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Purpose
The purpose of this Parks Master Plan is to develop a 
community-supported comprehensive plan that provides 
guidance for future development and redevelopment of 
the City’s parks, recreation programming, open space, 
trails, and facilities. The Parks Master Plan will guide policy 
development, prioritize demands and opportunities, and 
generate a strategic action plan to be updated every three 
years. Moreover, this plan will create of a clear set of goals, 
policies, and objectives thus providing direction to City staff, 
the Parks and Recreation Committee and the City Council.  
Implementation measures include short-term, mid-term, and 
long-term goals.  

Process
The process for developing this Master plan was a collaborative 
approach inlcuding the Parks Council Committee, Park's Staff,  
and the Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission. The 
following tasks were included in development of this plan:

•	 Data Gathering & Background Review

•	 Demographics and Trends Analysis

•	 Park Inventory, Assessment, and Analysis

•	 Level of Service Analysis and Mapping

•	 Recreation Programming Assesment & Analysis

•	 Community Needs Investigation & Engagement

•	 Financial Planning & Implementation

Overview
Maryland Heights is a community of about 27,473 residents 
located within a 30 minute drive from nearly all parts of the 
St. Louis metropolitan area.  The City plays a prominent role 
in the region as a commercial and industrial center providing 
the community with an economic base which contributes to 
a good level of services and amentities. The median age of  
Maryland Heights residents is fairly young at  35 and analysis 
of the City's demographic profile revealed some interesting 
population shifts that will be important for department 
services to respond to.  

Community involvement is a key component of this plan 
and extensive efforts were made to reach out in a variety of 
ways.  Input from over 600 residents throughout the course 

Introduction
of this planning effort guided the recommendations found 
in this plan.  From the expressed interests and desires of the 
community for the quality of life that is important to them.   
City Leaders, the Parks and Recreation Staff and Advisory 
Commission have created a vision that they can diligently 
and wisely allocate resources and tax dollars to implement. 
Future allocation of resources towards this vision should be 
commensurate with the growth of Maryland Heights and the 
interests of its citizens.

Results from the overall community engagement effort 
revealed a clear and consistent message. From a system-wide 
perspective the top 3 priorities that are most important to the 
community are:

1. Expand trails & improve connectivity.
2. Provide natural areas for passive recreation & wildlife.
3. Promote physical activity & wellness.

The community identified the following amenities and services 
as being most important:

Park Amenities

1. Paved Trails
2. Nature Trails
3. Natural areas for passive recreation & wildlife benefit
4. Playgrounds
5. Picnic Shelters
6. Restrooms

Recreation Programming - Youth

1. Cooking programs.
2. Youth sports programs.
3. Youth swim lessons.
4. Free drop-in programs.
5. Outdoor/nature education programs.

Recreation Programming - Adults

1. Fitness & wellness programs.
2. Cooking programs.
3. Free drop-in programs.
4. Kayaking, canoeing, or stand up paddle board programs.

An Action Plan can be found at the end of this document 
which prioritizes the goals and recommendations of this plan  
into the following 3 categories:  

1. ENHANCE what we have. 
2. EXPAND to meet evolving needs.
3. EXPLORE new opportunities for the future.
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Introduction
This assessment includes an analysis of the City of Maryland 
Heights Parks and Recreation Department programs, 
recreation facilities, and service offerings.  This report offers 
a detailed perspective of recreation offerings and helps to 
identify strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities for future 
program direction.  It also assists in identifying program 
categories and program gaps within the community, and 
future program offerings. 

A review of program information, program assessment 
worksheets completed by staff, and interviews and meetings 
with the staff were conducted.  A series of reports and data 
were also reviewed, including three seasonal program guides, 
2018 Community Survey results, notes from staff workshops, 
and visits to facilities, including the Community Center and 
Aquaport.  

Elements of the report include:

•	 Review of Needs Assessment Survey Results

•	 Demographic Profile

•	 Age Segment, Lifecycle Analysis, and Outcomes Analysis

•	 Core Facility and Program Analysis

•	 Sports and Leisure Market Report

•	 Financial Review

•	 Marketing Review

•	 Benchmarking and Best Practices

•	 Recommendations 

Needs Assessment Survey
Reviewing the Needs Assessment Survey Results as they 
pertain to recreation programming and services is important 
to determine future positioning of services. The following 
section includes a few highlights of the survey.

According to the statistically valid Needs Assessment Survey, 
Maryland Heights Park and Recreation is the leading provider 
of recreation and park services for residents of Maryland 
Heights, with almost 80% of residents choosing to use the 
Department’s services. The Survey results also indicated that 
33% of households participated in recreation programs during 
the last 12 months.  This compares to a national average of 

32% of households participating in programs based on 400 
agencies from across the country in the ETC Institute database.  

The value of Parks and Recreation services is very good as 
82% of residents are either very or somewhat satisfied with 
the value they receive.  This compares to 59% of households 
in the national database benchmark report. Eighty-eight (88%) 
percent of program participants are either very satisfied or 
satisfied with recreation programming and 74% are either very 
satisfied or satisfied with the variety of programs.  

It’s important to understand why residents do not participate 
in programs.  The top reasons for not participating include:

•	 Nothing 30%

•	 Fees 28.6 %

•	 Not interested or too busy 25.2%  

Important research to complete in the future is to identify 
what fees the residents are including in fees being too high.  
Is this a feeling in general, or are there specific program areas 
that residents feel are too high?  Additional survey results are 
referenced throughout the report.

Demographic Profile
Demographic data used for the analysis were obtained from 
Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc.  (ESRI), the 
largest research and development organization dedicated to 
Geographical Information Systems (GIS) and specializing 
in population projections and market trends.  All data 
were acquired in June 2018, and reflect actual numbers as 
reported in the 2010 US Bureau of the Census (2010 Census) 
and demographic projections for 2017 (current) and 2022 as 
estimated by ESRI.  

Age

Of the 27,473 residents recorded in the 2010 Census, the 
median age of Maryland Heights residents was 35 years. 
Table 1.1 depicts the population of Maryland Heights based on 
age group. The 2010 Census column is actual data collected 
through the United States Census process. The 2017 and 2022 
columns are current and estimated projections.

Overall, the population of Maryland Heights is projected to 
stay about the same, with less than one percent growth, 0.43%, 
between 2010 and 2022. The following charts break down the 
population shifts between youth and adults according to the 
same age groupings in Table 1.1. 

Recreation Assessment
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Shifts in population across all age categories of youth are 
projected to decline -7.7% as a whole. The largest anticipated 
shift is a decrease in High School age youth from 1,609 in 2010 
to 1,369 in 2022, or a -14.9% decrease. Early Childhood aged 
youth (0-4 years) will likely decrease 9%, from 1,661 to 1,511. 
Middle and Elementary School aged youth are predicted to 
decrease by 3.9% and 2.1% respectively. This data suggests that 
youth and family programming and services should prepare 
for a potential reduction of youth participants in the near 
future. 

The predicted shift in the Adult population as a whole is not very 
significant – a 2.8% projected increase. This can be deceiving, 
however, as there are some precarious shifts within the adult 
age category breakdowns. The Young Adult age category is 
predicted to decrease by -15.5% between 2010 and 2022, from 
7,563 to 6,394. Adults ages 35-54 years are expected to remain 
stable at a one-half of 1% decrease.  Conversely, Active Adults 
ages 55-74 years are predicted to increase from 4,681 to 5,971, or 
27.6%. Senior adults are expected to experience an even higher 
percentage increase, from 1,532 to 2,048, or 33.7%. 

Maryland Heights should plan for increased level of service 
demands from approximately 1,806 more adults over the age 
of 55 by the year 2022. Future programming plans should 
subsequently focus on the influx of people over the age of 55, 
who nationwide have shown an increased demand for services 
that focus on their health and wellness, as well as giving back 
to the community through volunteer efforts. While Maryland 
Heights should continue to focus on continuous improvement 
and development of all program areas for all ages, a priority 
should not be placed on programming for adults ages 20-54, 

whose population is anticipated to decrease by 1,209. 

For ease of analysis and a more practical application, the data 
charted above was broken down into more generalized age 
categories. The percentage of Maryland Heights’ population 
that fell into those categories in 2010 and the predicted 
breakdown of percentage by category in 2022 is depicted on 
the following page.

The graphs above represent the shift in age categories as a 
percentage of the whole population. The most significant 
observation is a shift of five percentage points between the 
Young Adult and Active Adult categories; Young Adults are 
predicted to comprise 23% of the 2022 population versus 28% 
in 2010 and Active Adults are predicted to comprise 22% of the 
population as opposed to 17% in 2010. 

Table 1.1 - Breakdown of age groups in Maryland Heights.

