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Introduction
This community needs assessment of recreation services and facilities has been prepared
at the direction of City Council to identify service gaps and facility needs for Aurora
residents. The Task Force is a group of volunteer representatives comprised of residents,
business interests, non‐profit service providers and public agencies. The Task Force was
given the responsibility of:
 Assessing Aurora residents’ need for recreation services and facilities;
 Determining residents’ willingness to pay for recreation services and facilities;
 Discussing with representatives of the public school systems the possibility of
expanding shared use agreements, and;
 Recommending to Aurora City Council a course of action on how best to
address identified needs.
The Task Force compiled existing, relevant
community needs studies, reviewed city facility
plans for capital investment in recreation,
conducted a comprehensive public input process,
researched successful approaches to meeting
community needs in other communities,
gathered recreation staff input and is making
recommendations to City Council based on the
breadth and depth of the knowledge base
created.

As demonstrated in the
following report, numerous
indicators of community needs
all point to a marked deficit in
the amount of facilities,
services and programs
available for the diverse and
geographically dispersed
population in Aurora.

As demonstrated in the following report,
numerous indicators of community needs all
point to a marked deficit in the amount of
facilities, services and programs available for the
diverse and geographically dispersed population
in Aurora. Additionally, the city owned facilities are not designed to allow for the delivery
of the programs and services residents have indicated that they would like to have
available to them.
This report allows the reader to delve further into the individual components as needed.
First, an executive summery provides a brief overview of the process and
recommendations. Subsequent sections provide both descriptive and detailed analysis.

The Task Force thanks Aurora City Council for recognizing the need to investigate the
community’s needs for recreation services and facilities and for entrusting it with
conducting this assessment. The Task Force requests that City Council act on the
recommendations contained herein to realize its vision for the city, improve the quality of
life for its residents and continue to build an economic development infrastructure that
will benefit generations to come.
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Executive Summary
Process
The Task Force designed and implemented a thorough public input process and data
review to compile the needed information to recommend a course of action for City
Council to address community needs for
recreation services and facilities. The public
input process included:
 13 public meetings to obtain input from
residents;
 Adult and Youth surveys in Spanish and
English available online (www.arrtf.com)
and in hardcopy;
 40 + presentations to different civic
organizations, neighborhood associations
and interest groups;
 Information booths at numerous events
around the community, and;
 Extensive marketing of public meetings,
surveys and the website.

The Task Force designed and
implemented a thorough
public input process and data
review to compile the needed
information to recommend a
course of action for City
Council to address
community needs for
recreation services and
facilities.

The end product was a widespread public
input process that sought to engage as many
stakeholders as possible and ultimately establish a base of knowledge on which
recommendations regarding community needs for recreation services and facilities could
be made.

Data
The recommendations made in this report are based on the community needs of Aurora
residents as shown in many sources of data. The survey developed and implemented for
this project was viewed to be a critical tool in the effort to complete the picture of
community needs by filling the gaps in the existing body of data to achieve a better
understanding of the diverse community needs for recreation.
In order to effectively and efficiently utilize resources, the Task Force sought out existing
sources of data. Similar needs assessments had recently (within the last 5 years) been
conducted for various recreation center projects around Aurora. Rather than duplicate
data, the Task Force desired to augment the rich body of information that already existed.
Furthermore, some of the traditional methodologies used by other entities had not proven
as successful in obtaining the best data. In fact, several random sampling methodologies
that were researched were found to lack the richness of data that is more often obtained
using a more varied approach that includes surveys, focus groups, community
presentations and more in‐depth dialog with stakeholders.
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1,201 adult surveys and 2,307 youth surveys were completed and returned. The data
obtained from the surveys helps to clarify what the specific recreation service and facility
needs of residents are. Willingness to pay results obtained from the adult survey
responses provide a solid foundation for the development of a feasibility study for the
construction of the necessary facilities, geographically located throughout the city, to
meet Aurora residents’ needs.
The Task Force is confident that the compilation of data obtained in this process provides
a solid representation of the community recreation needs of Aurora residents.

Recommendations
An appropriate quantity and quality of recreation facilities provides for a quality of life that
is beneficial to any community. The City of Aurora lacks the facilities it needs in order to
deliver the services and programs its residents’ desire. Consequently, many residents seek
out recreation opportunities that are not currently available in Aurora. This creates an
economic disadvantage by driving Aurora residents and their leisure dollars out of the
community and failing to attract residents of other communities to the City of Aurora.
The indicators of need presented in this report show that there are major deficiencies in
the current system of facilities in place to provide services to residents. Specifically,
Aurora has just one third of the average square feet of indoor recreation facility space per
capita than other municipalities and recreation districts in the region. The facilities that
are currently owned and operated by the city are not designed to offer the comprehensive
amenities and services most communities are able to offer within a reasonable travel
distance from residences and businesses.
The following represent key recommendations that are based on the identified
community needs of Aurora residents for recreation services and facilities as identified
and described in this report.
 The City of Aurora needs to add seven community recreation centers to its existing
facilities to accommodate the services and programs desired by its residents and to
be competitive with other metro area municipalities and recreation districts.
 Each community recreation center should be designed and equipped to meet the
needs of the residents and businesses existing within a reasonable distance from the
facility.
 Each facility should be equipped with a unique recreational amenity to serve as a
regional draw for aiding in the sustainable economic development of the city.
 The Aurora City Council should authorize a feasibility study to be completed in 2010
for the construction and operation of the seven full‐service community recreation
centers.
 The City of Aurora should continue to work to develop strategic partnerships with
developers, health care providers, public school districts, non‐profits and other
ARRTF Final Community Needs Assessment Report
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entities to deliver essential services
and programs to residents and to
leverage its capital investment in the
building of the recreation facilities its
residents need.
Recreation services and facilities are an
integral part of the quality of life package
that attracts potential residents and
businesses to a community. The Task
Force believes that adding to the
availability of these resources in a strategic
yet aggressive manner that does not
overly burden the residents or businesses
of the community will create positive
economic and community benefits that
will improve the quality of life in Aurora.

The Task Force believes that
adding to the availability of
these resources in a strategic
yet aggressive manner that
does not overly burden the
residents or businesses of the
community will create positive
economic and community
benefits that will improve the
quality of life in Aurora.

Finally, the Task Force encourages City Council and the leadership of the community to
continue to support the existing recreation services and facilities that are offered. A
community without recreational amenities simply cannot maintain property values and
the quality of life that Aurora residents deserve. The potential negative economic
consequences of exacerbating the disparity that exists between Aurora and other
communities are not conducive to our mutual goal of realizing Aurora City Council’s vision
of being the best city in Colorado.
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Process Overview
The Task Force was created by resolution 1 of City Council on November 17, 2008. This
represented the culmination of an effort organized by the St. Pius X Community Action
Team (PXCAT) to generate action to increase positive opportunities for the youth in their
community. PXCAT succeeded in drawing attention to their concerns and engaged several
Aurora City Council Members in their meetings. Members of PXCAT began fact finding
through the Recreation Services Division at the City of Aurora and quickly found that there
was a veritable lack of recreation facilities available in the community for their youth.
After assessing what was available in the community for all Aurora residents, the
movement grew into an effort to address service and facility deficiencies across the city.
In engaging the North Aurora community, PXCAT had garnered the support of the Metro
Organizations for People (MOP ‐‐ for more info see http://www.mopdenver.org/) and the
Denver Foundation’s Strengthening Neighborhoods program
(http://www.denverfoundation.org/page17824.cfm). Grant funding was available through
MOP to assist in the effort to engage residents in a dialog of community needs. A
technical assistance grant from the Denver Foundation permitted the Task Force project
team to employ the professional expertise of JVA Consultants, LLC (JVA)
http://www.jvaconsulting.com to:
• Review the draft Task Force roster to assure all‐inclusive representation of
relevant stakeholders;
• Review the proposed Task Force process for obtaining community needs
assessment information and provide recommendations regarding its design;
• Facilitate a four‐hour retreat with the Task Force to develop funding
opportunities, and;
• Create a fund development plan for funding the community needs assessment
process.
With a final project outline, public input process established and a roster of potential
members, the project team began recruiting members. Because virtually all recruits
accepted the call to duty, the final roster included nearly 50 Task Force members.
The Task Force met monthly (see diagram below) over the course of the project to address
the critical components of guiding the completion of the community needs assessment.
Committees met separately to assure resource availability for project implementation.
The committees that contributed significantly to the success of the process:
• Fund Development/Marketing – self‐funding the needs assessment and
marketing the effort to Aurora residents;
• Survey – developing the community needs surveys (adult and youth), analyzing
and presenting results;
• Research/Report Writing – identifying existing relevant community needs
studies in Aurora, identifying successful models for addressing recreation needs

1

See Appendix A for a copy of the resolution passed by City Council on November 17, 2008.
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•

in other communities, creating the school shared resources report and guiding
the report writing process including the recommendations component, and;
Youth Engagement – assuring that Aurora’s youth were included in the
assessment, in particular by working with the public school districts in Aurora.

The Task Force meeting and public input process flowchart presents an overview of the project. Extensive
effort was put into assuring that all areas of the community and as many residents as possible were engaged
in a dialog about recreation needs and given an opportunity to complete a needs assessment survey.

With an overarching organization in place and working committees addressing the critical
components of project success, the marketing of the effort began in earnest.
Advertisements for public meetings were placed in the Aurora Sentinel, press releases
were sent out, email lists were recruited and notices were distributed to make the public
input as representative of the community as possible. Brochures were prepared along
with other essential marketing tools. Brochures were distributed through:
• Task Force members;
• Numerous events around the city;
• City facilities including libraries and recreation facilities;
ARRTF Final Community Needs Assessment Report
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•
•

Public and other meetings, and;
The many presentations.

The first public meeting was a Neighbor to Neighbor Roundtable intended to obtain
resident input to the process by engaging the
numerous neighborhood associations in Aurora.
The Task Force sought to engage neighborhood
The Survey Committee
groups throughout the process in efforts ranging
designed the
from individual association meeting presentations
community needs
to email distribution of the survey links.
Subsequent public meetings were available
surveys to obtain
throughout the community and were very
specific data to assess
beneficial in obtaining qualitative as well as
community needs and
quantitative data (public meetings were used to
administer surveys) pertinent to the needs of the
determine residents’
residents in the various geographical areas. These
willingness to pay.
public meetings were posted on both the Task
Force website and the City of Aurora website
homepage.
In addition to the publicized public meeting schedule, presentations and target group
meetings were established to both add to the qualitative data that comes from the public
dialog and to give residents the opportunity to complete the community needs surveys.
As demonstrated in the above figure, the effort was extensive.
The Survey Committee designed the community needs surveys to obtain specific data to
assess community needs and determine residents’ willingness to pay. Both adult and
youth versions were developed and made available via the website and distribution in
hardcopy. An email campaign assured that the survey links to the SurveyMonkey®
surveys were disseminated throughout the community.
The Aurora Public Schools District allowed the distribution of surveys to several schools
and assisted in data entry. Their efforts resulted in 1,414 completed youth surveys.
Special thanks to Matt Cook, Aurora Public Schools Board President and Task Force
member, and John Barry, APS Superintendent, for recognizing the value of the project and
making the surveys available to students.
Cherry Creek Schools were also engaged in the process and efforts to engage their student
body resulted in over 600 completed paper surveys. All together, 2,307 youth surveys
were completed by Aurora’s youth and young adults.
The comprehensive process implemented by the Task Force to obtain input from residents
resulted in the intended knowledge base upon which recommendations to City Council
could be made.
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Monthly Task Force meetings allowed members to guide the implementation of the
agreed upon public input process and advise the project team on how best to complete
the objectives of the Task Force as defined by City Council. In particular, the committees
that were established provided not only excellent guidance, but also specific resources
critical to the success of the project. As noted above, the Survey Committee created the
adult and youth surveys that were used to assess community needs and provided data
analysis and presentation expertise.
The Research/Report Writing Committee began its work by engaging Aurora’s City Council
members to ascertain individual expectations of the project. A body of knowledge was
created including:
• Existing data regarding community needs for recreation services and facilities in
Aurora;
• Efforts by other municipalities and recreation districts to address recreation
community needs;
• Examples of successful partnerships (such as public‐private, with non‐profits,
public school district/municipal collaborations, etc.) were researched, and;
• Joint use agreements with public schools were researched to determine if
opportunities were being maximized and meetings with school officials were held
to assess the possibility of expanding existing shared use.
Finally, this committee guided the report writing process and development of
recommendations for this report.
The Youth Engagement Committee was created to emphasize the importance of obtaining
youth participation and input. This committee contributed to the development of the
youth survey, advised on the process to assure youth input to the process and worked to
identify and implement opportunities to provide access to the youth of Aurora. Again, the
assistance provided by the public school districts in these endeavors was critical to the
success of obtaining youth participation.
The Fund Development/Marketing committee worked to identify funds for paying for the
needs assessment and provided essential guidance and assistance in marketing the
project. With the exception of the in‐kind contributions provided by the City of Aurora in
terms of staff support, this process was entirely funded by contributions from Task Force
members, businesses in Aurora and grants.
The Task Force assured that resources were focused on creating and implementing a
process that assured the mandate from City Council was met. A group of diverse interests
was formed to engage members in a process that resulted in an assessment of community
recreational needs. The public school districts were not only included to discuss the
possibility of expanding shared use agreements, but were critical partners in the
successful execution of the project.
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Indicators of Need
The Task Force compiled existing community needs assessment survey data (from research
conducted in Aurora within the past five years) to establish a baseline of information. Based
on the body of existing data, the finite resources available to implement the overall public
input process and the value of different survey methodologies utilized in the metro area in the
recent past, it was decided to focus resources on obtaining a representative rather than a
random sampling of the community. The Task Force is confident that the body of research
created through this process is not only compelling enough to merit the next phase of
addressing community needs (feasibility analysis), but is representative of the residents of
Aurora.
Additional indicators of need are included in this report for the value they bring to an
understating of existing conditions relevant to recreation community needs and the
importance of addressing deficits for the benefit of all Aurora residents.

