’s volleyball courts
are currently not adequately serving the City. To maximize the level of service provided to
Bozeman’s residents, based on the service area location, additional volleyball courts should be
constructed whenever an opportunity arises.
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14. BMX Parks

With a ratio of 1 BMX park for 31,660 people, Bozeman is providing an excellent level of
service when compared to the peer communities (1 per 147,941). The NRPA does not have a
recommendation for level of service for BMX parks.

Recommended Level of Service Standard — 1 : 30,000

Bozeman currently has one developed BMX track at Westlake Park, and additional
improvements to the facility are being planned. While the existing park is well-used by a small
percentage of the City’s population, the population is comprised largely of teenagers. Therefore,
this facility provides important recreation opportunities for this age group. It's likely that
Bozeman will need an additional park in the future, but there are more-pressing facility needs.

Appendix F contains NRPA recommendations for recreational facilities including: space requirements;
size and dimensions; orientation; units per population; service area; and location.

7.5.2 Assessment of Future Recreation Facility Needs

Table 7-10 provides an assessment of Bozeman’s recreation facility needs, based on the service
standards described above, for the years 2010, 2015, 2020 and 2025. This table illustrates that Bozeman
is currently in need of a few more football fields, basketball courts and volleyball courts. The City is also
currently in need of an additional swimming facility. However, the greatest current recreation facility
need is for additional tennis courts and soccer fields. Any development of new parks, or improvement
of existing parks, should be thoroughly examined for opportunities to add these needed facilities,
especially the development of new tennis courts and soccer fields.

Table 7-10: Assessment of Future Recreation Facility Needs

Facility/ Service Existing 2006 2010 2015 2020 2025
Activity Standard | Facilities | (35,750 pop) | (42,700 pop) | (54,500 pop) | (69,500 pop) | (88,700 pop)
Soccer 1:2,500 5 14 17 21 27 35
Football 1:8,000 2 4 5 6 8 11
Baseball/softball | 1:2,500 15 14 17 21 27 35
Basketball 1:4,000 6 8 10 13 17 22
Gymnasium 1:50,000 0 0 0 1 1 1
Tennis 1:2,000 5 17 21 27 34 44
Swimming pools | 1: 10,000 2 3 4 5

Ice rinks 1:10,000 4 3 4 5

Skateboard park | 1:30,000 1 1 1 1

Disc golf 1:30,000 1 1 1 1

Volleyball 1:5,000 5 7 8 10 13 17
BMX park 1:30,000 1 1 1 1 2 2

7.6  PARK AND TRAIL AMENITIES

As stated previously, LOS standards are very good for determining how much, but they are  not
effective for evaluating quality. This section focuses on the amenities that make recreational lands and
facilities safe, functional and enjoyable. The Recreation and Parks Advisory Board has established the
following lists of basic amenities needed to ensure the provision of high quality recreational lands and
facilities.
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When evaluating proposed new park plans, and proposed amendments to existing park plans,
consideration should be given to the provision of these amenities. Further, these amenities should be

added to new and existing parks as funding is available.

Mini Parks

Benches

Community Park/Regional Parks

Play equipment or features

Benches

Trees

Picnic tables

Fencing

Trees

Dog Station

Restrooms

Trails

Play equipment or features

Neighborhood Park

Dog stations

Benches

Drinking fountain

Picnic tables

Sports court

Trees

Open activity field

Restrooms

Park Lot

Trails

Ball fields

Play equipment or features

Lake

Dog stations

1.5 inch frost free water service for ice rink

Drinking fountain

Shelters/pavilion

Sports court

Swimming Pool

Open activity field

Recreation Center

1.5 inch frost free water service for ice rink

Parking lot

Shelter

Special Use Park

Benches

Natural Lands/Open Space

Picnic tables

Trails

Trees

Dog stations

Restrooms

Bridges

Trails

Play equipment or features

Dog stations

Linear Park

Drinking fountain

Trails

1.5 inch frost free water service for ice rink

Dog stations

Sports court

Benches

Open activity field

Play equipment or features

Park Lot

Shelter

Ball fields

Bridges

Shelters/pavilion

Signage/totems

Swimming pool

Recreation center
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All parks should include signage to increase visibility and accessibility, and make the public feel more
welcome. Trails should also have signage and totems to facilitate use and promote safety. The location
for signage should be included on all park plans, and comply with the signage requirements presented in
Appendix G.

7.7 TRAILS

There are no NRPA recommendations for miles of trail per 1,000 population. Therefore, trail mileage
in peer communities was examined to evaluate the level of service currently being provided in Bozeman.
As illustrated in Table 7-11, Bozeman is providing an excellent level of service for the provision of trails
with 1.34 miles of trail per 1,000 people. The average miles of trail for the peer communities were 0.55
miles per 1,000 people. Of the peer communities, only Boulder, Colorado is currently providing a
higher level of service with 1.42 miles of trail per 1,000 people.

Again, the PROST Plan survey revealed that of the 315 survey respondents, 221 listed trails as one of
the recreational facilities that are most often used by members of their household (70 percent of the
respondents) and 216 listed walking/Zhiking as one of the recreational activities that are most important
to the members of their household (69 percent of respondents). When asked to think of a
recommendation to improve the City’s recreation opportunities, more and/or better trails was the most
frequently listed response. When asked to list an additional recreational facility they would like to see
developed in our community, more and/or better trails was the most frequently listed response. Finally,
when asked which recreation activity and related facility should be the highest priority for the City, more
and/or better trails was the most often listed facility.