      2010 2017 2022
Population 
by Age

# % # % # %

0-4 years 1,661 6.0% 1,498 5.4% 1,511 5.5%
5-9 years 1,418 5.2% 1,457 5.3% 1,388 5.0%
10-14 years 1,499 5.5% 1,406 5.1% 1,441 5.2%
15-19 years 1,609 5.9% 1,393 5.1% 1,369 5.0%
20-24 years 2,338 8.5% 1,835 6.7% 1,733 6.3%
25-34 years 5,225 19.0% 5,075 18.5% 4,661 16.9%
35-44 years 3,553 12.9% 3,855 14.0% 4,267 15.5%
45-54 years 3,957 14.4% 3,484 12.7% 3,203 11.6%
55-64 years 2,856 10.4% 3,369 12.3% 3,415 12.4%
65-74 years 1,825 6.6% 2,325 8.5% 2,556 9.3%
75-84 years 1,110 4.0% 1,296 4.7% 1,494 5.4%
85+ years 422 1.5% 503 1.8% 554 2.0%
Total 24,473  27,496  27,592  
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Adults over the age of 55 are projected to account for over one 
quarter, 29.1%, of the Maryland Heights population. Youth are 
anticipated to account for a slightly smaller percentage of the 
population, from 22.6% to 20.7%. These shifts in percentage of 
the whole population show an anticipated aging trend, with 
significantly more older adults than families.   

Race

The majority of Maryland Heights’ residents, 73%, reported 
having a race of White Alone in the 2010 Census. The other 
quarter of the population was reported as a mix of primarily 
Black Alone (11.9%) and Asian Alone (9.8%), followed by Two 
or More Races (2.5%) and Some Other Race Alone (2.3%). It is 
projected that Maryland Heights’ race composition will shift 
by a 6.7 percentage point reduction in White Alone by 2022; 
subsequent increases are anticipated across all the other race 
designations with the highest being Asian Alone, anticipate to 
increase 3.5 percentage points. The ethnicity of Hispanic origin 
(a designation independent of race designation) is expected to 
experience a 34.1% increase by 2022. 

A look into population numbers (Table 1.2) instead of 
percentages, however, provides a more complete understanding 
into the predicted racial changes. Although the population is 
projected to grow in all race designations, Maryland Heights 
is anticipated to house nearly 1,000 more Asian residents and 
nearly 450 residents who identify as black. Those who identify 
as being of Hispanic Origin are also anticipated to increase 
by 420 residents. The significance in these figures is that the 
recreational needs of a greater variety and larger quantity of 
cultural user groups will accompany the shift in population. 
For example, the Hispanic culture is traditionally highly 

Table 1.2 - Population by race & ethnicity.

      2010 2017 2022
Race  &  
Ethnicity

# % # % # %

White 20,123 73.2% 19,209 69.9% 18,340 66.5%
Black 3,262 11.9% 3,428 12.5% 3,708 13.5%
American 
Indian

64 0.2% 62 0.2% 67 0.2%

Asian 2,696 9.8% 3,211 11.7% 3,658 13.3%
Pacific 
Islander

13 0.0% 9 0.0% 9 0.0%

Other 
Alone

637 2.3% 741 2.7% 841 3.0%

2+ Races 678 2.5% 837 3.0% 969 3.5%
Hispanic 
Origin 
(Any Race)

1,233 4.5% 1,446 5.3% 1,653 6.0%
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familial in its recreation endeavors. Subsequently, larger picnic 
shelters with higher seating capacity and multi-generational 
programming will likely be sought after by this group. 

Ensuring intentional outreach and inclusion of these cultural 
groups in future program development, planning, and 
implementation will be an important factor in keeping services 
relevant. 

Household Income

The median household income in Maryland Heights was 
$59,000 in 2017, nearly identical to the United States national 
median income of $59,039 in 2017. A 13.3% increase is projected 
by the year 2022, to $66,833. The following chart shows the 
breakdown by income level:

Over one-third (39.2%) of Maryland Heights households have 
an annual household income less than $49,000. As a public 
entity, continued services and price points to meet the needs 
of all income levels will be a community necessity.

Age Segment Analysis

One of the elements of the recreation assessment is a review 
of the distribution of program offerings according to the age 
segments serviced. For the purposes of this assessment, age 
categories were segmented according to the following age 
structure:

•	 Early	Childhood,	ages	0-5	years

•	 Youth,	ages	6-12	years

•	 Teen,	ages	13-18	years

•	 Adult,	ages	18+	years

•	 Senior,	ages	55+	years

The chart below shows the age segment percentages of 
program offerings.  This information was developed by 
reviewing the Fall 2017, Winter-Spring 2018, and Summer 
2018 program guides.  The number of program opportunities 
geared towards particular age groups were tallied for the three 
seasons. If a program section spanned clearly across two age 
categories, e.g. ages 8-14, that section was counted once in the 
Youth and once in the Teen category. Special Events, typically 
service “all ages” and were not included in the analysis below. 

Table 1.3 - Age segment percentages by seasonal program 
offerings

The age group that had the highest total quantity of programs 
planned for them was the 18-54 year-old adults, at 263 (28.2%) 
of all programs offered. This age group also had the highest 
percentage and quantity of programs in each individual 
season. In second place, with one-quarter of total programming 
was the teen age group, 13-17 years, with 234 programs. On the 
opposite end of the spectrum, senior programs held the lowest 
percentage spot each season, for two of three seasons. Adults 
over the age of 55 saw less than 4% of total programs. However, 
it is important to note that seniors can also participate in 
all adult program offerings.  The 55+ programs are those 
specifically geared toward the older population.  

Seasonally, the quantity of programs offered in the winter/spring  
was the highest at 358. Contrary to that, fall programming had 
258 programs.

The teen age group was observed to be more of a ‘spill-over’ 
recreation category than one that was specifically programmed. 
Throughout all three seasons, most of the teen programs 
overlapped the youth category or the adult category, i.e. “ages 
10-14” or “adults 14 & up” and were listed as the advertised 
required ages for participation. This is an important note to 
keep in mind when reviewing the segmentation analyses in 
this report.

The following pie chart represents the full year’s programmatic 
opportunities by specific age segment:

     Fall 2017

Winter 
- Spring 

2018
Summer 

2018

Age 
Segment 

Total
Age # % # % # % # %
0-5 yrs 42 16.9% 32 5.4% 48 14.7% 48 14.7%
6-12 yrs 55 22.2% 80 5.3% 81 24.8% 81 24.8%
13-17 yrs 56 22.6% 102 5.1% 76 23.2% 76 23.2%
18-54 yrs 70 28.2% 108 5.1% 85 26.0% 85 26.0%
55+ yrs 25 10.1% 36 6.7% 37 11.3% 37 11.3%
Total 248 100% 358 100% 327 100% 327 100%
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As a municipal parks and recreation department, a typical 
goal is to offer programs for all ages, in a manner that balances 
resident demand with an equitable supply.  The segmentation 
does not necessarily have to perfectly mirror the community’s 
age demographic segmentation. However, we can use that 
segmentation to assess the extent to which each age group is 
being served. A side-by-side comparison of actual population 
and program offerings shows the current scenario in Table 1.4.

Table 1.4 - Comparison of population and programs offered.

When considering opportunities for program expansion, using 
the table above can help identify target areas for enhancements, 
additions, and/or innovations. Extending the programmatic 
reach to those age segments that have the highest spread 
between offerings and population is more likely to result in a 
higher potential of market capture (e.g. adults, with a current 27 
percentage-point difference). One important element to note 
is the relatively high percentage of teen programs at 25%.  This 
percentage is a result of many programs offered for younger 
teens and 14 and over programs.  

When compared to the age demographic data of the community 
depicted earlier in this report, significant attention should be 
paid to the growing population of adults over the age of 55 
years. Currently 11% of programs are designated for “seniors”. 
The anticipated shift from 23% to 29% of the total population 
from 2010 to 2022 should be a catalyst to intentionally develop 
a more robust program menu geared towards those over the 
age of 55.

Program Categories
The following is a listing of major program categories that park 
and recreation agencies throughout the country commonly 
provide.  The selection of program categories is used by the 
consulting team, based on completing recreation assessments 
for agencies all over the United States.

This list helps to identify if there are any common program 
areas not offered by an agency.  Most agencies offer a majority 
of programs.  In matching Maryland Heights’ inventory of 
programs against this master list, most program areas, 71%, are 
represented (red text represents programs that are not offered):

Active adult programs
Aquatics
Arts
Before/After school 
Biking 
Birthday party services
Childcare
Cooking
Dance
Day camps/School break camps
Early childhood 
Environmental/Nature
Extreme sports
Fitness 
General Interest
Golf
Gymnastics/Tumbling
Historical programs
Homeschool
Horseback Riding
Ice Skating/Hockey

Language Arts
Lifelong Learning
Martial arts
Music
Open Gym
Outdoor adventure (kayaking)
Pets 
Preschool
Running/Walking
Seniors
Special/Community Events
Sports
STEM
Summer Camp
Sustainability/Green programs
Teen programs
Tennis
Theatre/Acting
Therapeutic Recreation
Trips
Wellness

The categories in Table 1.5 have been defined as the core 
program areas by the Maryland Heights Parks and Recreation 
Staff. The quantity of total programs offered in each of the core 
program areas is displayed according to season, along with the 
corresponding percentage of the whole, by both program area 
and season.

Total programming across seasons is fairly consistent, with 
the winter/spring season showing the highest total quantity 
of programs (200). Fitness programming had the highest 
quantity (120), which accounted for about one-fifth of the 
total. Swim lessons edged out fitness for the largest summer 
program area by one program, with 41 (22.9%) programs. 