Task Force Community Needs Assessment
Adult and youth surveys were created to obtain input from Aurora residents. The adult
surveys asked residents to provide the following information:
• Current use of facilities and programs;
• Use of recreational facilities and services provided by other entities;
• Needs for facilities and services;
• Willingness to pay for additional facilities and services and preferred method for payment;
• User fees (drop‐in and monthly fees)
• Sales taxes
• Property taxes
• Travel time preferences, and;
• Demographic information.
Youth surveys sought the same information minus the willingness to pay component but
including service (teen centers, summer camps, college preparation and other social services)
and access (transportation, safety, adult supervision) issues that are unique to Aurora’s
younger population.
Surveys were disseminated throughout the community utilizing an extensive marketing effort
and were made available online and in printed copy for a period of three months. 1,201 adult
(19 and older) surveys and 2,307 youth (18 and under) surveys were completed and entered
into the database. Key findings of the surveys are provided in summary format here.
Adult survey respondents indicated which facilities they had used in the past 12 months:
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Please indicate in the box next to each facility how many times you or
members of your household have used that city of Aurora Recreation
facility in the past 12 months.
Answer Options

Response Ratio

Aqua Vista Outdoor Pool
Aurora Center for Active Adults
Aurora Sports Park
Beck Recreation Center
Bicentennial Mini-Golf Course
Del Mar Outdoor Pool
Expo Center
Fitz Indoor Pool
Great Plains Park (outdoor sprayground)
Hoops Park
Horseshoe/Highline Ball Fields
Lowry Intergenerational Center
Meadow Hills Outdoor Pool
Meadowood Center
Moorhead Outdoor Pool
Moorhead Teen Center
Olympic Park
Parklane Outdoor Pool
Pheasant Run Outdoor Pool
Summer Valley
Utah Indoor Pool
Village Green Center
Village Green Outdoor Pool
Wheel Park
Total Responses
Other (please specify)

13%
17%
27%
32%
18%
11%
16%
7%
20%
6%
12%
2%
11%
19%
3%
4%
22%
2%
3%
2%
40%
6%
5%
14%
2355
119

answered question
skipped question

759
442

Utah Pool and the Beck Recreation Center were the facilities most respondents indicated they
had used in the past 12 months. 442 respondents skipped the question which is an indication
that they probably do not use Aurora’s facilities. These probable non‐users, or 36% of the
sample, provide critical information about community needs.
The “Other” option was included to allow respondents an opportunity to indicate other
facilities they do use. A summary of those responses is provided here:
Trails Recreation Center
Denver Recreation Centers
Aurora Tennis Courts
Aurora Reservoir
Aurora Golf Courses
Bike Paths and Parks
Miscellaneous

10
1
7
5
8
55
13
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Youth responded similarly. The results from their responses are provided below with an
additional column on the right of the table that shows how their responses differed from
adults. Note that youth were not asked about the Aurora Center for Active Adults or Lowry
Intergenerational Center.
Please check the box next to the city of Aurora facility if you have used it in the past 12
months.
Youth
Adult
Survey
Survey
Answer Options
Difference
Response
Response
Ratio
Ratio
11%
-2%
Aqua Vista Outdoor Pool
13%
21%
-6%
Aurora Sports Park
27%
16%
-16%
Beck Recreation Center
32%
7%
-11%
Bicentennial Mini-Golf Course
18%
31%
20%
Del Mar Outdoor Pool
11%
10%
-6%
Expo Center
16%
8%
1%
Fitz Indoor Pool
7%
7%
-13%
Great Plains Park (outdoor sprayground)
20%
23%
17%
Hoops Park
6%
8%
-4%
Horseshoe/Highline Ball Fields
12%
10%
-1%
Meadow Hills Outdoor Pool
11%
9%
-10%
Meadowood Recreation Center
19%
8%
5%
Moorhead Outdoor Pool
3%
7%
3%
Moorhead Teen Center
4%
15%
-7%
Olympic Park
22%
11%
9%
Parklane Outdoor Pool
2%
4%
1%
Pheasant Run Outdoor Pool
3%
5%
3%
Summer Valley
2%
28%
n/a
Trails System (biking, walking, jogging, etc.)
n/a
49%
9%
Utah Indoor Pool
40%
5%
-1%
Village Green Center
6%
5%
0%
Village Green Outdoor Pool
5%
21%
7%
Wheel Park
14%
n/a
answered question
1698
759
n/a
skipped question
609
442

Twenty‐six percent of the youth respondents indicated by skipping the question that they
probably do not use Aurora facilities.
Gauging why residents do not use facilities offers insight to the identification of needs and
how needs might be better met. In the following table the top reasons cited by respondents
are in bold. Both adults and youth indicated:
• They are not aware of programs, and;
• Facilities are too far from home.
Youth were not asked about willingness to pay (user fees, property tax, sales tax) in the youth
version of the survey. They do indicate that prices being too high and a lack of transportation
are both big factors for their not using Aurora’s recreation facilities.
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If you or members of your household RARELY OR NEVER use city of
Aurora Recreation facilities, why not? (PLEASE select up to three of the
following reasons.)
Adult
Count

Answer Options
Not aware of programs offered
The condition of the facilities
Quality of equipment
Lack of parking
Facilities are too far from my home

No transportation
Poor or inadequate customer service
Staff experience is lacking

Price too high/too expensive
Center hours don’t meet needs
No childcare services available
Don’t have the activities I want (please list below)
Don’t have the equipment/facilities (please list below)
I prefer other recreation facilities (please list below)
Facilities are not accessible (please explain below)
Can’t use facilities without parent or adult
The location is not safe enough for me

answered question
skipped question

Youth
Count

271
125
61
26
336
28
30
30
118
119
45
95
65
118
23
707
494

983
239
233
279
808

945
186
140

752
421
124
211
96
140
48
473
196
1775
532

The survey sought to ascertain what other facilities residents use. The adult and youth
response:
From the following list, please check ALL of the fitness/wellness, recreation,
sports, meeting space and aquatic facilities you and members of your household
currently use.
Adult
Youth
Answer Options
Response Response
Count
Count

314
223

Churches
Recreation programs in schools
University/Colleges

Other Cities’ Recreation Centers

780
526

96

135

228

275

21

237

Private fitness clubs

286

184

YMCA

40
164

117

273

123
220
1459
848

Boys and Girls Club

Private training facilities (martial arts, gymnastics)
Homeowners Associations
Other (please specify)

answered question
skipped question

118
774
427

228

As a percentage of the total, private fitness clubs are used by 36% of adults and 12% of youth.
29% of adult respondents indicated they go to other cities to use their recreation centers.
Churches are the most used in both categories.
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Adult and young residents were asked to rank how important activities are to them. Adults’
responses, with the top five most important highlighted in red:
Please rank how important the following Aurora Recreation activities/opportunities are to
you and members of your household:
Answer Options
Adult team sports (softball, volleyball,
basketball, etc.)
Swimming programs (lap swim, lessons, team)
Gymnastics (drop-in, lessons and teams)
Dance classes and lessons
Senior citizen programs (fitness, senior trips,
social events, etc.)
Youth team sports (T-ball, baseball, softball,
basketball, roller hockey, volleyball, soccer, etc.)
Leisure activities (cooking, crafts, dog training)
Child/youth activities (camps, non-sports-league
youth activities, etc.)
Pre-school programs/classes
Teen and pre-teen activities (camps, drop-in at
Moorhead, Mobile Playground, etc.)
COMPASS after school programs
General education (computer classes, online
education, etc.)
Therapeutic recreation programs for individuals
with disabilities
Adult day care programs
Fitness and wellness programs
Tennis (lessons, teams, tournaments, etc.)
Bicycle trails
Volunteer programs/opportunities to volunteer
Equestrian trails
Other (please specify)

Very
Important

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

Response
Count

240

281

298

819

470
235
237

229
212
253

153
359
327

852
806
817

245

225

354

824

417

177

227

821

289

390

156

835

429

176

229

834

230

167

402

799

234

214

353

801

226

153

406

785

307

333

208

848

206

187

411

804

141
485
166
494
271
101

138
265
264
259
329
162

518
112
374
111
228
516

797
862
804
864
828
779
52
954
247

answered question
skipped question

For activities, youth were asked to indicate how important the above activities are to them as
well as other youth specific activities to better understand the unique recreation service and
facility needs of Aurora’s youth.
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Please rank how important the following Aurora Recreation activities/opportunities are to you.
Answer Options

Very
Important

Somewhat
Important

1235
649
502
515
870
645
580
490
697
728
744
610

619
810
588
641
745
642
777
733
817
807
722
612

279
645
1009
939
476
809
729
868
569
584
623
843

2133
2104
2099
2095
2091
2096
2086
2091
2083
2119
2089
2065

648

753

675

2076

624
737
820
718
1026
983
685
900
944
971
524

626
711
760
766
643
630
769
654
693
627
737

823
627
503
605
438
463
632
538
449
490
789

2073
2075
2083
2089
2107
2076
2086
2092
2086
2088
2050
53
2193
114

Athletics (softball, tennis, volleyball, basketball, etc.)
Swimming programs
Dance programs
Gymnastics
Fitness and wellness programs
Wheel Park (skateboard, BMX, roller hockey, etc.)
Leisure activities (cooking, crafts, dog training, etc.)
Summer Camps, non-sports-league youth activities, etc.
Teen and pre-teen activities
After school programs
General education (computer classes, online education, etc.)
Therapeutic recreation programs for individuals with disabilities
Volunteer programs (coaching, leadership groups, youth
committees, etc.)
Services such as GED assistance, pregnancy prevention
Employment opportunities offered through Recreation Services
Drop-in social opportunities for hanging out with friends
Drop-in athletics for pickup games
Computer access for education/homework
Wi-fi for Internet access
Counseling services for handling life challenges
Coffee shop and snack bar environment to chill
Pool tables, foosball, ping pong, Wii Fit, etc.
College preparation assistance
Adult mentoring
Other (please specify)