Table 7-11: Miles of Trails Level of Service — Bozeman and Peer Communities

City Population Miles of Trail Miles of Trail Per 1,000
Billings, MT 98,721 23 0.23
Bozeman, MT 35,750 48 1.34
Great Falls, MT 56,338 36 0.64
Missoula, MT 64,081 63 1.02
Boulder, CO 91,685 130 142
Denver, CO 557,917 85 0.15
Fort Collins, CO 128,026 25 0.2
Loveland, CO 59,563 16 0.27
Boise, ID 193,161 102 0.53
Coeur D'Aleneg, ID 40,059 14 0.35
Bellingham, WA 74,547 45 0.6
Redmond, WA 47,579 17 0.36
Average 120,619 50.33 0.58

Source:  This information was collected via e-mail correspondence with peer community staff and from information posted on peer community web
sites.
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Therefore, while the City is doing an excellent job of providing trails for the City’s residents, there is also
a tremendous amount of demand for additional trails. The City should seek to provide a slightly higher
level of service than is currently being provided with 1.5 miles of trail per 1,000 people. Based on this
recommended service standard, and the City’s population projections, trails miles per 1,000 people will
needed as follows: 2010 — 54 miles; 2015 — 64; 2020 — 104; and 2025 — 133.

Trails are unique in that they are popular with all age groups. In particular, trail usage is high for aging
residents of the community and provides the City with an excellent means of encouraging seniors to
remain active. As Bozeman'’s population ages, the need for adequate low-impact recreation and exercise
opportunities, such as walking on trails, will increase.

In terms of trail location, the City’s trail system is fairly well distributed. A very important consideration
is the connection of trail segments to create longer and more usable trails for both recreation and
transportation uses.

In terms of trail user groups, the City’s trail system adequately provides for walkers, runners/joggers and
cyclists. However, Nordic skiing is becoming increasingly popular in the Bozeman area and Nordic
skiers are increasingly becoming an important user groups whose needs may not be met with the current
trail system and trail maintenance program. Several areas for Nordic skiing already exist, including
Lindley Park, Bridger Creek Golf Course, Sourdough Creek, the “Snowfill” site. However, additional
venues should be identified and developed in new developments as opportunities arise. For example, the
Bridger Ski Foundation has been working closely with Bozeman Deaconess Health Services to establish
a Nordic ski trail system in the new development proposed by BDHS on the east side of town. Nordic
skiing is also proposed for the 100-acre Regional Park. In addition to trails, Nordic skiing enthusiasts
also desire facilities for roller skiing for summer training. Roller skiing requires rolling terrain and a
smooth paved circuit free from heavy vehicle traffic. Again, the Bridger Ski Foundation and GVLT
have worked together to identify many possible future ski trails. Please refer to Appendix E.

The Park Division also maintains City trails that are not maintained by developers and/or property
owners. Therefore, the discussions regarding the level of service for Park Division maintenance staff
(Section 7.4.1) and Park Division Budget (Section 7.4.3) would also apply to trails.

Finally, trail safety is of utmost concern. All trails, and trail-related improvements such as bridges,
should be constructed in compliance with the City’s Design Guidelines contained in Appendix C. In
addition, the safety of trail and street crossings must be closely evaluated whenever such crossings are
proposed. Guidelines regarding safe trail and street crossings are presented in the Bozeman Area
Transportation Plan.

7.8 RECREATION PROGRAMMING

The use of LOS standards is geared towards the evaluations of capital facilities, and therefore the use of
LOS standards to evaluate the provision of recreation programs is challenging. The capital facility needs
of the City’s recreation programs — such as swimming pools and a recreation center — have already been
analyzed earlier in this chapter.

Of all the recreational opportunities provided by the City of Bozeman, recreation programming will
need to be the most flexible and nimble in terms of meeting the needs of the City’s citizenry. The shift
to a benefits-based paradigm of recreation programming, as discussed in Chapter 4, will require that
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programs be added, removed or modified based on the ever-changing needs of our community. Of
course as our population grows, the number of programs — and hence the number of staff, resources
and facilities needed to provide those programs — is going to have to increase over time. The challenge
will lie in evaluating what benefits the City’s residents desire to gain from recreational programs, and
determining which programs will most effectively provide the desired benefits.

Traditionally, decisions and choices about recreation programming have relied upon informed judgment
and intuition. While a reliance upon these types of subjective sources will continue, they will be
augmented by the incorporation of more objective data about the specific outcomes and benefits
accrued from such decisions and choices. The demand for some recreation programs is easy to assess.
For example, the number of children registered for T-ball provides a good indication of the demand for
T-ball, and the number of T-ball teams and coaches required. The demand for and benefits accrued
from other recreation programs may be more nebulous. The Recreation Division should devise a
rigorous program of survey, evaluation and recommendation to ensure that our recreation programs are
effectively and responsively addressing the need of the City’s residents.

' Municipal Research Services Center of Washington, Level of Service Standards: Measures for Maintaining the Quality of Community Life,
Report No. 31, September 1994.
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