Population Age Category Programs Offered

6% Early Childhood 13%
10% Youth 23%

6% Teen 25%
55% Adult 28%
23% Senior 11%
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Conversely, the area with the lowest quantity of programming 
was early childhood, with 9 (1.6%) programs. It is interesting 
to note that sport activities only have 7% of the total program 
distribution, which is significantly lower than the typical park 
and recreation agency.  

The pie-chart below captures the quantity of total programming 
offered in the district during the year examined:

Primary & Secondary Markets
To further assess program spread across market segments, 
the programs within each of the core program areas were 
assigned a designation of Primary or Secondary market by 
staff. Intentionality of the programs’ reach can be helpful for 
marketing purposes as well as ensure the program plan is 
being executed in an equitable manner.  The following charts 
show the age segment(s) to which the specific programs cater, 
as a percentage of all programs (both primary and secondary):

Table 1.5 - Program types by season.

Core Program Area

Fall 
2017 Winter  - Spring 2018 Summer 2018 Total

#  offered % #  offered % #  offered % #  offered %
Arts 36 19.4% 13 6.5% 13 7.3 62 11.0%

Day & School Break Camps 10 5.4% 27 13.5% 12 6.7 49 8.7%
Early Childhood 9 4.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0 9 1.6%

Fitness 32 17.2% 48 24.0% 40 22.3 120 21.2%
General & Special Events 37 19.9% 24 12.0% 23 12.8 84 14.9%

Seniors 29 15.6% 36 18.0% 39 21.8 104 18.4%
Sports 17 9.1% 11 5.5% 11 6.1 39 6.9%

Swim Lessons 16 8.6% 41 20.5% 41 22.9 98 17.3%
Total 186 100% 200 100% 179 100 565 100%

Of the entire program plan, those directed towards Adults 
aged 45-64 years, described here as Middle-age, accounted for 
29.4% of the programming.  The most interesting result of this 
analysis is that no single program specifically targets Young 
Adults ages 18-24 years. 

The same market data is depicted below, with separate 
visualizations for primary and secondary.  The groups with 
the highest percentage of primary reach were Senior Adults 
(14.2%), Adults, (13.7%), and Elementary School Youth (11.2%). 
No current programs specifically target High School aged 
youth or Young Adults.
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Adults 18-54 years old had the highest percentage of total 
programming (28%), which aligns with staff’s market 
designations for the combined adult groups’ market reach 
(19.3% and 29.4% for Adults and Middle-age Adults respectively). 

Lifecycle Analysis

The program assessment included a lifecycle analysis of 
programs selected for review.  This type of assessment helps 
to determine if the Maryland Heights Parks and Recreation 
staff need to develop newer and more innovative programs, 
reposition programs that have been declining, or continue the 
current mix of lifecycle stages.  This assessment was based 
on staff members’ opinions of how their core programs were 
categorized according to the following areas: 

•	 Introduction Stage (Getting a program off the ground, 
heavy marketing)

•	 Growth Stage (Moderate and interested customer base, 
high demand, not as intense marketing)

•	 Mature Stage (Steady and reliable performer, but 
increased competition)

•	 Decline Stage (Decreased registration)

The percentage distribution of programs according to lifecycle 
categories includes:

•	 Introduction programs:  36% 

•	 Growth programs:  37% 

•	 Mature programs: 24%

•	 Decline programs: 3%

 

A healthy balance between stages is optimal, with a bulk of 
programs in growth and mature stages. This is generally the 
case for Maryland Heights, with 61% of programs in Growth 
and Mature. With a third of programs (36%) in the Introduction 
stage, they tip the scale a bit out of a “typical” balance. As a 
normal part of the planning cycle, a department should 
always have programs in the Introduction stage as a means 
to introduce new and innovative programming. There will 
also always be programs in the Decline stage, those of which 
should be given some specific attention to either reposition 
or decommission them. The following chart provides a visual 
representation of all major program categories and their 
respective spread of lifecycle stages. 

Individual program areas should strive to have programming 
that falls into all four lifecycle stages, with the majority in 
growth and mature (orange and gray, above).  Senior and Sports 
programming areas are the only two that have programming 
that falls into all four lifecycle stages; Senior programming 
shows the best balance of distribution. Swim lessons and 
Arts display strength in the growth and mature stages, and 
should include the introduction of new opportunities. The 
Department may want to encourage the opportunity for some 
of the programs/events in the General & Special Events and 
Fitness program areas to grow and mature.

Outcomes Analysis
Assessment as to how the organizational unit is performing 
can be accomplished using private-sector drivers, like revenue 
for example. At the same time, a balanced evaluation of both 
private sector and public-sector enterprise can be completed, 
as park and recreation departments also play a role as a social 
service provider. Staff members were asked to review their 
program areas according to five Outcome Categories, which 
are outlined on the following page:



8 High Level Maintenance 

Impact
The extent to which a program is impactful can be 
measured by key categories, such as repeat customers, 
participant feedback, and supervisor observations. It could 
be inferred that a program with participants who choose to 
re-enroll session after session is having a positive impact 
on the customer. Participant feedback gathered through 
evaluations and dialogue can help provide measurement 
of the level of impact. Supervisors can also conduct their 
own observations by taking note of the participants’ 
attentiveness, smiles, and engaging behaviors.

Execution
A service-based agency can gauge its performance by how 
well it carries out the service. Execution can be measured 
through participant feedback/evaluation data, supervisor 
observation, and instructor performance. If the service 
provided fulfills participant expectations, is a well-organized 
and comprehensive experience, and if the instructor is 
engaging, inclusive, and effectively imparts knowledge, it 
can be concluded that the service was well-executed. 

Community
Four core questions can assess the extent to which the 
program area positively impacts the community. Is the 
community better, safer, or healthier because of the 
program? Does the program foster community collaboration 
or partnerships? Does the program serve underserved 
groups? Would there be a significant community impact if 
the program went away?

Leverage
Sometimes a program adds value to the agency’s 
comprehensive offerings due to a leveraging effect. The 
program could positively enhance public relations or it 
could serve as a feeder into other programs. 

Competition
The effect competition has on service outcomes can be 
measured by the quantity of providers within a 20-minute 
drive. If supply is high, it can be seen as positive due to 
the community’s increased quantity of choices in service 
providers; conversely, excess competition can mean that 
the agency either needs to find its niche or perhaps remove 
itself from that service provision. Competition can also be 
used to influence pricing outcomes for the agency. Price 
comparisons against the local competition can ensure that 
price-points remain affordable for the community. They 
can also help ensure the program ‘stays in the market’, as 
prices that are too low could infer low value.

The five outcome categories were reviewed by staff to assess 
their core program areas. Each outcome measure was reviewed 
using a four-point scale, with one being the least effective and 
four being the most. Table 1.6 shows ratings summarized into 
the five outcome categories.

Overall, staff ranked impact and execution as the most effective 
outcome areas with a score of 3.5 in both categories. Program 
Pricing received the highest rank of each of the individual 
indicators measured, with a score of 3.8. Program Serves 
Underserved Groups received the lowest rank of the individual 
indicators, with a score of 1.1.

Based on the results, the Department should consider a 
focus on more impactful Community outcomes. Specifically, 
focusing on providing programs for the underserved as 
well as the use of partnerships and collaborative efforts will 
positively enhance this outcome area. Also, examine areas 
that scored the highest: those at 3.5 or higher are doing well in 
their corresponding outcome category and can be modeled for 
success in other areas. For example, what is it that the arts and 
senior program areas are doing to execute so well (3.9) that the 
swim lessons (1.7) can learn from, emulate, or adopt?

Table 1.6 - Outcomes

Impact Execution Comm. Leverage Comp. Avg.
Arts 3.7 3.9 1.3 1.4 3.0 2.7

Day & School Break Camps 3.1 3.2 1.6 1.6 2.8 2.5
Early Childhood 3.9 3.5 2.3 2.6 3.4 3.1

Fitness 3.7 3.8 2.0 2.6 3.0 3.0
General & Special Events 3.4 3.6 1.8 1.9 3.2 2.8

Seniors 3.9 3.9 1.4 2.5 3.5 3.0
Sports 2.7 3.5 2.0 3.0 2.6 2.8

Swim Lessons 2.7 1.7 2.8 2.0 2.0 2.2
Average 3.4 3.4 1.9 2.2 2.9 2.8
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Core Facilities & Programs
The following section provides specific detail about the 
primary programming facilities and core program areas.  The 
facilities include the Maryland Heights Community Center 
and Aquaport.  Programs include: Arts, Day and School Break 
Camps, Early Childhood, Fitness, General and Special Events, 
Seniors, Sports, and Swimming Lessons.  

Community Center

The newly opened Community Center has become a vibrant, 
highly visible, and busy Center for the community.  The 
Center’s grand opening occurred in May of 2017. According 
to the Needs Assessment Survey, the Community Center 
is the most often used facility of the Department’s facility 
offerings.  Furthermore, 84% of the Center’s users are either 
very satisfied or satisfied with the Center, which shows very 
good performance. 