Not
Important

answered question
skipped question
1400
1200
1000
800
600
400
200
0

Response
Count

1235
1026
870

820

983

900

944

971

In the graph at left, youth
indicated that athletics,
fitness and wellness activities
are very important to them
(blue bars). Equally
important to youth
respondents are activities
related to social
opportunities, computer and
internet access and college
preparation assistance (olive
bars).
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In order to better understand how current facilities meet resident needs, respondents were
asked to indicate what facilities they would use if offered by the city.
Youth Facility Needs
What additional recreation services or facilities would you use if offered by the city of Aurora?
Percent of Respondents
Selecting this Option
62%
56%
56%
54%
53%
49%
48%
45%
44%
40%
37%
35%
34%
25%
23%
4%

Answer Options
Full-service community center
Climbing wall
Drop-in gymnasium
Indoor family aquatic center
Indoor turf fields
Teen centers for sports and activities
Bicycle trails
Outdoor synthetic turf fields
Ice rink
Indoor running/walking track
Mountain bike trails
Large scale outdoor family aquatics facility
Indoor tennis courts
Indoor in-line hockey rink
Therapeutic aquatic facilities
Other

answered question
skipped question

Response Count
1255
1130
1129
1092
1062
983
960
917
892
808
740
703
687
507
472
74
2016
291

Adult Facility Needs
What additional recreation opportunities or facilities would you and members of your household
use if offered by the city of Aurora?
Percent of Respondents
Answer Options
Selecting this Option
Response Count
Full-service community center
72%
653
Bicycle trails
68%
623
Indoor family aquatic center
66%
597
Indoor running/walking track
53%
485
Large scale outdoor family aquatics
48%
439
Ice rink
44%
397
Teen centers
40%
368
Climbing wall
39%
353
Drop-in gymnasium
38%
346
Mountain bike trails
34%
313
Therapeutic aquatic facilities
33%
301
Indoor turf fields
28%
256
Outdoor synthetic turf fields
27%
244
Indoor tennis courts
26%
238
Indoor in-line hockey rink
16%
149
Velodrome
10%
92
Other
10%
91
answered question
911
skipped question
290
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Additional Recreation Facilities Aurora's Youth Would
Use if Offered (Top Selections by Response Count)
1400
1200
1000

1,255

800

1,130 1,129 1,092 1,062

983

960

917

892

600

808

400
200

Indoor running/walking
track

Ice rink

Outdoor synthetic turf
fields

Bicycle trails

Teen centers

Indoor turf fields

Indoor family aquatic
center

485

400
300

439

397

368

353

346

313

Mountain bike trails

597

Drop‐in gymnasium

623

Climbing wall

653

Teen centers

500

Drop‐in gymnasium

Additional Recreation Facilities Aurora's Adults Would
Use if Offered (Top Selections by Response Count)

700
600

Climbing wall

Full‐service community
center

0

200
100

Ice rink

Large scale outdoor
family aquatics facility

Indoor running/walking
track

Indoor family aquatic
center

Bicycle trails

Full‐service community
center

0

Regardless of age, most respondents selected basically the same facilities. Most of the
desired facilities are provided in the contemporary model of a community recreation center.
Aurora’s youth indicated a greater desire to have both indoor and outdoor synthetic turf
surfaces available for their use while adults favored an outdoor family aquatic center and
indoor walking/running track.
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Willingness to Pay
Adult residents were asked to indicate what they were willing to pay for additional recreation
services and facilities. Three potential funding mechanisms were considered:
• User fees – monthly memberships and daily entrance fees;
• Property tax, and;
• Sales tax.
The inherent challenge of the community needs assessment is to ask respondents to indicate
what they are willing to pay for something that currently does not exist. This challenge may
have been exacerbated by the fact that Aurora does not have comparable facilities to which
residents can refer. For example, Aurora does not have an indoor facility that has a climbing
wall or an indoor track. Comparable facilities in other communities have indoor family aquatic
facilities, large multi‐court gymnasiums, climbing walls, running tracks and other community
center amenities in one facility.
The following graphs show what respondents indicate they are willing to pay in user fees to
use facilities that meet their needs.

Willingness to Pay -- Monthly Membership
$60

$49.37

$50
$40
$30

$25.65

Adult respondents
were asked to
indicate how much
they would be
willing to pay per
month for
memberships to a
facility if it met their
needs.

$16.97

$20
$10
$0
for yourself individually

for your family

for a child

Adult respondents indicated how much they are willing to pay for daily entry to a facility in
the following chart:
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Adult respondents
were asked to
indicate how much
they would be
willing to pay for a
daily entry fee to a
facility if it met their
needs.

Willingness to Pay -- Daily User Fees
$12

$10.17
$10
$8
$6

$4.93
$3.80

$4
$2
$0
for yourself individually for your family

for a child

User fee data are much more useful when they refer to a specific facility in a specific location
and the target area is surveyed. Feasibility studies need to be completed for individual
community centers that have amenities specific to users within the geographical service area.
Respondents were asked to indicate if they are
registered to vote. As demonstrated in the
chart at right, 91% responded they are
currently registered to vote.

Are you a registered voter?
1.0%

7.9%

Yes

The survey also sought to ascertain if residents
would be willing to support a hypothetical
ballot initiative to support the building of new
recreation facilities. The results are presented
in the table and chart below.

No

91.1%

Don't
Know

Voter support is necessary to allow the city to issue bonds in support of building and
operating NEW recreational facilities. In general, which of the following tax increases
would you support if they were to appear on a future city ballot and the proceeds of
the tax increase were dedicated to NEW recreation facilities?
Answer Options

Yes

No

Maybe

Property taxes
Sales taxes
Combination of sales property taxes
Other (please specify)

299
325
323

209
215
175

245
248
294

answered question
skipped question
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Response
Count
753
785
792
84

% No
28%
27%
22%

900
301

Tax Initiative Support for New Recreation Facilities
350
300
250

Yes

200

Maybe
No

150
100
50
0
Property taxes

Sales taxes

Combination of sales
taxes and property taxes

Respondents were asked to indicate how much they would be willing to pay per month in
dedicated property taxes and sales taxes to:
• Build recreation facilities;
• Improve or renovate existing facilities, or;
• Maintain and keep open current recreation facilities.
Please indicate the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay PER
MONTH in DEDICATED PROPERTY TAXES to build new, improve or renovate
existing and maintain and keep open current Aurora Recreation facilities.
Response
Average*

Response
Count

NEW Recreation Facilities

$10.67

580

Improvements/Additions to Existing Facilities

$7.51

549

Maintaining/Keeping Facilities Open

$7.68

557

Answer Options

* Outliers on the high end were removed and zeros were included as indicators of unwillingness
to pay property tax.

Please check the box for the MAXIMUM amount you would be willing to pay in DEDICATED
SALES TAXES to build new, improve/renovate existing or maintain and keep open current
Aurora Recreation facilities. (Aurora’s existing sales tax rates: Arapahoe County = 8.20%,
Adams County = 8.60%.)
Answer Options
NEW Recreation Facilities
Improvements/Additions to
Existing Facilities
Maintaining/Keeping Facilities
Open

10 cents on a
$10 purchase
(1%)

5 cents on a
$10 purchase
(1/2%)

1 cent on a
$10 purchase
(1/4%)

None

Response
Count

227

228

194

106

751

121

212

260

136

722

127

196

284

128

728

answered question
skipped question
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781
420

Travel time is critical to the
location of facilities and the
likelihood that residents will
use a given facility. This is
especially true of a city with
such a massive land area.
Respondents indicated they
are not willing to travel more
than 30 minutes to go to
new facilities.

MAXIMUM amount of time you are willing to
travel to use a NEW recreation center
1.4%

4.0%

1.7%
0-15 minutes

33.2%

15-30 minutes
59.7%

30-45 minutes
45–60
minutes

Respondents were also
asked if they owned or
rented their home. Their
responses are provided below.
Do you rent or own the residence you live in?
Answer Options

Response
Percent

Response
Count

86.7%
13.3%

790
121

Own
Rent

answered question
skipped question

911
290

The zip code distribution of adult survey responses is presented in the following chart.

Survey Response Zip Code Distribution
25.00%

20%
20.00%

14%

15.00%

10%

14%

14%

10%

10.00%

6%
5.00%

0.22%

1%

2%

7%

2%

0.00%
80019 80247 Other 80018 80011 80017 80010 80014 80015 80012 80016 80013
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The responses to the survey administered for the purpose of assessing community needs for
recreation services and facilities have indicated that residents want additional services and
facilities. There is also an indication that respondents are willing to consider a bond initiative
to address the facility and service needs they expressed.

City of Aurora Facilities Master Plan
The City of Aurora hired RNL Design (http://www.rnldesign.com) to assist in the creation of
a master plan for the requisite facilities that would accommodate then current and future
community and city government operational needs. In its report dated December 9, 1999,
RNL indicated, ”Because Beck Recreation Center, located in North Aurora, is the only full‐
service recreation center in the City, a new South/Southeast community center is
recommended in the near term, with Southeast Annex and North centers to be built over
the long term.”
RNL Design’s recommendations were based on data they collected from various parks and
recreation entities related to existing facilities, plans and other relevant information. The
consultant then collected benchmarking information including national standards, other
similar communities around the nation, and other metro area communities.
In the second iteration of the facilities master plan (FMPII) conducted by an
Interdepartmental Staff Task Force, the cited standard for recreation center space per
resident was 1.8 square feet. The public aquatic centers standard was set at 1 per 20,000 –
30,000 population.
The New Communities Facilities 2005‐2015 map below highlights the identified community
needs through the facility master plan process.
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The facility recommendations from the FMPII included:
• Remodel the Paul C. Beck Recreation Center;
• Addition of space to the Lowry Intergenerational Center;
• Remodel Village Green Recreation Center to include an indoor gym;
• Addition to Utah Pool to create a recreation center;
• Remodel Moorhead and add a fitness facility;
• New southeast community recreation center/pool;
• New southeast sports park;
• New north recreation center/pool;
• Remodel Expo and add a gymnasium;
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Remodel Del Mar Pool;
South central community recreation center;
Indoor sports field/courts center;
YMCA recreation center/ice arena/pool;
Eastern community recreation center/pool;
E‐470 north community recreation center/pool.

The FMPII highlighted the deficiency of indoor recreation center space that was available at
the time of the report and specified what facilities residents needed.

International City and County Management Association (ICMA) Data
At the direction of the City Manager, the City of Aurora has been participating in the
International City and County Management (ICMA) Performance Measurement program for
several years. Colorado cities met to establish common measures against which each is
measured. As demonstrated in the charts below, Aurora is significantly behind other
participating communities when indoor recreation facility space is measured per capita. The
average indoor recreation center space per person is approximately 1.6 square feet. The City of
Aurora has just 0.34 square feet per capita. With no new facilities currently planned and the
city population continuing to grow, this trend will continue at least for the near term.
In the 2007 ICMA Performance
In order to meet a regional standard of 1.6
Measurement data, the per
capita square footage dropped
square feet of indoor recreation space per capita,
to 0.33 because of the
Aurora would have to add almost 400,000
population growth with no
square feet to its infrastructure.
accompanying growth in indoor
(Using a population figure of 315,000.)
recreation space. In order to
meet a regional standard of 1.6
square feet of indoor recreational square feet per capita, Aurora would have to add
approximately 399,000 square feet of space. (This assumes a population of 315,000 residents).
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To meet this indoor recreation center space standard, Aurora would have to construct seven
new recreation centers at 57,000 square feet each.
Geographical Distribution of Facilities
Different sectors of the community
are not equally served with indoor
recreation facility space. This map
with graphic overlays of population
and recreation facility square
footage demonstrates this reality.
Using Buckley and Mississippi as
axes, the City of Aurora is more
underserved in some areas than
others. The southeast area as
defined by the map at left has a
population of over 74,000 residents
but does not have any city owned
recreation facility space available.
The northeast is well served in
terms of facility square feet per
capita due to the location of the
Beck Recreation Center. As
imminent development occurs in
that region the population and
resultant demand for facility space
will grow as well.