The Center serves as the administrative offices for the Parks 
and Recreation Department.  Its presence has transformed 
the ability of the Department to meet the needs of Maryland 
Heights residents and to expand program offerings.  The 
Center includes the Aquatics Center, gymnasium, indoor 
track, fitness area, group exercise rooms, multi-purpose rooms, 
preschool and play center, and senior lounge. Programs and 
services include swim lessons, fitness membership and classes, 
creative arts, youth programs such as dance and camps, room 
rentals, open gym, pickleball and badminton, Silver Sneakers, 
walking club, birthday parties, and much more.  

In reviewing building use, there were 37,583 member swipes in 
2017 from April through July.  In 2018, this number increased 
to 52,412 during the same time period, which is a 45% increase.  

Significant plusses for the facility include the spacious fitness 
center on the second floor, with good visuals to the Center 
below and outside, the jogging/walking track that circles the 
fitness area, the Aquatics Center, and the gymnasium with 
interior glass for great visuals.  In discussions with staff, some 
of the operating challenges of the facility include the front 
desk design, small size of activity rooms, and Aquatic Center 
egress. The pool area design limits the ability for offering 
special events.  

Aquaport

Aquaport is currently celebrating its 20th year of operations. It 
was one of the first water parks to be built in the St. Louis region. 
The operation of the pool was managed by Midwest Pool 
Management until 2019 when the City took over operations 
themselves. .  

According to the Needs Assessment Survey, 41% of residents 
visited Aquaport last year.  In addition, 60% of residents feel 
that improvements to Aquaport are either very or somewhat 
important, with 25% not being sure. Twenty-one percent of 

residents visit aquatics facilities outside of Maryland Heights, 
most notably Bridgeton Community Pool. Only 52% of 
households are very satisfied or satisfied with the facility, which 
suggests a need for improvements. 

The facility includes an 8,000 square foot Family Fun Pool, 
concessions and locker rooms, Extreme Bowl, Flume, Racer 
and Tube Slides, and a smaller slide for younger children, 
the Wacky Water Slide.  Aquaport was frequently mentioned 
during the public engagement and online process as needing 
upgrades.  Since Aquaport’s opening, there has only been one 
additional feature added.   Program offerings include rentals, 
birthday parties, pool parties, swim lessons, river walking, and 
special events. 

Total attendance during the 2017 season was 43,969.  In 2018, 
total revenue was $494,926.  

From an operational perspective, a needed improvement is 
the entrance to the facility, as it is not equipped to handle both 
ingress and egress to the facility.  The Department is looking 
to improve the entrance area and possibly add a new water 
feature before next season.  

The filtration system needs to be updated and replaced.  The 
pool areas are all tied into one filtration system, which requires 
the entire facility to shut down rather than individual pool 
elements.  The concession area is hidden from view as it is 
located off to the side of the locker room building.  Additionally, 
there are opportunities to provide more programming at the 
facility.  

Programs

The following section outlines specific information that relates 
to core programs and services offered by the Department.  This 
is preceded by additional Needs Assessment Survey Results 
that relate to programming.  

According to the Needs Assessment, household members 
were asked to identify their top four most important programs. 
The results:

Youth:  sports programs (16%), swim lessons (16%), fitness & 
wellness (8%), and science, technology, engineering, or math 
programs (7%).

Adults: fitness & wellness (48%), cooking programs (17%), 
community/special events (17%), and free drop-in programs 
(16%).

As part of the Needs Assessment, ETC Institute develops a 
Priority Investment Rating (PIR) that identifies high, medium, 
and low priority programs.  The PIR reflects the importance 
residents place on items (sum of top 4 choices) and the unmet 
needs (needs that are only being partly or not met) for each 
program relative to the program that rated the highest overall. 
Since decisions related to future investments should consider 
both the level of unmet need and the importance of programs, 
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the PIR weights each of these components equally.

The PIR reflects the sum of the Unmet Needs Rating and the 
Importance Rating as shown in the equation below:

PIR = UNR + IR

For youth, the programs with a PIR over 100 and designated as 
high priority include the following: 

•	 Cooking programs (PIR=133)

•	 Youth sports programs (PIR=129)

•	 Youth swim lessons (PIR=126)

•	 Free drop-in programs (PIR=126)

•	 Outdoor/nature education programs (PIR=105)

For adults, the programs with a PIR over 100 and designated as 
high priority include the following:

•	 Adult fitness & wellness (PIR=176)

•	 Cooking programs (PIR=136)

•	 Free drop-in programs (PIR=123)

•	 Kayaking, canoeing, stand up paddle board (PIR=100)

Arts Programs

The arts program area consists mostly of dance classes, visual 
arts classes like painting and drawing, summer concerts, and 
theatre programs. Affordable pricing and experienced dance 
instructors give the arts program area a competitive edge in the 
community. Participant feedback and supervisor observations 
make the program area quite impactful, scoring all fours in the 
outcomes analysis. The level of community impact is relatively 
low; enhanced outreach to underserved populations would 
help develop this outcome area. The program area is largely in 
the growth lifecycle stage (7), with a few programs (4) solidly in 
the mature stage. 

There were 188 participants in the 2017 arts programming; 
gross revenue was $8,175, or $43.49 per participant on average. 
Courses were 67.3% full, with an average of 7.8 participants per 
class. The cancellation rate was 40%, which is a higher than 
desired. 

Day and School Break Camps

This combined area of programs covers childcare provided 
on school days off during winter and spring breaks, summer 
camps, and kids night out opportunities several times per year. 
Enrollment in the school days off and summer camps also offer 
extended morning and late afternoon care as an add-on option. 
Though summer camps are well established in the growth and 
mature lifecycle stages, shorter-term opportunities are just 
getting introduced. 

There is a fair amount of local competition with other summer 
camp offerings; however, the affordable, safe environment was 

touted as a strong distinguishing factor over other similar 
providers. The specialty Superhero camp, offered one time 
per year, was a rock star performer – scoring perfect scores in 
impact, execution, and competition. Using the success of that 
course to leverage other opportunities (e.g. summer camps) 
and/or reaching out to underserved markets could be a way for 
the course to gain even more momentum. 

Total participations in the camps were the highest of any 
program area at 1,319. To clarify, this is the number of 
enrollments into camps and not unique individual participants. 
Many of the camps offer before and after camp extended care 
and therefore a single participant may have three ‘enrollments’ 
into the week’s camp experience. Gross revenue in 2017 was 
$99,654. The camps averaged a 49% fill rate; however, it should 
be noted that often times a larger maximum participant 
quantity is placed in the registration software for programs like 
this and counselors are added as enrollment increases. The 
cancellation rate for the entire program area was low at 10.3%. 
No one was left on a waitlist, which is also a great best-practice 
for childcare-based program areas. 

Early Childhood Programs

The early childhood program area consists of preschool 
classes held throughout the duration of the school year, with 
the exception of a preschool summer camp option and a 
summer safety town camp. It is a mature program area that 
has a following of repeat customers, a solid registration base, 
high customer satisfaction, and is executed well. The greatest 
strength as compared to similar providers is the education 
level of staff, the high quality new facility, and lower pricing. 

The school year based classes generate the highest gross 
revenue of all program areas. The per-person average expense 
in this program area is approximately $663 therefore, significant 
effort should be placed on raising the 53.8% fill rate to as close 
to 100% as possible. As a strong feeder into other programs, 
this program area should also reach out to underserved 
populations as a means to attract them to additional offerings. 

Programs like Afternoon Learn & Plays and Book & A Craft 
were also offered to the early childhood age demographic 
with mixed success. Consider offering other short-sessions of 
parent-and-tot courses for 1.5-3 year olds that are not yet ready 
for preschool. 

Fitness

Group exercise classes dominate the fitness course offerings; 
personal training is also a key offering within the fitness 
program area. Cycle, Zumba, and Hatha Yoga are examples 
of courses that experience the highest levels of seasonal 
participation. Fitness classes have a three-tiered pricing 
structure – a member rate, resident rate, and non-resident 
rate – which is typical of municipally managed centers. The 
community center membership can also be upgraded to 
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include unlimited fitness class participation in most fitness 
classes. 

Participation in the registration-based fitness classes (those 
not on an unlimited pass) reached 192 in 2017, accounting for 
$8,705 in gross revenue. The 34.4% cancellation rate is a bit 
misleading, as there were zero registrants in 34.4% of the 2017 
fitness programs; however, the courses may have still been 
held to accommodate the Get Fit Members (unlimited). 

Positive outcomes include the large following of repeat 
customers, participant feedback and supervisor observations 
indicate the classes are highly impactful, and the community is 
healthier because of the programming. The newer facility gives 
a competitive advantage over other similar providers in the 
area, and that means the programs are all in their introductory 
and growth stages. Adults ages 25 and over were indicated by 
staff to be the primary and secondary markets for all fitness 
classes.  Despite the fact that youth ages 14 and over are able 
to participate in many of the courses, consider adding more 
fitness options specifically for youth and teens. 