140,000

A s the Task Force survey research
shows, residents have indicated a
need for additional services and
facilities and 60% of respondents
indicated that they are not willing
to travel more than 15 minutes to
get to a new recreation facility.

123,766

120,000

99,013
100,000
80,000

74,259

60,000

45,037

42,204

40,000

15,506

20,000

0

12,378

0

SE

SW

NE

NW

This chart shows the population of the
sectors of the community (front
column) compared to the facility
square footage (rear column).
Although front range communities
have more indoor recreation square
feet than residents, only one quadrant
of Aurora has more indoor recreation
facility space than residents.
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Obesity Prevalence and Trends in the United States of America and Colorado
Adult Obesity Trends
Although Colorado has
succeeded in being the only
state to stay under the 20%
rate of obesity for adults in
2008, as the graphic at right
demonstrates, obesity is on
the rise (1990 = <10%, 1999
= 10%‐14%, 2008 = 19.1%).
The Task Force knows that
a commitment on the local
level to build recreation
components into the
municipal infrastructure
will benefit the community
by encouraging activities
that can help to stem the rise of obesity.
(For an eye‐opening graphic showing the trends for obesity in adults by state, go to
http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/data/trends.html)
Obesity Trends for Children
The following chart demonstrates the change in the prevalence of obesity in children by age group.
Data were obtained from the Centers for Disease Control. For more information see
http://www.cdc.gov/obesity/childhood/index.html.

% Obese

Prevalence of Obesity Among U.S. Children and
Adolescents (Aged 2‐19 Years)*
20%
18%
16%
14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

1976–1980

1988–1994

1999–2002

2003–2006

Ages 2 through 5

5%

7.20%

10.30%

12.40%

Ages 6 through 11

6.50%

11.30%

15.80%

17.00%

Ages 12 through 19

5%

10.50%

16.10%

17.60%
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One of seven low‐income, preschool‐aged children is obese,
but the obesity epidemic may be stabilizing in this category.
The prevalence of obesity in low‐income two to four year‐
olds increased from 12.4 percent in 1998 to 14.5 percent in
2003 but rose to only 14.6 percent in 2008.
As for Colorado, although it remains the only state in the
union to have an average prevalence of obesity in adults
lower than the 20% marker, the trend is consistent with
national trends – it is on the rise. County data were
obtained from the Colorado Behavioral Risk factor
Surveillance System.
http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/hs/brfss/

As for Colorado, although
it remains the only state
in the union to have an
average prevalence of
obesity in adults lower
than the 20% marker, the
trend is consistent with
national trends – it is on
the rise.

The following table provides Adams and Arapahoe County
overweight and obesity percentages for adults using the Colorado Health Information Dataset
maintained by the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/cohid/index.html.

Colorado State Average
Adams County
Arapahoe County

% Overweight
36.3
41.7
36.5

% Obese
19.4
25.5
18.6

Colorado's estimated 2007 total population was just under 5 million, with 3.7 million adults. Of
those adults, 36% are considered overweight and another 19% are considered obese, according
to 2007 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System data.
The problem is not limited to adults alone. About 10% of youth (9th‐12th grades) are
overweight, and another 10% are obese, according to 2005 Youth Risk Behavior Survey data.
Obesity also affects the state's economy. In Colorado, the medical costs associated with adult
obesity were $874 million in 2003 dollars.

City of Aurora Recreation Services Staff Input
Because Task Force members requested the inclusion of staff input from the City of Aurora
Recreation Services Division, interviews of relevant program areas are provided here.
Employees of the Recreation Services Division have provided excellent services for Aurora
residents since the inception of the Recreation Program in 1952.
Aurora Center for Active Adults (ACAA) Programs and Services:
Are programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
Most programs are maintaining steady participation. Classes that have decreased in popularity have
been eliminated (e.g., ceramics) while other opportunities are tested and sought out as appropriate.
Currently, growth is occurring in offsite program opportunities resulting from the Healthy Aging
Initiative (HAI) grant. This grant seeks to fund the connecting of partners and resources for seniors.
The SilverSneakers program is continuing to grow steadily.
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What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered? Why are these programs not
offered?
More health and wellness opportunities outside of the Aurora Center for Active Adults (ACAA) for
seniors would be beneficial for the community. Another Volunteers of America meal program other
than at the ACAA would be well received by those who cannot make it to the ACAA. Aqua fitness
classes for seniors would add a tremendous amount of value to the offerings available to them (Beck
is too far for many customers to travel).
Regarding these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• The new fitness facility space at the ACAA is a wonderful asset.
• The senior specific nature of programs is one of the ACAA’s greatest strengths.
• The physical training programs are designed specifically for them (this is pretty unique).
• Instructors provide individual attention.
• Prices are reasonable.
Weaknesses
• Accessibility of space and classes for seniors in the community is often difficult to find.
• Cost of services can be a barrier for some seniors.
• The location of the single facility is clearly a challenge for many who do not live in its vicinity.
• Transportation services are costly or not available.
Opportunities
• The HAI grant is a great opportunity to take services into the community and partner with other
providers.
• SilverSneakers and senior health and wellness in general provide excellent opportunities for the
ACAA to deliver valuable programs.
Challenges
• Possible reduction in support for SilverSneakers due to economic or other influences.
• City budget – as the budget gets reduced and employees leave, simple maintenance of
programs becomes challenging.

Aurora Center for Active Adults (ACAA) Facilities:
What facilities are used to run programs/services?
ACAA, Mission Viejo library, Shalom Park (assisted living facility), Aspen Place, the Village at
Hampden Town Center and Life Care Center of Aurora.
Is facility use at capacity?
The ACAA is basically maxed out in terms of space usage during the non‐evening and weekend
hours. There is opportunity to increase evening and weekend usage and better utilize facility space
but staffing becomes an issue. There is a church rental on Sundays.
If more facilities were available could they be used for programs?
Yes, there is clearly a high demand for senior services throughout the community. This is being
documented as a part of the HAI grant project.
Regarding the facilities used to run the programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• The facility remodel in 2007 has made the facility into a nice destination with much better
amenities for the senior population.
• It is a comfortable and appealing place where seniors can do everything from play pool to join a
strength training class or get assistance with filing their taxes.
• Strong partnerships with the area hospitals and referrals from the Fitz facilities add to
awareness of and participation in what the ACAA has to offer.
Weaknesses
• There is only one center to serve a city with a population over 300,000.
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•

Transportation is always a challenge for seniors and not having the resources to provide this
service is a disadvantage for this type of facility.
• Safety issues and perceptions due to the facility location are sometimes cited as concerns by
participants.
• The addition of an indoor track and a pool facility for aquacise would make the center a truly full
service facility.
Opportunities
• The HAI grant is opening up new opportunities to partner with other service delivery entities in
the community to disseminate programs and meet community needs.
• Should the city build any community recreation centers in the future, assuring a senior
component will create opportunities to provide services for more seniors.
Challenges
• The steady reductions to the recreation budget create an ongoing challenge.
• Maintenance of an aging infrastructure and keeping it new and appealing on the inside are
challenging when equipment maintenance and capital improvements are deferred.

Aquatics Programs and Services:
Are programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
CARA (Colorado Association of Recreational Athletics) swim teams are at maximum capacity.
Swimming lessons and aquatic fitness are at capacity due to the limited indoor pool space. If
additional space and facilities were available, these programs would most likely expand. Prime time
hours (5:00 to 7:00 p.m.) and weekends at indoor pools are very popular with participants. This is
true for the birthday party and other rentals that are available. Outdoor lessons are not as
constrained by the space issue but different facilities have different demands from year to year.
Drop‐in use of outdoor facilities is directly related to the seasonal weather patterns and is more
susceptible to neighborhood demographics. As certain neighborhoods become more aged,
participation may ebb.
Regarding these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• The full gamut of services from parent‐tot swim lessons to junior lifeguards to CARA teams and
senior fitness, having something for everyone is critical to the program’s success.
• Over the years aquatics programs have enjoyed continued support from city management and
leadership in making sure these programs are priority and available to residents.
• Staff has done an excellent job in maintaining a high level of professionalism and building a
program that customers come back to year after year.
Weaknesses
• With just two indoor pool facilities serving over 300,000 residents, there is a marked lack of
indoor pool space available for the programs and services that Aurora residents need.
Opportunities
• The existing models show an ability to deliver exceptional customer service using less than state
of the art facilities.
• Adding indoor aquatic centers to the inventory of facility opportunities would allow expansion
on the model and make more services and programs available to the community.
• State of the art aquatics facilities (programmed by professional, customer focused and
motivated staff) would create a draw for Aurora that would bring people and their tax dollars
into the city.
Challenges
• The availability of the necessary revenue to continue to support aquatics programs.
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Aquatics Facilities:
What facilities do you use to run your programs/services?

Aurora’s Swimming Pools
Surface Area, Gallons and Year Built
Square Feet
(surface area)
Gallons

Indoor Pools

Year Built

Utah Pool Main Pool
Utah Pool Leisure pool

4,920
2,400

300,000
55,000

1975
1975

Beck Pool

3,375

145,000

1973

Total Indoor

10,695
Square Feet
(surface area)

500,000

Outdoor Pools

Gallons

Year Built
1988

Aqua Vista Main
Aqua Vista Wader
Del Mar Main
Del Mar Dive Well
Del Mar Wader
Meadow Hills Main
Meadow Hills Wader
Moorhead Main
Moorhead Wader
Parklane Main
Parklane Wader
Pheasant Run Main
Pheasant Run Wader
Village Green Main

4,000
361
9,134
2,025
684
5,056
314
4,637
400
4,637
400
4,100
254
1,342

120,000
4,500
350,000
60,000
5,500
164,000
2,700
145,000
4,000
145,000
4,000
140,000
4,000
50,000

Village Green Wader

361

4,500

1956

2008
1963
1963
1973
1971

Total Outdoor
37,705
1,203,200
Experience shows that adding amenities to facilities enhances the customer experience and can
improve revenue generation ability for a given facility. Unfortunately, in the case of the existing
indoor pools and the structures they exist in, room for adding amenities is simply not available.
Are facilities at capacity for use?
Many programs and services are at capacity due to a lack of indoor pool space. Additionally, many
Task Force public meeting attendees expressed their disapproval about the lack of lap lane
availability in the existing system. With the elimination of the Fitzsimons Pool from the indoor pool
inventory, demand for indoor pool use increased at the remaining two pools. This has clearly had an
impact on the customer experience as many divergent interests (lap swimmers, fitness classes,
lessons, competitive swimmers, etc.) are competing for the same space.
If more facilities were available could they be well used for programs?
The city has only two indoor pools. Utah Pool is better situated in terms of its proximity to a large
population base. Beck is less accessible for the majority of Aurora residents. Although these
facilities are extremely useful for accommodating multiple uses, these pools are designed in a
manner that limits their appeal to the family interested in maximizing their recreational dollar.
There are no indoor pools to the south of Iliff. There is every reason to believe that additional
facilities could be operated as successfully in underserved areas in the south and east where
approximately one half of Aurora’s population resides.
Regarding the facilities used to run these programs/services, what are the:
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Strengths
• The aquatics maintenance staff work miracles to keep the costs down in keeping the aged
infrastructure operational.
• Meadow Hills was rebuilt in 2008 and the response in attendance/revenue has been excellent.
Weaknesses
• Much of the infrastructure is aged and in need of repair.
• Facilities are not comparable to the family aquatic centers that are being built in surrounding
communities. Facilities (indoor and outdoor) that have many features and amenities are more
successful at drawing in families.
• In public meetings we heard from many residents who travel to other communities’ recreation
centers to enjoy the newer facilities.
Opportunities
• Indoor and outdoor family aquatic centers strategically located around the city would meet the
needs of Aurora residents and bring other customers in from surrounding communities.
• Due to the lack of existing indoor aquatic facilities in Aurora, there is clearly a community need
for this type of facility.
Challenges
• Reduced budgets have affected levels of service across the city.
• Pool closures represent a challenge to the ability to deliver the much needed services and
programs provided to residents through the aquatics program.

Beck Recreation Center Programs and Services:
Are programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
Beck facility rentals are just a little slower on the year as are outdoor programs which may be due to
the economy since they are steady over time. Mini‐golf use was steady on the year but the facility
has been closed for 2010 due to budget cuts.
What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered?
Many fitness type classes could be added if appropriate space were more available within the
facility.
Regarding these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• Family orientation of the programs is attractive to participants.
• The partnerships with instructors and facilities used in the programs are successful.
• The large rental facility (400 persons) has a capacity that is not readily available in the
community.
• Rentals are relatively affordable compared to other options in the community.
• Staff are committed to doing what they can with limited resources to keep the facility as
appealing to customers as possible.
• Staff have been creative in utilizing existing resources in a way that attracts customers.
Weaknesses
• These programs offered at Beck are difficult to access for much of the community due to the
location of the facility.
• The facility design has never been ideal and the outdated amenities are not as appealing as
other facilities in the metro region.
Opportunities
• With more resources directed toward them, the outdoor programs could potentially be more
utilized more by customers.
• The scheduled renovation of the facility would greatly enhance the customer experience in
terms of programs, equipment and facility rentals.
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Challenges
• City budget reductions and resultant recreation facility closures are a concern.
• Continued postponement (since 2003) of the scheduled renovation of Beck has created
management challenges in terms of deferred maintenance and equipment investments.

Beck Facilities:
What facilities are used to run these programs/services?
Beck is used for many outdoor programs and other programs offered throughout the Recreation
Services Division (see Fitness, Leisure Lifestyles, Therapeutic Recreation, Aquatics, Youth and Adult
Sports, etc.). Beck is also a primary source of facility rental income. The Bicentennial Mini‐Golf
course was used for mini‐golf but will not be operated in 2010 due to general fund budget cuts.
Is this facility at capacity for use?
At some times there is no space available and the need for a particular facility space often precludes
some uses.
If more facilities were available could they be used for programs?
Beck has the most square footage of any city‐owned recreation facility and the current use is
hampered by the quality of equipment and nature of the amenities available. If the facility were
updated to more closely resemble a modern recreation center, programs and facility rentals would
see increased participation and utilization.
Regarding the facilities used to run these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• Beck is the only full‐service recreation center owned and operated by the city in that it has an
indoor pool, gymnasium, fitness equipment, classroom space, and other amenities available.
• Beck houses the only indoor gymnasium owned by the city.
• Many services are available in one location.
• The park and golf course setting add to the value of the location.
Weaknesses
• The location of the facility is far from most residents.
• The facility was built in the early 1970’s and is due for a renovation that will allow it to compete
with other municipalities’ and recreation districts’ centers.
• The age of the facility and the lack of modern amenities impedes the ability to attract potential
facility rentals (i.e., not having multi‐media capabilities in meeting facilities).
• Classroom space is not ideally designed or distributed in the current configuration.
• Fitness space and facilities are neither adequate nor well‐designed for a large scale recreation
center.
• Supervision of the facility and staff control over space are challenging given the current design.
Opportunities
• The scheduled renovation of Beck will add value to programs, services and facility rentals.
• As the community grows to the northeast, Beck will be well situated to meet the recreation
needs of new residents.
Challenges
• Budget reductions to the general fund and the potential impact on facilities and operations.

Fitness Programs and Services:
Are fitness programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
There is steady growth in the SilverSneakers programs at Beck. Pilates and yoga are increasingly
popular. Group exercise (Zumba, aerobics, circuit training, etc.), martial arts and Total Fit are
maintaining steady participation numbers.
What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered? Why are these programs not
offered?
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•

Spinning classes, group conditioning classes (P.T. type), mom and stroller classes, kids fitness for
in between youth and teen (tweens) and kids fitness programs to address childhood obesity.
• These programs are not offered due to a lack of the proper equipment (spinning classes require
spin bikes) or space, and in some cases because they do not bring in the revenue required under
the current operating model.
Regarding these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• Classes tend to be smaller in size and more personalized than at private sector gyms.
• The atmosphere is more casual and has less of a corporate feel.
• Participants tend to stay with programs and build a sense of community with the instructors and
centers.
• The staff in fitness and wellness do an excellent job of welcoming and guiding customers.
Weaknesses
• The facilities are outdated and often difficult for residents to access. There are no facilities in
certain parts of the city, particularly the southeast.
• Equipment is outdated and does not meet the needs of a good portion of the population. For
example, some of the equipment at Beck is not conducive for use with SilverSneakers or other
specialty populations due to its age and condition. This equipment is satisfactory for a certain
type of fitness enthusiast but not appealing to the broader spectrum of users.
• Fee structure can be prohibitively high for certain groups.
Opportunities
• Serving the large portion of the population that is currently underserved.
• Tapping into the national movement toward fighting obesity and health care costs by creating
affordable and accessible fitness opportunities at the local level.
Challenges
• Fitness programs are highly competitive as both public and private operations seek to appeal to
customers. Private facilities tend to attract residents who can afford to pay premiums. City run
programs fill a void in the market by creating opportunities for families and programs that are
either not offered at private facilities or are more reasonably priced. As fees go up to meet
revenue generation demands on operations, many customers could be priced out of fitness.

Fitness Facilities:
What facilities are used to run your programs/services?
Current public school facilities being used include Ponderosa, Overland and Fletcher. City facilities
used other than the primary facility (Beck Recreation Center) include the Peak Wellness Center in
the Aurora Municipal Center, Expo, Moorhead and Central Library for employee wellness
opportunities.
Are programs/services at capacity for facility use?
For the facilities owned and operated by the city and given the existing equipment available, the
fitness programs are at capacity. If more facilities were available they could be programmed with
fitness classes to meet the diverse needs of the community. Although the ACAA has excellent
programs for seniors along with new equipment to serve their unique needs, the demand for
SilverSneakers programs is only going to continue to increase. Equipment/facility space to meet this
need would be well utilized.
Regarding the facilities used to run these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• Although the arrangements with the public schools cannot solve all space needs for programs,
the availability of these school facilities is a strength when it works.
• The city facilities are all available to some extent for discount offerings to employees, which
greatly benefits the employee wellness opportunities available.
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Weaknesses
• With just the Beck Recreation Center as the main fitness facility owned and operated by the city,
community needs are not currently being met.
• With no city‐owned fitness facilities in the central or southern parts of town, residents seek out
services from other providers or travel to other cities to satisfy their fitness needs.
• The equipment offered at Beck is outdated and not as useful to certain populations such as the
elderly.
Opportunities
• Programming new recreation centers built to specifications would significantly improve
offerings to residents.
• Offering services and programs in facilities designed to meet the needs of the surrounding
community would enhance the appeal of the facility and encourage resident involvement.
Challenges
• With the aging facilities and no legitimate commitment to add value to existing facilities, there is
the risk of losing the confidence of the existing customer base.
• The cost of bringing equipment and facilities up to speed can be perceived as insurmountable.
• Safety becomes a concern as equipment and facilities age without proper equipment
replacement and/or maintenance.
• The reductions to the city budget are a concern for successful operation of facilities.

Gymnastics Programs and Services:
Are these programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
Gymnastics programs are currently holding steady in registrations at both the state and local levels
although local interest has been on the rise as parents look for more affordable options to the often
costly private gyms. It is believed that these programs could grow in Aurora if additional space were
available. Boys gymnastics is no longer offered past age five due to a combination of a lack of
overall demand and facility space/equipment needs. Cheerleading and related activities continue to
be popular.
What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered? Why are these programs not
offered?
Mini‐meets were held in the past to showcase the accomplishments of the athletes and allow
parents to see their children in a quasi‐competitive environment. These opportunities greatly
benefited the recreational participants by engaging them in a meet setting and getting them
interested in pursuing the sport. Resources are no longer available to continue this program. Other
offerings have been changed over time to accommodate the changing needs of customers. If space
and other resources were available, many other programs could be offered including, for example, a
boys program for those over five years of age.
Regarding these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• The philosophy of the program is to focus on the individual and promote flexibility, coordination
and self‐confidence. Although competition is secondary, the program has had increased success
which creates interest and draws additional participants.
• The staff works as a great team to deliver a successful and proven product.
• The program has an excellent reputation.
• Programs are relatively affordable when compared to private facilities.
• Much of the clientele is there for recreational and not competitive reasons which essentially
excludes them from many private gym models which focus solely on competition.
Weaknesses
• There is no space to grow. Facilities are at maximum capacity.
• The equipment is getting old and equipment replacement funding is lacking.
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• Maintaining a level of staffing to deliver high quality services is a constant challenge program.
Opportunities
• The program could build on its strengths to add participants if the space and necessary
equipment were made available.
• An improved website would add to the marketing of a professional image for the programs and
ease of interaction/registration for parents and participants.
Challenges
• The inability to replace equipment to a point where the services are no longer appealing to the
customer.
• Budget reductions are constantly challenging operations from retaining quality instructors to
paying for needed supplies and materials.

Gymnastics Facilities:
What facilities are used to run the programs/services?
Meadowood Recreation Center and the Overland High School gymnasium are the primary facilities
currently used to run programs. At one point, gymnastics programs were offered at Prairie Middle
School and Laredo Middle School. Other facility demands of the schools ultimately took priority
over the city run gymnastics programs. Gymnastics programs were offered at the Beck Recreation
Center until other demands on the gymnasium space ultimately took priority (the gym at Beck is the
only city‐owned, full‐size gymnasium).
Are these programs at capacity for facility use?
Yes. Meadowood is heavily used and use at Overland is being maximized as well.
If more facilities were available could they be used for additional programs?
Yes, based on participation levels and the potential to penetrate the market further with the
successful model in place, the programs could expand if more space were available.
Regarding the facilities used for these programs/services, what do you see as the:
Strengths
• The Meadowood location is well known in the community.
• Meadowood provides a consistently available facility for delivering programs.
Weaknesses
• The current facility configuration does nothing to capture the parents and engage them in
recreational opportunities. Parents drop off participants and go on about their business. This is
a market opportunity to engage them by having fitness and other facilities and programs that
might meet their needs.
• The facility availability issue puts limitations on program growth.
• Added space for storing gear and participant equipment would add value.
• A parent observation area would be a bonus for demonstrating the value of the programs.
• Program scheduling constantly has to adapt to the needs of the schools when dealing with the
Overland High facilities.
Opportunities
• If additional facility space were available for programs they would grow and the community
would be better served.
Challenges
• Prime time use of school facilities is getting increasingly competitive and since the schools are
primary users, city programs are often negatively affected.
• Budget reductions are a concern regarding the ability to continue to run quality programs.
• Poor quality space and aging equipment could negatively impact levels of participation.
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Leisure Lifestyles Programs and Services:
Are programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
Programs are constantly evaluated for what is working and what is not. Trends in class participation
are watched closely and opportunities are sought. Attendance numbers are analyzed and fee
reviews are conducted at least annually to assure value for customers and a competitive position
with other service providers. Programs that lose popularity are dropped for new opportunities. An
effort is made to offer a wide range of services at the center to make sure the community has the
services and programs they desire.
Regarding the programs/services offered, what are the:
Strengths
• Expo draws in people with the specialized programs and services that are offered.
• The renovation of the center in 2004 added value to services and programs.
• The instructors that work at the facility have established their own followings and have excellent
reputations for delivering value to customers.
Weaknesses
• Services have to be geared toward what makes money rather than what the immediate
neighbors need. As a result, the center cannot engage the surrounding area as well as it might if
more subsidized services were made available (e.g., teen center, ESL, etc.).
• There is not enough existing space to meet all needs. Additional programs could be offered if
different types of space like a gymnasium, fitness training room, arts and crafts rooms, etc.,
were added.
Opportunities
• The center, park, playground, tennis and basketball courts keep a steady flow of people coming
to the facility. Opportunities to deliver more services and programs to more people in the
neighborhood exist.
• Computer access is a popular (though not lucrative) service that could be expanded to meet the
community needs.
• Preschool classes would be beneficial for the community around the center but would require
additional dedicated space and storage.
• The adult literacy program partnership with Cherry Creek Schools provides for a facility rental
opportunity.
Challenges
• City budget cuts could pose a major challenge to programs if support is reduced.
• Some of the program offerings have competition in the private sector that may or may not
challenge the profitability and viability of services.