General and Special Events

One-time specialty programs, ongoing general programs like 
martial arts, and community events are key offerings in this 
analysis category. Community events like Tons of Trucks, the 
Halloween Parade, and Holiday at Westport attract an average 
of 300-400 attendees annually. Community collaborations 
and/or partnerships are typically a key factor in the success 
of community events like these, so it was not a surprise that 
staff rated collaboration with a score of 4 in the outcomes 
assessment. Despite lower scores assigned to some of the 
other community outcomes criteria, the positive impact 
and character of events like the movies in the park and dog-
based programming definitely creates a positive sense of 
community. For example, programming for “dog families” 
serves a population that typically is not included in other 
programmatic ventures. Affordable pricing was referenced 
once again as a competitive strength.

Seniors 

The senior programming category encompasses programs 
for the age demographic of 55 years and older and some 
specifically for 62 years and older. This includes trips, monthly 
luncheons, structured times for specific card and/or board 
games, book clubs, adult education topics, and some social 
services. Games like Bridge and Mah-jong, and events like the 
Academy Awards Screenings and St. Patrick’s Day luncheon 
are the most popular offerings. Silver Sneakers fitness services 
and the Van Go transportation service are also heavily used.

From an outcomes perspective, participant feedback is highly 
positive for both impact and execution. Pricing is either free 
or affordable; coupled with the fact that there is a relatively 
low supply of similar providers in the area for most of these 

programs.  There would be significant impact if the program(s) 
went away. The Van Go transportation service seems especially 
essential to not only the success of these programs, but also the 
reduction of a barrier for this participant group. Most of the 
programs are in the mature (13) or growth (8) lifecycle stages, 
which is to be expected when serving a group of users that are 
generally not as open to change. 

The registration-based senior programs generated $23,421 
in gross revenue in 2017, or an average of $52 from the 450 
participants. Programs were generally 50% full and only 12.5% 
were cancelled. 

Sports Programs

The 468 sports participants generated $28,715 in gross revenue, 
or $61.36 per participant. The cancellation rate was relatively 
high, at 24.3%. As traditional recreational sports take a back seat 
to new, trendy athletic endeavors, it will be important for this 
program area go grow and change fluidly to meet the interests 
of the community. A lack of outdoor athletic fields presents a 
challenge to expanded programming. 

Sports programming included adult softball and volleyball, 
youth sports clinics and camps, and a youth soccer league. A 
new pickleball tournament has been introduced, as have NERF 
wars. The adult softball and outdoor volleyball leagues have, 
like many others nationwide, entered the decline lifecycle 
stage. Still successful at the mature stage is the Ladies Night 
Volleyball. The youth sports offerings largely fall within the 
introductory stage. The sports programs scored well in the 
execution outcome, yet the impact to the participant and the 
community were not as strong. This may relate to a lack of 
fields in the community.

Pricing, good facility/equipment, and quality instructors were 
repeated competitive advantages despite the generally high 
supply of similar providers in the area. 

Swim Lesson Programs

In 2017, 321 swim lessons generated $15,596, or $48.59 
per participant. Due to the flexible nature of the teaching 
environment, no participants were left on the waitlist and no 
classes were cancelled. 

Group Swim lessons are offered indoors year-round at the 
community center and outdoors in the summer at Aquaport. 
Private lessons are also offered at both facilities. Based upon 
the outcomes analysis scores (1.7 average), execution could 
be improved upon. Currently the primary and secondary 
markets are all youth; underserved populations could be the 
next new market to target, specifically adults, women-only, and 
homeschool groups. Because of the high prevalence of similar 
providers in the community, it will be important to continue 
to capitalize on the strengths of relatively lower prices and the 
newer indoor facility. 
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Participation
A total of 3,856 participations occurred in 2017 registration-
based programs. This does not include participation in 
functions like senior luncheons, all-inclusive fitness class 
attendance, drop-in activities, or large special events. 

As mentioned previously, 33% of households participated 
in programs during the last 12 months.  It’s important to 
understand why residents do not participate in programs.  The 
top reasons for not participating include:

•	 Nothing 30%

•	 Fees 28.6 %

•	 Not interested or too busy 25.2%  

Important research to complete in the future is to identify what 
fees the residents are including in fees being too high.  Is this 
a feeling in general, or are there specific program areas that 
residents feel are too high? 
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Cancellation Rates
Cancellation rates for this analysis were gleaned from the 
recreation software’s Activity Financials Report, as provided 
by staff. Courses that had zero participants signified that the 
course did not run and were therefore assessed as “cancelled”. 
The cancellation rate was calculated by using these status 
numbers as compared to the entire list of program section 
offerings for the program area. 

The resulting cancellation rates are depicted in the chart 
below. As a whole, the average cancellation rate was 23.9%, 
which is slightly higher than the industry benchmark of 15-
20%. The higher rate generally means one of two things: either 
a) the programming team has been charged with trying new, 
innovative programs that just haven’t taken off yet, or b) the 
programs being offered simply are not meeting the needs of 
the community any longer. Typically, the target range of a 
“desirable” cancellation rate is between 10-20%, 12-15% being 
most ideal. Any higher than 20% and the staff are doing a lot of 
work preparing for and marketing courses that do not run. A 
goal of the Department should be to pull that cancellation rate 
down below the 20% range, and ideally below 15%.
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Program Performance
When reviewing an entire recreation department’s program 
plan, the comprehensive performance can be measured by 
two key indicators: Participation and Revenue. A visual way 
in which to conduct this review is in a matrix format, where 
both participation and revenue are considered on a “high-low” 
scale. The graphic above is a visual depiction of where the 
Department’s main program areas fall in relation to each other.

The axes represent the mid-line of the actual revenue and 
participant range. Programs that land in quadrant one are the 
star performers in both revenue and participation. Quadrant 
two represents high financial performers despite the fact that 
registration numbers may be lower. Those programs that land 
in Quadrant three are low in both participation and revenue. 
Quadrant four may break even or even lose money, but have a 
high participation rate. 

The size of each circle represents the average number of 
participants per program area. For example, the royal blue 
Seniors circle represents the fact that the Senior programs 
averaged 21.4 participants per course. The burgundy Sports 
circle represents an average of six participants per course, and 
therefore the blue circle is larger than burgundy. The program 
areas had roughly the same number of participants (450 and 468 
respectively) and gross revenue ($23,421 and $28,715), therefore 
the circles land in about the same spot within quadrant 3. 

Review of the Department’s program plan in this way offers the 
opportunity to consider:

•	 Alignment with the Department’s mission

•	 Actual versus desired location

•	 Growth opportunities

•	 Where to invest, discontinue, or develop

Location on the program performance matrix is not inherently 
“bad” or “good” – whether or not the location on the map aligns 
with the Department’s mission is what should be assessed here. 
For example, the general and special events program category 
has a relatively low gross revenue; however, participation is 
higher than six other program categories. Generally speaking, 
for a community-based recreation department there should 
be program categories that sit in quadrant four, like special 
events.  

The programs that land in Quadrant three should get the most 
attention and further introspection. The following questions 
should guide a more in-depth analysis of Quadrant three 
programs:

•	 Are expenses being managed efficiently?

•	 Are price points appropriate?

•	 How much time, effort, and money are being invested to 
make these programs run?

•	 Are the programs filling an otherwise unmet community 
need?

•	 What would the impact be without the program?

Quadrant IQuadrant II

Quadrant IVQuadrant III
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Financial Review
In 2017, the Parks and Recreation Department budget as 
a whole realized $1,509,207 in revenue and $3,034,590 in 
expenses, for a net revenue of ($1,525,383). This indicates the 
City utilizes general fund revenue to subsidize the parks and 
recreation function. 

Within the Departmental budget, Recreation revenue accounts 
for revenue streams earned through recreation classes, trips, 
facility rentals, community memberships, birthday parties, 
etc. In 2017, recreation revenue was $945,740 while expenses 
were $1,661,959, leaving a negative net revenue of ($666,219). 
This represents about 57% cost recovery for direct costs. The 
closer this percentage gets to 100% (or more), the more the 
Department can reduce the need for tax dollar subsidization 
to cover areas such as recreation administration expenses and 
Community Center maintenance. 

Aquaport finished the 2017 season with $508,189 in revenue 
and $523,923 in expenses, resulting in a net loss of ($15,735).   
A  97% cost recovery is considered a good result for aquatics 
operations. Generally speaking, it is quite difficult to break 
even in aquatics and Aquaport did nearly that in 2017.

Tracking the average revenue per participant can help staff 
conduct pricing analyses as well as place weight/emphasis 
on program marketing. Attracting and securing participants 
into programs that have a higher price per participant value, 
and ensuring program capacity is full, is a way to maximize 
revenue potential. The following chart depicts the average 
gross revenue per participant achieved in 2017, according to 
program area.

The next step of this analysis would be to incorporate expenses 
into the assessment and run the numbers according to net 
revenue. Then, both charts could be utilized for future program 
planning. 

Sports & Leisure Market Potential
The Sports and Leisure Market Potential Report created by 
ESRI, was utilized to measure the likelihood of the Maryland 
Heights population to participate in recreational activities. The 
report interprets the data collected by Growth for Knowledge 
Mediamark Research and Intelligence, LLC. (GfK MRI) in a 
nationally representative survey of U.S. households. 