Leisure Lifestyles Facilities:
What facilities are used to run your programs/services?
Expo is the main location for the programs. Beck Recreation Center is used for dog training classes.
The ACAA is used for knitting and crochet classes. Meadowood is used for some craft and science
classes but dedicated storage creates challenges. Village Green is used for Sun and Fun camp and
babysitting training classes. Tallyn’s Reach has been used for programs but without storage for
requisite supplies and materials, setup and teardown is time consuming and difficult to deal with.
Are program and service offerings at capacity for the facilities used?
For dog training, facilities are currently at capacity. For dance and fitness offerings there are some
times that are available but mostly at capacity for the peak demand hours.
If more facilities were available could they be utilized for programs?
More space with the appropriate flooring would be useful to offer dance and fitness classes
simultaneously. (Expo is currently equipped with just one dance floor suitable for fitness and dance
classes.) A gymnasium could serve the population of basketball players that frequent the park.
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There is a demand for a fitness facility demonstrated by the regular inquiries by visitors, “Do you
have an exercise facility in this center?” Dedicated space is needed for both preschool programs
and arts and crafts. A feasibility study would help to determine if additional indoor space could be
effectively utilized.
Regarding the facilities used to run the programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• The remodel of the center in 2004 has added a good deal of value to what the center has to
offer. Classrooms were doubled allowing space to offer many more programs.
• The facility is much more useful and appealing for holding classes and programs.
Weaknesses
• It is a huge challenge to provide Leisure Lifestyle programming in the southeast without a facility
that has dedicated space for storage and programs.
• Where facilities are available for programs, there is always the challenge of dedicated space to
allow for easy setup and breakdown for instructors and programmers.
Opportunities
• The dog training classes could be expanded if inexpensive space minimally equipped with heat,
restrooms and storage were available.
• Dance and fitness programs could be expanded if the appropriate space (proper flooring) were
available.
• Preschool space along with the necessary storage capacity could benefit the surrounding
community.
• A gymnasium for indoor team sports and drop‐in would serve the neighborhood clientele very
well while allowing space for dog training, dance and fitness programs and other services
needed by residents.
• Dedicated space in the southeast for Leisure Lifestyles programs would allow delivery of similar
services to the population in that portion of the city.
Challenges
• City budget cuts could pose a major challenge to programs if support is reduced, particularly
programs that do not make revenue.

Office of Youth Development Programs and Services:
Are programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
There has been a marked increase in community involvement, participation and facility rentals at
Moorhead. Moorhead serves primarily youth and young adults. The drop‐in center is the only
facility in Aurora where a teen can go to a violence free, drug‐free supervised environment and hang
out for no cost. COMPASS afterschool programs are going strong and the demand for these types of
offerings is high. Pre‐teen camps are often at capacity. Teen Scene programs on Friday and
Saturday nights at Moorhead and Fletcher are not as popular of late and numbers are trending
downward. The Mobile Playground is well attended and usage numbers are up. These programs
serve different age groups but provide activities to those who might not be able to afford to pay or
to travel to a traditional facility based program.
What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered?
More drop‐in teen activities are always needed around the entire city especially south of Mississippi.
More programs at Moorhead for adults such as fitness related classes and/or opportunities for the
community to get involved in health and wellness and general education classes.
Regarding the programs/services offered, what are the:
Strengths
• Moorhead is a drop‐in teen center where pre‐teens and teens can safely hang out free of
charge.
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•

Staff at Moorhead are engaged in the surrounding community and building support for
programs.
• COMPASS is well established as an opportunity for afterschool programs.
• The Mobile Playground provides activities to areas that normally do not otherwise have them
available.
• The Aurora Youth Commission has the ability to communicate with City Council on matters of
concern for their constituents.
Weaknesses
• The capacity for delivering services and programs to Aurora’s teens is currently low. The Boys
and Girls Club is beyond capacity, Moorhead is relatively difficult to reach for most Aurorans,
and there are very few other affordable facilities in the city to meet the needs of pre‐teens and
teens.
• For the size of Aurora and the income level in much of the city, the amount of programming that
is low cost or free to youth is insufficient.
Opportunities
• Because there is such a high demand for youth services in this area, the City of Aurora could
become a leader in providing these services if resources were made available.
• Thanks to outreach efforts made by Moorhead staff, engaging the community is adding value to
services and opening doors to other service and program opportunities.
• The America’s Promise initiative is a powerful group of interested stakeholders that advocates
for the availability of the five promises to Aurora’s youth and young adults.
Challenges
• The city budget and the uncertainty that programs and facilities will continue to be funded.
• Pressure to generate revenues has eliminated free drop‐in in other areas over the years.
• COMPASS grant funding is never guaranteed and current economic conditions are having a
negative impact on resource availability.

Office of Youth Development Facilities:
What facilities are used to run programs/services?
Moorhead Recreation Center, Fletcher Elementary and several other schools are used for the
COMPASS afterschool programs. The Mobile Playground is an old cargo truck.
Are programs at capacity for facility use?
Many of the programs are. Afterschool facility space is limited. Moorhead cannot accommodate
some of the programs residents have indicated an interest in (fitness classes and rentals often
express interest in a larger “gym”) and the fitness room is too small.
If more facilities were available could they be used for programs?
Definitely. The need for pre‐teen and teen services and programs exists throughout Aurora. Not all
youth and young adults are interested in sports and many do not have the proper supervision during
times when both parents work and other life challenges come into play.
Regarding the facilities used to run these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• Moorhead has been provided with the ability to tailor its services to its clientele.
• Staff does an excellent job of creatively locating and securing the necessary resources to
operate the center.
• The joint use agreement with Fletcher Elementary and other public schools does help in
providing locations for programs.
Weaknesses
• Moorhead is too small and too poorly equipped to provide the services and programs that
residents need (no room for a real fitness class, no fans for circulating air, one hoop for an
indoor basketball game, etc.).
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Many facilities in Aurora are not youth friendly. For example, signs that say “no skateboarding”
do not exactly create a welcoming impression for kids.
• No consistent facility space in south Aurora for teens to drop in or engage in positive leisure
activities is a concern for the community.
Opportunities
• If the city builds future community centers, youth programs and teen centers should be
incorporated to assure opportunities are created for Aurora’s youth.
Challenges
• The closure of city recreation facilities in recent budgets is concerning.

Preschool Programs and Services:
Are these programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
The need for early childhood programs for at‐risk kids is growing in the metro area. The Colorado
Preschool Program (CPP) recognizes this and provides support dollars for programs that address this
need. Parent‐tot programs are experiencing a decline in participation most likely due to the current
economic conditions. Seasonal specialty programs are holding steady.
What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered? Why are these programs not
offered?
Extended day offerings could be made available with the proper licensing of sites and space
availability. Parents have indicated a need for this type of service. These are not currently offered
due to licensing/facility space considerations.
Regarding the programs/services offered, what are the:
Strengths
• Aurora’s programs offer services for all economic levels and 18 months – 5 years of age.
• Financial assistance is available for those that qualify.
• CPP subsidizes the at‐risk preschoolers .
• Programs are fee based which allows freedom to use as needed.
• Aurora’s programs offer quality classes, caring and safe environments, hands‐on experiences,
discovery learning, self development, readiness skills and affordable prices.
• Programs are licensed by the State of Colorado and Qualistar rated.
Weaknesses
• Inability to compensate instructors at a level that is competitive with other agencies and service
providers.
Opportunities
• It is believed that if the program is marketed more directly to potential users registration
numbers might improve.
Challenges
• Education requirements for licensing are increasing so instructors need to be compensated
accordingly.
• Educated instructors seek more lucrative positions with other agencies.
• Similar services are being provided by home‐based, non‐profit and other businesses in the
community.
• Many public schools are looking at utilizing state grant dollars available for programs by building
in dedicated preschool services that not only draw away customers, but reduce the availability
of grant funding for other programs.

Preschool Facilities:
What facilities are used for these programs/services?
Beck Recreation Center, Lowry Intergenerational Center, Meadowood Recreation Center, Village
Green and Summer Valley.
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Are programs at capacity for facility use?
Programs at Beck, Lowry, Meadowood and Summer Valley are currently at capacity.
If more facilities were available could they be used for programs?
If daycare facilities were available for parents who use facilities and programs at the various centers,
these locations and their customers would benefit from the services.
Regarding the facilities used to run these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• The designated space in the multi‐use facilities is very beneficial, not only for current programs,
but also for exposure to potential customers.
• The cooperation of the facility managers benefits the programs greatly.
Weaknesses
• There are no full service recreation centers in the city that would benefit from a drop‐in daycare
service program. This service is popular and currently in demand.
• The relative lack of availability of funding to compensate quality, properly educated and
certified instructors creates a constant challenge.
• There is a need for dedicated space specifically for preschool programs at all sites.
Opportunities
• There is an opportunity to use the existing model to pursue opportunities in other facilities and
to service other parts of the community.
Challenges
• City budget reductions in recreation are a challenge to programs.
• The ability to retain quality instructors is a constant challenge.
• The public school systems expanding their preschool programs draws from the pool of potential
and existing customers while reducing state grant resource availability.

Therapeutic Recreation Programs and Services:
Are these programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
The waitlist for these programs is growing and individuals are forced to participate in fewer
programs per week in order to allow as many people access to the opportunities as possible. A
lottery system is used to assure everyone has a chance of getting in. Unfortunately, interested
parties cannot participate in all the programs they might want. Whereas in the past they might have
been able to sign up for all five days of programs, now they may only get access to three. Programs
that once had space available are now full.
What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered? Why are these programs not
offered?
More outdoor activities and Special Olympics oriented opportunities would be beneficial for the
customer population if additional resources were available to organize and staff them. If resources
were available, adding a therapeutic recreation program in southeast Aurora would allow more
individuals to participate and reduce the time invested in transportation per event.
Regarding these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• Staff have developed a reputation of professionalism and courtesy and customers are
comfortable in their programs.
• Parents and caregivers regularly refer others to the program.
• Programs are more geared to outdoor and community based activities rather than “indoor
warehousing” and participants and parents/caregivers prefer it that way.
• Transportation for up to 13 participants is available, but not sufficient.
Weaknesses
• Transportation is only available to 13 and this is primarily what limits participation in programs.
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•

Transportation to where the programs are centered is not available (RTD does not stop at the
Beck Recreation Center).
Opportunities
• With a waitlist and such an attractive program, there is opportunity to expand if more resources
were made available.
Challenges
• Participation is subsidized in many cases by Medicaid which is not guaranteed to always be
available.
• As fees for services go up, the possibility that customers might not be able to afford to
participate is a concern.
• Programs of this type can be viewed to be discretionary and budget support at the various levels
may not always be available.