The data measures the national propensity to use various 
products and services and then applies it to the specific 
geographic location of Maryland Heights. A Market Potential 
Index (MPI) is assigned to each item, which measures the 
relative likelihood of adults in the specified area to exhibit 
certain consumer behavior compared to the U.S.  An MPI of 
100 represents the U.S. average. The top active recreational 
activities Maryland Heights residents will likely participate in 
(based on an MPI over 100) include those listed in the Table 1.7. 

There are 43 “active” activities that score over 100 MPI; on 
average, most communities have scores over 100 for 29 
activities.  This is an extremely high number of high-scoring 
activities, which bodes very well for program expansion in 
the future. Five activities to give particular attention to are: 
beach visits, jogging/running, hiking, weight lifting, and 
yoga. These five activities ranked highest in both percentage 
of expected adults and MPI top 20 individual rating analyses 
and are therefore the top potential active activities for future 
growth. Table 1.7 depicts the activities with the highest 
combined rating of percentage of expected adults and MPI.

Rock climbing scored a 162 MPI, which is unusually 
high. Despite the relatively low percentage of anticipated 
households, the rationale for the high MPI is likely the amount 
of money spent on hiking gear in the area as well as the local 
indoor rock climbing gym. The jogging/running and hiking 
scores allude to the fact that paths and trails are likely a high 
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priority for a large percentage of the population. Four of the five 
top-five active activities are forms of exercise that are generally 
more individual in nature, rather than in team setting. Future 
program considerations could support further socialization 
within these activities through organized clubs or groups, and 
also broadened opportunities for yoga participation.

In addition to monitoring the top active recreation trends, 
attention should also be given to passive recreation trends. 
The market potential for passive activities is interesting in 
that 42 activities scored over 100 (Table 1.8), six more than 
the national benchmark average (36) for passive activities. 
The active and passive results allude to the fact that Maryland 
Heights residents are potentially high-level participants in 
passive and active recreational endeavors.

The top five passive recreation themes in Maryland Heights 
are: attending adult education courses, cooking for fun, rock 
music performances, billiards/pool, and video games (console).  
These five activities ranked highest in both percentage of 
expected adults and MPI top 20 individual rating analyses 
and are therefore the top potential passive activities for future 
growth.

Adult education courses, especially as they relate to continued 
recreational growth, show great future potential. Cooking 
classes would be a specific type of adult education course to 
consider further developing and/or expanding. Concerts in the 

Table 1.7 - Active 
 Recreational Activities 

Expected # of 
Adults/HHs Percent MPI

rock climbing 709 3.2% 162

ice skating 803 3.6% 131

horseback riding 665 3.0% 129

target shooting 1,302 5.8% 126

baseball 1,278 5.7% 126

softball 912 4.1% 125

motorcycling 843 3.8% 125

jogging/running 3,670 16.4% 122

Frisbee 1,234 5.5% 122

soccer 1,176 5.3% 122

backpacking 860 3.9% 120

hiking 2,755 12.3% 119

football 1,340 6.0% 118

Zumba 1,128 5.1% 118

bicycling (mountain) 1,077 4.8% 118

Pilates 686 3.1% 115

weight lifting 2,573 11.5% 114

yoga 1,923 8.6% 113

fishing (salt water) 1,041 4.7% 113

Went to beach 6,394 28.6% 112

overnight camping trip 3,035 13.6% 112

Went to zoo 2,875 12.9% 112

Danced/went dancing 1,888 8.5% 111

archery 697 3.1% 111

basketball 2,079 9.3% 110

aerobics 2,035 9.1% 110

hunting with rifle 1,084 4.9% 110

bowling 2,306 10.3% 108

golf 2,110 9.5% 108

swimming 3,712 16.6% 107

ping pong 1,011 4.5% 107

walking for exercise 6,397 28.7% 106

canoeing/kayaking 1,367 6.1% 106

tennis 904 4.0% 106

hunting with shotgun 863 3.9% 105

volleyball 782 3.5% 105

roller skating 453 2.0% 105

Visited a theme park 4,157 18.6% 104

boating (power) 1,170 5.2% 104

fishing (fresh water) 2,726 12.2% 102

bicycling (road) 2,329 10.4% 102

skiing (downhill) 616 2.8% 102

Visited an indoor water park 650 2.9% 101

28.6% 112

16.4% 122
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park with a rock genre and trips to larger concert venues would 
also likely be successful. Organized competitions in billiards/
pool or electronic gaming could offer passive recreators an 
opportunity to socialize.

The data presented here helps paint the picture of how 
Maryland Heights residents recreate. A combined total of 
83 active and passive activities that scored an MPI over 100 
alludes to the fact that Maryland Heights residents have 
an extremely high potential to be high-level participants in 
recreational endeavors, especially considering the national 
benchmark is 65. When planning for the future, it is important 
to identify which activities listed, with either a high MPI or 
on the top-ranked list, are not currently available through 
Maryland Heights – but should or could be developed.

Marketing
Overview
According to the Needs Assessment Survey, 70% of households 
are either very satisfied or satisfied with the Department’s 
marketing efforts.  The program guide is a vitally important 
method of promoting programs and events as 64% of 
households find out about the Department’s offerings through 
the guide.

Marketing staffing currently includes two staff members.  Both 
positions dedicate approximately 25% of their time toward 
marketing parks and recreation services.  This equates to a 
half-time position dedicated toward marketing. Compared to 
other similarly sized agencies, most have at least two full-time 
staff and, typically, an additional part-time staff member.

Currently, marketing approaches tend to be reactive as a 
result of a heavy workload and demands placed on staff for 
marketing support.  There is a need for process improvement 
in some areas within marketing, such as the editing process 
for the program guide, which takes multiple rounds of editing 
before printing.  

Developing a more pro-active approach to marketing requires 
development of a marketing plan for the agency.  This should 
include an overall SWOT analysis (strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and threats), a review of how programs and 
facilities are performing from a financial and registration 
perspective, analysis of customers…who are they, where are 
they coming from, customer retention, who are the target 
markets, etc.  Each core program area should subsequently 
develop a short two-page business plan that includes needed 
support from marketing.  This results in agreement between 
recreation and marketing staff in just how much marketing can 
accomplish.  

Another good practice is to have an annual review of 

Table 1.8 - Passive 
Recreational Activities 

Expected # of 
Adults/HHs Percent MPI

adult education course 2,175 9.7% 132

auto show 1,861 8.3% 129

trivia games 1,481 6.6% 126

rock music performance 2,586 11.6% 124

video/electronic game 1,247 5.6% 124

horse races 730 3.3% 123

karaoke 941 4.2% 121

chess 856 3.8% 121

dance performance 1,185 5.3% 120

fantasy sports league 1,214 5.4% 120

billiards/pool 2,049 9.2% 119

art gallery 1,977 8.9% 119

classical music/opera 1,031 4.6% 116

painting/drawing 1,627 7.3% 116

book club 736 3.3% 116

Listened to audiobook 1,175 5.3% 115

Played video/electronic game 
(console) 2,539 11.4% 115

Played computer game (offline) 1,637 7.3% 114

Cooked for fun 5,908 26.5% 112

Did furniture refinishing 892 4.0% 111

Did woodworking 1,112 5.0% 111

Played board game 3,292 14.7% 110

Played music instrument 1,575 7.1% 110

Did baking 5,742 25.7% 109

Did Sudoku puzzle 2,212 9.9% 108

Played computer game (online) 1,745 7.8% 108

Read book 8,110 36.3% 108

Went to museum 2,971 13.3% 108

Did photography 2,492 11.2% 107

Went to live theater 3,096 13.9% 107

Played computer game                       
(online w/o software) 2,162 9.7% 106

a movie in last 6 months 13,908 62.3% 105

 in word games 2,333 10.4% 105

Played bingo 942 4.2% 105

country music performance 1,364 6.1% 104

Gambled at casino 3,210 14.4% 104

Attend sports events 4,602 20.6% 103

photo album/scrapbooking 1,242 5.6% 103

Did birdwatching 1,030 4.6% 102

Listen to sports on radio 3,028 13.6% 101

Did crossword puzzle 2,232 10.0% 100

Played cards 3,377 15.1% 100

indoor gardening/plant care 1,940 8.7% 94
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programs and facility operations.  Providing this information 
to marketing staff is helpful in determining the level of support 
marketing can provide. Elements can include:

•	 Analysis of trends for financial performance and 
registration numbers by core program and facilities

•	 Pricing summary

•	 Review of customer information 

•	 Overall marketing approaches and needed marketing 
support

•	 Attracting new markets, if applicable

•	 Future positioning of programs/facilities

Program Guide 

Program guides are tools by which parks and recreation 
departments communicate program and service offerings to 
the community in printed catalogue format. Three Maryland 
Heights Parks and Recreation Department program guides 
were reviewed: Fall 2017, Winter/Spring 2018, and Summer 
2018. 

Program guides are generally residents’ number one source of 
information regarding the Park and Recreation Department’s 
services and is seen repeatedly nationwide.  According to the 
Needs Assessment Survey, 63.9% of households learn about 
the Department’s programs and services through the program 
guide and 62% learn about programs from the City Newsletter. 
Although a concern expressed by staff was the feeling that the 
program guide may “get lost” being a part of the overall City 
newsletter.  