Therapeutic Recreation Facilities:
What facilities are used to run these programs/services?
Beck Recreation Center provides the home for the program. Services and programs are offered
throughout the community. Expo, Bicentennial Mini Golf, Springhill Golf Course and other facilities
are also used.
Is facility use at capacity?
The capacity issue for this program is transportation (one 15‐passenger van) coupled with staffing (a
13‐2 ratio for staff to participants). Both the transportation and staffing are at capacity.
If more facilities were available could more programs be offered?
Yes, with the waitlist and participation levels as they are, adding the capacity (vehicle and staffing)
would allow more participants to be included in the opportunities.
Regarding the facilities used to run these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• Having a vehicle to provide transportation allows the program to function. It also differentiates
the city’s program from those that do not provide transportation.
• Having access to other recreation facilities and city services to utilize for program opportunities
are strengths.
• Beck has a warmer pool with a lift that provides access to individuals with disabilities.
Weaknesses
• Access to Beck Recreation Center is a challenge for individuals with disabilities.
• Transportation to the center is, for all practical purposes, non‐existent if a personal vehicle is
not available.
• Accessing the building itself is a challenge as there are no automated doors or elevators in the
facility. This is especially true of the Therapeutic Recreation offices which are virtually
inaccessible without assistance.
• There is no therapy pool available in the system for participants.
• No family changing areas exist.
Opportunities
• There is the potential to serve many more individuals if the necessary resources were made
available.
• Should the city build any community recreation centers in the future, including a therapeutic
recreation component will create opportunities to provide services throughout the community
and better serve residents.
Challenges
• Keeping the necessary resources in place for successful program operation is never guaranteed
but it can be especially challenging in a down economy.
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Youth and Adult Sports Programs and Services:
Are these programs/operations increasing or decreasing in popularity/use?
In adult sports, softball is continuing to increase modestly but steadily year to year as the program
staff continue to build relationships with clientele and win teams over to its system. Youth summer
baseball, softball and t‐ball are steadily growing programs. These fill the niche need for recreational
programs that are mostly only offered by the City of Aurora. The Independent Youth Sports
Organizations (IYSO) are either maintaining their numbers or dropping a bit, possibly due to current
economic conditions. Participation in roller hockey programs is on the decline across the nation.
This is also true in Colorado and the metro area. Youth sports has had success with its recreational
soccer program as it fills the need for an option that is affordable, unique and not as time
consuming as the ultra‐competitive leagues. Youth basketball and volleyball have had steady
numbers of participants. Program expansions occur in added seasons or age groups where needed.
What programs or services could be offered that are currently not offered? Why are these programs not
offered?
Lacrosse and rugby are gaining popularity in this region of the country and these programs might be
something to pursue.
Regarding these programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• The focus on recreational opportunity rather than competition suits the needs of Aurora’s
youth.
• Aurora youth sports has tremendous support from the community. The large amount of
volunteer coaches and adults willing to contribute to the success of the programs is significant.
• The Youth Sports staff does an excellent job in programming recreational opportunities for
Aurora’s youth.
• The intergovernmental agreements with the public schools offer facility space that is critical to
the indoor and outdoor sports offered. Absent these agreements, there is not enough gym or
field space available to run successful programs.
• Aurora’s adult softball program has more teams than any city in the metro area. The adult
sports model is successful because of the relationship building focus on winning over customers
and providing value.
Weaknesses
• The major weakness for all sports programs is the lack of city owned facility space for programs.
Aurora sports is not the primary user of the majority of facilities it uses to deliver services and
programs. The City of Aurora owns and operates only one gymnasium (Beck).
• Youth sports are required to accommodate the large tournaments by rescheduling a week (or
sometimes two) of the season or relocating games to less desirable fields and locations.
Opportunities
• Lacrosse tournaments could be offered. Lacrosse and rugby leagues could be worth trying.
• If more facility space were available, the market penetration could be easily expanded. The
city’s unique offerings could serve more residents and non‐residents.
Challenges
• The annual reductions in budget support are a constant challenge to ongoing operations.
• As schools’ use of their own facilities continues to grow, the city faces the possibility of reduced
facility space available to deliver services and programs.

Youth and Adult Sports Facilities:
What facilities are used for these programs/services?
Both adult and youth sports use indoor and outdoor facilities provided through the
intergovernmental agreements with APS and Cherry Creek schools. Additional indoor/outdoor
facilities include those owned and operated by the City of Aurora.
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Are programs and services at capacity for facility use?
Some facilities are at capacity. It is a constant challenge to provide the types of indoor facilities
needed to run a successful adult sports program (e.g., gym space for competitive adult volleyball
and basketball). Field availability varies by area within the city. City owned fields are not available
in the south.
If more facilities were available could they be utilized for programs?
The city currently lacks gymnasium space that can be dedicated to its programs. The adult programs
alone could certainly benefit from additional space. Residents could gain in terms of offerings for
these activities. Youth sports could definitely capitalize on dedicated space to meet current
demands and expand into programs that residents need. Field capacity is always an issue with so
many outdoor sports, offered at so many age levels, attempting to hold practices and games. The
southern part of the city and other growth areas could benefit from additional field capacity.
Regarding the facilities used to run the programs/services, what are the:
Strengths
• City owned and operated fields are well maintained which is critical to maintaining a loyal
customer base.
• The intergovernmental agreements with schools provide critical indoor as well as outdoor
facilities for running city programs.
Weaknesses
• The city does not have the necessary gym space to capitalize on the existing market for
programs.
• City owned facilities are not equally distributed geographically which creates challenges for
engaging the entire market.
Opportunities
• The city’s youth and adult sports staff have done an excellent job of building and running
successful programs creatively and efficiently. If more resources are made available in terms of
facilities and operational support, the opportunity to increase resident participation is
significant.
Challenges
• Potential reduction in support from the general fund budget is a regular concern for recreation
programs.

Other Community Needs Surveys/Analyses
Lend Lease Communities conducted a needs, gaps and opportunities analysis (NGO analysis)
in June of 2008 as a part of their planning efforts for the Horizon Uptown and Lowry Range
development projects in Aurora. They contracted the services of JVA Consultants, LLC, to
conduct this study. Results of this study have guided the strategic development of the Lend
Lease projects. For more information on the Horizon Uptown project visit
http://www.horizonuptown.com/Default.aspx.
Key points and recommendations from the NGO analysis:
• A wide range of recreation and leisure opportunities must be present or accessible to
the community in order to attract the type of potential residents their research
indicates will invest in the community.
• It is clear that more and updated facilities with more service opportunities are
necessary to meet current needs and address emerging trends in recreation.
• “Given that Aurora is far behind the curve in terms of recreation and leisure facility
square footage per capita, it will be important for Horizon Uptown and Lowry Range to
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not only provide adequate square footage for new residents but, where possible, to
help make a dent in Aurora’s overall per capita recreation needs.”
Clearly, this NGO analysis concluded that the availability of recreation facilities in Aurora is
subpar and that a development of the sort that Lend Lease has planned for Horizon Uptown
will require the necessary recreation facility space and level of services that will appeal to its
market.
The YMCA of Metro Denver (http://www.denverymca.org/) contracted with The Winfield
Consulting Group, Inc. (WCG) to conduct a market research study for a new YMCA recreation
facility in southeast Aurora. The study (dated April 22, 2004) provided the YMCA with
membership and revenue forecasts, specific programming information and recommendations.
Both quantitative (telephone surveys) and qualitative research (focus groups with
stakeholders) were conducted to ascertain:
• How many households in the service area might join the YMCA;
• What was the willingness to pay;
• Demand and revenue projections, and;
• The type of facility features that would be necessary to meet prospective members’
demands.
600 surveys were conducted by WCG for the proposed facility to be located in southeast
Aurora, located between Arapahoe and Gartrell on South Aurora Parkway near the Tallyn’s
Reach public library.
Survey results indicated:
• Using a numeric scale to identify interest, WCG found that 1,926 households had a
great deal of interest and 1,812 households had a lot of interest in a new southeast
Aurora YMCA.
• Prospective members had a high interest in having cardio equipment, free weights and
strength training equipment, indoor track and other strength training programs and
equipment.
• When given the choice of an indoor or outdoor pool, 84% of adults and 68% of
children expressed a preference for an indoor facility. There was also identified a very
high interest in aquatic features and programs for teens and children.
• The projected potential household penetration for a new YMCA (5%) was above the
national average (4.5%) for a new YMCA facility.
• 42% of prospective members indicated a willingness to pay at metro area rates ($61
per month for an adult) while 58% were willing to pay the reduced “branch only” rate
of $41 per month.
The study concluded that the expected market penetration would support the operation of a
YMCA facility in southeast Aurora.
The Salvation Army conducted a community attitude and citizen survey from December 2005
to January of 2006 to determine the feasibility of building a new, large indoor community
center to serve east Denver and west Aurora. This study was conducted by Leisure Vision and
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Ballard * King & Associates. Using mail and phone surveys, 401 surveys were completed.
Although the Salvation Army service model is different than the City of Aurora’s recreation
services model, many services and facilities are very similar.
The major findings of the study are presented here.
• Six indoor community spaces were indicated as strongly needed by respondents in
the east Denver/west Aurora area including. These were:
• Teen area (67%);
• Computer lab (60%);
• Multipurpose activity courts for youth (58%);
• Indoor swimming pool (57%);
• Health care services (57%), and;
• Childcare center (56%).
• The most needed indoor spaces according to respondents were teen area (28%),
indoor swimming pool (20%), gymnasiums for basketball, volleyball (19%) and health
care services (18%).
• Relevant services over 50% of respondents indicated they would use:
• Fitness and exercise (74%);
• Recreational and instructional swimming (61%);
• Library services (56%), and;
• Instructional classes (55%).
The Salvation Army study demonstrated a need for services and facilities in the target area of
west Aurora and east Denver.
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Recommendations
 The City of Aurora needs to add seven community recreation centers to its existing
facilities to accommodate the services and programs desired by its residents and to be
competitive with other metro area municipalities and recreation districts.
The Task Force recommends that the City of Aurora add seven indoor community recreation
centers to those in existence. The addition of this indoor recreation square footage to the
existing facility inventory will:
• Provide the necessary space to offer the programs and services that the residents
have indicated they need;
• Provide the amenities that residents have indicated they desire and are willing to pay
for that are currently unavailable;
• Add significantly to the availability of safe places for Aurora’s youth, thereby
contributing to City Council’s goal to deliver on America’s Promise (the five promises
for America’s youth);
• Make Aurora’s system competitive with other surrounding communities;
• Create a resource of indoor recreation center facility space equivalent to the current
per capita average of surrounding municipalities and recreation districts, and;
• Provide residents the ease
of access to recreation
In order to meet a regional standard of 1.6
facilities that they
indicated they desired in
square feet of indoor recreation space per capita,
the community needs
Aurora would have to add almost 400,000
survey.

square feet to its infrastructure.
(Using a population figure of 315,000.)

For a visual of potential facility
locations and service areas see
APPENDIX C – Visual Representation of Potential Service Areas for the Seven Recreation
Centers Needed to Effectively Serve Aurora Residents.
The Task Force also recommends that City Council continue to support existing neighborhood
facilities and currently offered programs.
 Each community recreation center should be designed and equipped to meet the needs
of the residents and businesses existing within a reasonable distance from the facility.
The goal of building recreation facilities is to meet the identified needs of Aurora’s residents.
Based on the body of knowledge that now exists, it is evident that residents’ current needs
are not being met. Facilities need to be located within a reasonable distance from home in
order to meet resident needs.
 Each facility should be equipped with a unique recreational amenity to serve as a
regional draw for aiding in the sustainable economic development of the city.
Because of the unique needs existing in various geographical areas of the city, each new
recreation center should be developed to not only address the specific needs of the
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neighboring area but also include a unique amenity to create a regional, metro‐area draw.
Doing so will not only meet the needs of the diverse residents of Aurora, but will also add to
the economic vitality of the community, enhance the revenue generation capability of each
individual center, have a positive economic benefit for surrounding Aurora businesses and add
property value to the residential and commercial property owners in the area.
 The Aurora City Council should authorize a feasibility study to be completed in 2010 for
the construction and operation of the seven full‐service community recreation centers.
The Task Force recommends the city build on the community needs assessment process by
implementing a feasibility study to address specific facility locations, amenities and square
footage requirements of a system of seven community recreation centers. This is consistent
with the timeline the Task Force has presented (see graphic “The Big Picture” below) in its
public meetings and allows for the level of detail needed to determine the needed facilities
and their locations to best serve the community.
The feasibility study process will entail producing
the following:
• Project Overview and Plan
• Market Analyses
• Citizen Participation Plans
• Service and Program Offerings
• Site Analyses
• Conceptual Layouts and Designs
• Identification of Facility
Components/Amenities
• Operational Analyses
• Capital and Operating Cost Estimates
• Capital and/or Operational Partnerships
• Financing Options
• Strategy and Timeline for Implementing the Seven Center Solution
• Final Report
The feasibility studies for the seven new community recreation centers will allow for the
design of facilities that will address the unique needs within each of the city’s Wards.
Residents’ needs in the vicinity of locations identified for placement of a new facility will
determine actual square footage requirements (resident needs will drive service needs which
determine amenity and space needs), thus individual facility amenities and sizes will vary
accordingly.
 The City of Aurora should continue to work to develop strategic partnerships with
developers, health care providers, public school districts, non‐profits and other entities
to deliver essential services and programs to residents and to leverage its capital
investment in the building of the recreation facilities its residents need.
The city should actively pursue the development of strategic partnerships with relevant
private business entities and other public and non‐profit organizations in the community to
address capital investment and ongoing operational costs of the needed facilities. The Task
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Force has identified models of success for other municipalities and believes that such models
can be successful in Aurora. For example, in Gillette, Wyoming, a new 160,000 square foot
facility is under construction thanks to a joint effort between Campbell County Parks and
Recreation and the Campbell County School District. It is being built on a 24‐acre parcel of
land donated by the City of Gillette. YMCA partnerships with governmental entities have
resulted in numerous successful collaborative efforts around the country (e.g., Pima County,
AZ, City of Avon, OH, etc.). In addition, many other community stakeholders large and small
(health care providers, youth groups) have been instrumental in collaborating to successfully
meet community needs for recreation facilities and services.

School Shared Use
 The City of Aurora should continue to utilize shared use agreements with the public
school systems and other entities that have appropriate facilities that can aid in the
provision of services and programs to residents.
 The City of Aurora should continue to work with the public school systems and other
entities to explore potential economies of scale and partnerships when making capital
investments in recreation facility projects that will satisfy the facility needs of residents,
employees and visitors to the community.
 There is a common misunderstanding that the shared use agreements are a panacea for
the deficiency of city owned facilities. It must be understood that although these
agreements continue to contribute to the recreation opportunities available to
residents, these agreements cannot sufficiently satisfy Aurora residents’ recreation
needs.
In discussions leading up to the formal creation of the Task Force, members of City Council
indicated an interest in assuring that continued cooperation with the public school districts be
a part of the recreation needs assessment. It is recognized that the availability of public
school facilities has played an important role in the history of recreation services in Aurora
and many programs and services have been offered in school facilities over the years.
The City of Aurora has intergovernmental agreements (IGA’s) with both the CCSD and APS
that govern the sharing of facilities. These relationships significantly augment the space
available to deliver city services and programs. The school districts also benefit by having
access to city owned facilities. These agreements have been renewed many times over the
long history of the partnerships and all parties are committed to their ongoing success.
In order to assure this beneficial relationship is maintained and strengthened, both the Cherry
Creek (CCSD) and Aurora Public (APS) school districts were represented with membership on
the Task Force. Having membership on the Task Force assured an open dialog of what the
community recreation needs are in Aurora as well as how the individual entities could
contribute to meeting those needs.
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Partnering with the schools allows for a cost effective solution to the provision of a portion of
the total recreation services and programs offered by the City of Aurora. Indeed, both public
school facilities and city facilities are funded by the taxpayer. With the exception of the CCSD
population that resides outside of the Aurora city limits, Aurora residents are paying for these
facilities through their property and sales taxes.
As for the City of Aurora’s recreation capacity, the school shared use agreements and the
resultant facility availability must not be viewed as the panacea for Aurora’s facility deficit. It
is important to note that the priority for school owned facilities is (and should be) school
programs. Over the course of these agreements, school use of its own facilities has increased
significantly as more sports, extracurricular activities and other program opportunities have
placed an increased demand on facility space.
Each of the IGA’s stipulates that each entity reserves the right to primary and exclusive use of
their own facilities. Additionally, individual school level administrators often have discretion
to implement district decisions differently. This can
often have an impact on the availability of facilities
for city programs. District level policy can also
“Today’s most innovative
significantly affect facility availability. For example,
schools are more than just
a time change for when the school day ends had a
st
schools – they’re 21 ‐century
significant ripple effect on evening programs offered
by the city in school owned facilities. Later starts
community centers where
mean certain programs (particularly youth team
students and the public share
sports) are limited in the amount of practice or
precious education, recreation
game time available, sometimes resulting in
and social spaces.”
elimination of the use of a school site altogether.
The potential for year‐round school and different
June 1, 2008
variations of track and other types of curriculum
Building Design and Construction
scheduling will invariably have an impact on school
Jay W. Schneider, Senior Editor
facility availability.
An increase in competing demands on school
facilities from third parties also contributes to the challenge of assuring space is available for
city programs. As fiscal challenges are exacerbated by economic conditions, so too are the
demands on both school and city facility rentals to provide a greater revenue contribution to
the bottom line.
After numerous discussions with key individuals knowledgeable of the usage of and demand
on the public school facilities, it became clear that additional facility space will not be
available for city recreation programs during those times when the facilities are most needed.
Although there are low usage times associated with all facilities included in this needs
assessment, the low usage times do not occur during the times when demand for space is
high. For example, evenings and weekends are when the city offers adult and youth team
sports programs. These are also peak usage times for the sports programs and extracurricular
activities offered by the primary users.
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Additional opportunities to partner with the school districts may exist in the development of
shared infrastructure that will benefit mutual constituents. This is also true of other entities
in any community including developers, health care providers, metro and special districts,
governmental agencies, etc. Regarding the relationship between the City of Aurora and the
school districts as it relates to this opportunity, the existing joint schools monthly meeting 2
serves as a potential forum for open and ongoing dialog to determine if joint investment on
new recreation infrastructure could benefit the community.
A review of existing partnerships between municipalities and school districts demonstrates
that such partnerships contribute to addressing community needs for recreation
opportunities and facilities. This review also revealed that the existing joint use agreements in
Aurora are consistent with best practices across the United States.
As for the facility space contributed to the overall system by the joint use of school facilities,
this space is generally not available for drop‐in, impromptu activities for youth. If the program
is defined, organized and scheduled within the parameters of the joint use agreement, the
space is made available. This paradigm does not meet the needs of all of Aurora’s youth and
there is a clear and categorical lack of unscheduled, affordable, safe and fun opportunities for
Aurora’s youth and young adults.
Shared school resources is not the single solution for meeting community recreation needs
but is essential to augment the city’s facilities in the delivery of services to the community.

Conclusion
The City of Aurora has come to enjoy excellent recreation services and programs and the city
should be proud of the many awards it has won for these services. There is currently a solid
foundation of success on which a system of recreation programs and facilities can be built that
will deliver a quality of life to Aurora residents that they deserve and expect.
This study shows that there are unmet community needs for recreation services and facilities.
This is not new; it has been observed by many other studies, many of which have been
included in this report. Taken together, these clearly create a compelling body of knowledge
that requires us to take the next step.
A feasibility analysis for the construction and operation of the necessary facilities to deliver
the services and programs that residents have indicated they need will contribute to the
realization of City Council’s vision for Aurora.
The Task Force respectfully submits this report on behalf of Aurora’s residents and looks
forward to contributing further to building the best city in Colorado.

2

The joint schools meeting is attended by City of Aurora, Cherry Creek School District, Aurora Public Schools District and
Community College of Aurora representatives.
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Appendix A – City Council Resolution Authorizing the Task Force
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Appendix B – Summary List of Public Meetings, Presentations and Outreach Efforts

Date
8/8/2008
9/25/2008
10/10/2008
12/22/2008
2/6/2009
2/11/2009
3/10/2009
3/20/2009
3/25/2009
4/6/2009
4/23/2009
4/26/2009
4/28/2009
4/30/2009
5/2/2009
5/5/2009
5/7/2009
5/11/2009
5/13/2009
5/14/2009
5/21/2009
5/28/2009
5/28/2009
6/3/2009
6/6/2009
6/10/2009
6/10/2009
6/22/2009
6/23/2009
6/25/2009
6/29/2009
7/2/2009
7/8/2009
7/13/2009
7/15/2009
7/16/2019
7/17/2009
7/23/2009
7/28/2009
8/4/2009

Approx.
Attendance or
No. of Contacts

Group/Event/Effort
Community Partnership Committee
Operations and Environmental Affairs Committee
Community Partnership Committee
Chamber of Commerce Project Planning Presentation
Gateway Rotary Presentation
Aurora Rotary Presentation
Public Meeting 1 ‐‐ Neighbor to Neighbor Roundtable
Community Partnership Committee
Chambers Heights HOA Presentation
Smoky Hill Rotary
Library, Recreation and Cultural Dept. Presentation
AAUW Presentation
Aurora Deanery Presentation
Fitzsimons Rotary
Gymnastics Parents Presentation
Public Meeting 2 ‐‐ Expo Center
Aurora Youth Commission Presentation
Target Group Meeting 1 ‐‐ St. Pius
SilverSneakers Presentation
Public Meeting 3 ‐‐ Moorhead
Aurora Lifeguards Presentation
APS/CCSD Joint Meeting Presentation
Public Meeting 4 ‐‐ Central Library
AYL (Aurora Youth Leagues) Presentation
APD Breakfast at Fletcher Plaza
Asian Pacific Presentation
Public Meeting 5 ‐‐ Beck
America's Promise Presentation
Public Meeting 6 ‐‐ Meadowood
Stapleton Foundation
Target Group Meeting 2 ‐‐ TR
Public Meeting 7 ‐‐ Tallyn's Reach Library
Aurora Youth for Success Presentation
Public Meeting 8 ‐‐ Village Green
Bicycle Aurora Presentation
Target Group Meeting 3 ‐‐ Spanish
Community Partnership Committee
Aurora Kiwanis Presentation
Public Meeting 9 ‐‐ ACAA
Hughes Aircraft Retiree Association Presentation
ARRTF Final Community Needs Assessment Report
Page 57

n/a
n/a
n/a
3
25
40
25
n/a
15
30
60
35
8
12
25
5
20
12
15
7
100
15
10
20
50
6
12
40
12
10
10
15
20
8
10
12
n/a
30
12
30

8/6/2009
8/12/2009
8/18/2009
8/20/2009
8/26/2009
8/27/2009
8/27/2009
9/1/2009
9/9/2009
9/17/09

Public Meeting 10 ‐‐ Tallyn's Reach Library
Public Meeting 11 ‐‐ Aqua Vista
East End Arts District Presentation
OAR Board Presentation
Coffee with Parents at Paris Elementary ‐‐ Presentation in Spanish
Ward IV Meeting Presentation
Public Meeting 12 ‐‐ Central Library
Mid‐Managers' Forum Presentation
Public Meeting 13 ‐‐ Summer Valley
Target Group Meeting 4 ‐‐ Spanish

17
1
12
30
25
15
12
150
12
10

5/20/2009
7/11/2009
7/22/2009
8/1/2009
9/19/2009

Booth Events
Employee Health and Wellness Day Booth Event
KidSpree Booth Event
Arapahoe County Fair Booth Event
APS Back to School at Central Booth Event
Festival International

60
300
250
60
60

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Other Outreach
Phone Tree (automated calls to residents regarding public meetings)
Press Releases – sent out to media outlets over project term
Neighborhood Services – several list‐serve emails to HOAs
Channel 8 ARRTF production
Aurora Sentinel – several articles about Task Force work
Three advertisements for the public meeting schedule
YourHub.com – Two articles on the work of the Task Force
Brochures – the fall Leisure Living Brochure back cover featured an
invitation to residents to take the survey.
City Website (several weeks)
Newsletters of various HOA’s, neighborhood associations, public schools,
churches, etc.,
Task Force member email to personal and professional lists
Sports organizations, recreation program class participants, center drop‐in
users
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10,000+
5+
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
150,000+
n/a
1,000’s
1,000’s
n/a

Appendix C – Visual Representation of Potential Service Areas for the Seven Recreation Centers
Needed to Effectively Serve Aurora Residents

Feasibility studies are needed to determine specific facility locations, the size of each facility, service areas, program offerings,
facility amenities, and all other relevant details to assure indoor recreation facilities are made available to Aurora residents in a
way that meets their expressed needs. The above map shows potential service areas for seven new centers.
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