The three guides all have bright, full-color covers that are 
attractive and welcoming. The fun feel of the fonts used on 
all three covers draw a reader’s attention to the different 
highlights. The all-white parks and recreation logo subtly held 
prominence on a corner of each cover. The photo choices for 
all three are superb.

The font choice throughout the guides has the air of fun, in a 
simple whimsical way. The font is clear to read. Key information, 
such as the table of contents, location and hours, and staff 
names is all listed on the inside cover. The table of contents 
references each programmatic section with a specific color 
font, which is then used through that section’s headers and 
program names. One style choice with the program titles is the 
use of an underline across the program’s section. Although it 
helps set each program area apart from the next, the multiple 
lines are a bit distracting. Highlighted ideas are set into boxes 
every so often, to draw the reader’s attention to separate topics. 

The program days, dates, times, and fees are all clearly organized. 
With the absence of program codes, the information appears 
to be more clean and crisp. From a self-service perspective, it 
would be interesting to know if residents who register online 

can easily find the course they are looking for without the codes. 
The use of graphics and photos are dispersed throughout the 
guide, in small, medium, and full-page sizes. The similar design, 
layout structure, and organization of information between the 
seasons all create a synergistic user experience. 

Benchmarking & Best Practices
Benchmark Information
Measuring success can also be accomplished by comparing 
Maryland Heights Parks and Recreation to an organization of 
similar size and mission. The City of McHenry, Illinois is about 
the same population size as Maryland Heights, with 27,298 
residents. The median income is $65,969. Both departments 
opened new recreation centers in 2016. McHenry offers 67% 
of the program categories; Maryland Heights offers 71%. A 
major difference in departmental outputs is McHenry offered 
approximately 953 programs in 2017, whereas Maryland 
Heights offered 565.  McHenry has experienced positive net 
revenues in its recreation programming, largely due to the 
higher quantity of programs. 

Best Practices

This section addresses key areas of best practices for recreation 
program and facility performance including the following 
attributes:

•	 Quality	standards

•	 Customer	requirements

•	 Key	performance	indicators

•	 Cost	recovery	goals	

A key to developing consistent services is the use of service 
and program standards. The use of standards provides a 
more consistent service experience.  As program growth 
continues, and as staff time permits, standards can be 
deployed throughout the entire recreation program system, 
such as customer requirements, instructor standards, safety, 
continuous staff trainings and program quality.  

In addition to standards, efforts should be made to develop 
a listing of key customer requirements for core program/
membership areas.  Key customer requirements are defined as 
those areas of the program purchasing process that are most 
important to registrants.  For example, an adult softball player’s 
key requirements may include: cost of the league, quality of 
athletic field maintenance, cleanliness of restrooms, quality of 
the umpires, game times and location of the facility.   Identifying 
key requirements is vitally important for staff to delivering the 
items most important to the customer.  This also reinforces key 
elements of service for which staff should become familiar.  
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Key requirements should be identified by customers and can 
be included as part of an importance/performance matrix.  
This determines how important a requirement is to the 
customer and how Maryland Heights Parks and Recreation is 
performing. Surveys and program evaluations should include 
questions that assess customer satisfaction in these areas.  

Another area of strengthening includes the development 
of key performance indicators. Organizations that measure 
performance also have a documented process in place to 
ensure follow through on results.  A robust measurement 
system generally includes a more comprehensive set of 
measures, including:

•	 Number of programs per age segment

•	 Customer satisfaction (there should be a systemwide 
approach to measuring customer satisfaction.  Currently 
each area develops its own approach to measurement.  
In addition, a process needs to be developed to ensure 
follow through on evaluations and surveys).  

•	 Facility utilization rate

•	 Cost recovery rates by core program area

•	 Number of new programs offered annually (to drive 
innovation)

•	 Household percentage of program participation

•	 Percent of programs in introduction and growth stage

•	 Market penetration by age group

•	 Customer retention, repurchase intent, and referral

Best practice agencies have identified cost recovery goals for 
core program areas. The goal can be calculated from actual 
performance in the three most recent years’ financial results by 
core program area. This should be accompanied by a cost of 
service study to determine indirect charges and identification 
of true costs of service.  The development of a cost of service 
study will also be helpful in creating a standardized approach 
to pricing services.  A consistent methodology is not currently 
in place.

Recommendations
The following recommendations pull together opportunities 
to strengthen the Department’s performance

•	 Review program categories to determine which program 
areas should be added to the Maryland Heights program 
menu. The Needs Assessment Survey PIR for youth and 
adults should be used to assist in determining priorities.

•	 Follow up on the Needs Assessment Survey result 
showing that 28.6% of households do not participate in 
programs and services as a result of fees being too high.  

This will take some additional research to determine if 
this is focused on specific program areas, or if this is a 
systemwide opinion.  Based on the consulting team’s 
review of pricing, most of the pricing is very reasonable 
compared to other agencies.  

•	 Implement best practice areas: use of standards, 
customer requirements, performance measures, annual 
reporting process, and the establishment of cost 
recovery goals. Develop a 100% cost recovery goal for 
program direct costs.

•	 Future positioning of programs includes the 
development of targeted outreach for the growing 
ethnic minority population and growing older adult 
population.  

•	 Seek balance in the department’s outcomes, specifically 
focusing on the Department’s role in Community 
Impact. Engaging with community partners, initiating 
more collaboration, and intentionally identifying and 
programming for underserved populations may help 
with that balance. 

•	 Monitor cancellation rates to maximize program 
planning efforts, efficiently market programs, and meet 
the needs of more participants.

•	 Review the program performance section, to determine 
whether the core program areas are “landing” in the 
desired quadrant. If not, design program and marketing 
plan(s) to initiate change. 

•	 Use the revenue-per-participant assessment to assess 
pricing and focus marketing efforts.

•	 Consider breaking out general ledger numbers 
into more specific assignments to allow for more 
detailed expense tracking and subsequently greater 
performance measurement capabilities. For example, 
“Miscellaneous Contractual” (08-80-002-720-11) had 
$253,252 in expenses posted in 2017.

•	 Continue with current program guide design and layout, 
it demonstrates superior design and organization.

•	 Identify the most important processes for marketing 
support and have staff develop a small team of employees 
to work on identifying process improvements that 
should then be documented.  

•	 Develop a marketing plan and individual business 
plans.

•	 Expand and formalize a volunteer program.

•	 Develop a systemwide approach to garner corporate 
support.
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Parks Inventory
Service Analysis & Park Assessment

Level of Service (LOS)
Establishing a Goal

In order to determine if the amount of parkland in  Maryland 
Heights is sufficient to serve its residents, we have to establish 
some grounds for measurement.  In the 1930’s George Butler 
of the National Recreation Association proposed a standard of 
“10 acres of park open space per 1,000 population within each 
city, plus an equal area in parkways, large parks, forests, and 
the like, either within or adjacent to the city” (Mertes and Hall 
1996).  This metric calculates the number of acres of parkland 
per capita and is referred to as Acreage Level of Service 
(LOS).  It has often been used as a basis for benchmarking 
or comparing a community’s parks system against other 
communities.  

Since then, the NRPA has determined that there are many 
factors, such as location, which need to be considered so they 
no longer publish 10 acres per 1,000 as a blanket standard.  
One of the limitations of using the Acreage LOS standard  
alone is that it doesn’t account for factors such as equitable 
distribution, the capacity or quality of the facilities, or the 
level of programming.  Today, the old standard may be used 
as a baseline reference,  which on a national level, 10 acres 
per 1,000 tends to be the median.  However, when looking 
at more regional data the number of acres per 1,000 may 
be significantly higher or lower.  Communities can use this 
information to develop goals that feel more commensurate 
with their community in relation to others with similar 
characteristics, such as population and size of operating 
budget.  In addition, Acreage LOS goals should be developed 
to a level that allows them to maintain and monitor a supply 
of parkland that is commensurate with the city's growth and 
resources. 

In addition to population, the size of a park department's 
operating budget is a characteristic that should be considered 
when using benchmarks to determine level of service goals.  
The size of budget of parks departments varies greatly from 
one community to the next and should not be considered 
proportional to a city's geographic size, or population.  There 
are communities with large land masses or high populations 
and that have large operating budgets. Conversely, there are 
many communities that are fairly small in geographic size 
or population, but have relatively large budgets.   Maryland 
Heights tends towards the latter which is characteristic of fewer 
communities in the Midwest.     

Benchmarking data for this study was obtained from the NRPA’s 
Park and Recreation Operating Ratio and Geographic Information 
(PRORAGIS) database.  Comparison characteristics for this plan 
were broken down into the following 3 categories: 

•	 Overall comparison of all reporting municipalities.

•	 Population size comparable to Maryland Heights  (20,000-49,999).

•	 Budget size comparable to Maryland Heights ($6-$7 million). 

While these benchmarks provide a guide on more of a marcro 
scale perspective, the data should be considered along side 
NRPA guidelines for the amount of parkland (number of acres 
per 1,000) by park type classification. 

Determining Current LOS by Park Type Classification

What should be counted in determining current Acreage 
LOS?  Publicly accessible parkland owned and operated by 
the City which is developable is all that should be counted.  
In an article for the American Planning Association David 
Barth (Barth, 2016) points out that, “Undevelopable lands such 
as conservation areas, wetlands, water bodies, golf courses, 
and beaches cannot help a community meet its needs for 
parks, playgrounds, athletic fields, open play space, recreation 
centers, and other basic parks and recreation facilities. Privately 
owned parkland is not open to the public, and could be sold 
or redeveloped.  Public parkland owned by another jurisdiction 
(such as county-owned parks within a municipality) is already 
counted by that jurisdiction for its own LOS, and should not be 
included in a community’s acreage calculation.”  Table 2.1 below 
illustrates the calculation of Maryland Heights Parks LOS by 
park type.  From this we are able to determine where future 
planning and investments should be focused.  The following 
page provides a description for each park type. 

Summary

A target LOS was derived by averaging out the national 
and regional data based on population and budget median 
data (Table 2.2).  Through analysis of benchmarking data 
and discussion with Parks Department leadership, it was 
determined that Maryland Heights strives to be above the 
national average and on the leading edge of the Midwest 
region.  An overall target LOS of 12.70 acres of parkland per 
1,000 residents was identified for the Maryland Heights Parks 
and Recreation Department. 
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TABLE 2.2  -
LEVEL OF SERVICE  (L.O.S.) BENCHMARKS

NRPA Relevant Comparisons

2018 
NRPA     

Midwest 
Region
FY 2017

2018 
NRPA

National 
Median

(FY 2017) Avg.
Maryland 
Heights

Maryland 
Heights   

with         
Creve 
Coer

Total 
Needed 

Based on 
Median 
Average

Maryland 
Heights
Needs    

less 
existing

Overall 
Comparison

Residents Per Park
Typically there is 1 park for every 1,671 
residents in the Midwest Region

1,671 2,114 1,893 3,925 3,434 15 parks 8 parks

Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents
(Midwest Region) 13.10 10.10 11.60 3.72 81.80 319 acres 216 acres

POPULATION   
(20,000-49,999)

Residents Per Park 
Typically there is 1 park for every 1,233 
residents in the Midwest where the 
population is 20,000-49,999

1,233 1,849 1,541 3,925 3,434 18 parks 11 parks

Acres of Park Land per 1,000 Residents
There is 12.1 acres of parkland per 1,000 
residents in the Midwest where the 
population is between 20,000-49,999

12.10 9.60 10.85 3.72 81.80 298 acres 196 acres

BUDGET SIZE            
($6 TO $7 million)

Residents Per Park 
Typically there is 1 park for every 1,207 
residents where the budget size is 
between $6 and $7 million.

1,207 1,756 1,482 3,925 3,434 19 parks 12 parks

Acres of Park Land per 1,000 Residents
There is 21.8 acres of parkland per 1,000 
residents in the Midwest where the 
budget size is between $6 and $7 million.

21.80 9.50 15.65 3.72 81.80 430 acres 328 acres

Target based on Residents Per Park Average: 1,638 17 parks 10 parks

Target based on Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Average: 12.70 349 acres 247 acres

TABLE 2.1 -  CURRENT                                  
L.O.S. BY PARK TYPE 

Park Type Park Name
Size

(Acres)
Total 

(Acres)

NRPA 
GUIDELINE
Suggested 
Acreage

Level of 
Service
Acres 

per 1,000 
Residents

NRPA 
GUIDELINE

Acres per 1,000 
residents

Minimum 
Acres of 
Parkland 
Needed

Mini Parks Quiet Hollow 0.12 0.12 6.87 0.004 0.25-0.50 6.75

Neighborhood Parks Eise Park 1.50
4.09 27.47 0.15 1-2 23.38

Parkwood Park 2.59

Community Parks Vago Park 20 20 137.36 0.73 5-8 117.36

Special Use Parks
(Specialized Recreational 
Activities)

Dogport 4.0
8.00 Variable 0.29 Variable Sufficient

Aquaport 4.0

Natural Areas & County 
Parks

McKelvey 
Woods 70

2,215 Variable 2.55 Variable Sufficient
Creve Coeur 2,145

Total Park Acres: 102.21

2010 Census Population: 27,472 Total Acres 
Needed: 147.49

City Square Miles: 23.40

Population per Square Mile: 1,174

Existing LOS 3.72

Target LOS 12.70
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Park Types
Mini Parks -  Sometimes called “Pocket Parks”, mini parks 
are the smallest type of park and generally have a service 
radius of 1/4- mile or less.  These parks generally serve a 
specific function or open space need.  Quiet Hollow Park is an 
example of a mini park in Maryland Heights.  About 1/4 to  1/2- 
acre per thousand residents is the general NRPA guideline for 
this type of parkland.

Neighborhood Parks -  This basic unit of any park 
system is about 5 to 10 acres in size.  Neighborhood parks 
serve the community with the capacity to provide recreational 
and social facilities.  This type of park provides space for 
both active and passive recreational activities such as picnic 
areas, playgrounds, ball fields, multi-use open space, shelters, 
and walking paths.  Neighborhood parks have a typical 
service radius of about 1/4 to 1/2- mile and account for about 
1 to 2 acres per 1,000 residents. Eise and Parkwood Parks are 
examples of neighborhood parks in Maryland Heights.

Community Parks -  These are typically much larger in 
size than neighborhood parks at about 20-50 acres and provide 
a wide range of facilities serving several neighborhoods.  In 
some cases this type of park can function on smaller properties 
depending on amenity offering, but typically not smaller 
than about 15-20 acres.  Community parks often include a 
special attraction such as an aquatic center, ice skating rink, 
lake, or ball complex drawing people from throughout the 
community.  Community parks have a service radius of about 
1 to 3-miles and account for about 5 to 8 acres of parkland per 
1,000 residents.  Vago Park is an example of a community park 
in Maryland Heights.

Special Use Parks -  These parks typically serve specialized 
activities covering a broad range of facilities which typically 
respond to cultural needs or single uses such as sports 
complexes.  The size of this type of park varies as does the 
amount of parkland per capita need.  Dogport and Aquaport 
are examples of special use parks in Maryland Heights. 

Natural Resource Areas -  These areas may include park 
amenities, but they primarily play a larger more ecological 
role within the community.  They generally preserve, restore, 
or provide access to natural resources and meet the need 
for open space preservation, not developable park space.  
McKelvey Woods is an example of a natural resource area in 
Maryland Heights.

Where Planning Efforts Should 
be Focused
Now that we understand what types of parks should be the 
focus of future park planning we need to determine where 
in the community those efforts should take priority.  A Gap 
Analysis was conducted using Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) to identify areas of the community that may be 
under-served by parks and park amenities.  Gaps in service 
areas become obvious when service radii are shown based 
on typical walking distances. The service radius of a park is 
dependent upon the classification of park type and its level of 
quality.  Areas of the community not covered by service radii 
indicate areas that are potentially undeserved by parks.

More people will travel farther to parks that have desirable 
amenities in good condition.  Therefore, the service radius of 
a park in this study is either limited or enhanced based on 
performance measurements.  In addition, public infrastructure 
often creates barriers (such as roadways, railroads, and land 
uses) which limit accessibility thereby reducing a park’s 
effective service area.  A 1/4 to 1/2-mile is the distance people 
will ordinarily walk or bike to a destination.  

While the distribution of parkland is important, it is perhaps 
equally important for communities to provide as equitable a 
distribution of typical park amenities as possible.  After all, 
what good is a park that doesn’t have much to offer in terms 
of things to do?  The maps on the following pages illustrate 
service areas for parks (by park type), and for the following 
key park amenities: playgrounds, splash pads, court sports, 
activities/games, open green space, and dog parks.

Service Analysis
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ASSESSMENT PROCESS
An inventory was taken of each park and its amenities,  and 
evaluated using criteria assessing Accessibility, Character, 
Connectivity, and Usability.  In addition, amenities in each 
park were evaluated in terms of their physical condition.  
The product of park qualities and the condition of amenities 
within each park establishes a LOQ specifically for Maryland 
Heights. For the purpose of this Plan, Level of Quality 
LOQ ratings are identified on each park’s cut sheet within 
a continuum of Good, Fair, or Poor.  Each rating is an 
expression of a park’s performance compared to Maryland 
Heights’ park system as a whole.

Park LOQ 
Assessment

Mini Parks
Quiet Hollow Park Fair
Neighborhood Parks
Eise Park Fair
Parkwood Park Fair
Community Parks
Vago Park Good
Special Use Parks
Dogport Fair
Aquaport Fair
Natural Areas
McKelvey Woods Fairly Poor

Inventory Assessment
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
A number of factors were used to determine an overall 
quality rating for each of the four criterion: Accessibility, 
Character, Connectivity, and Usability.  In this assessment, 
Accessibility is determined not only by the presence of ADA 
features, but also by whether or not one can easily identify it 
as a park and access it by  multiple modes of transportation.  
There are a number of factors that were looked at to consider 
the overall Character of a park.  In some cases parks have 
charming features or are in a unique setting with natural 
beauty or interesting views inherent to their location.   While 
these are often factors that cannot always be created in every 
park, there are other factors we also looked at that add to the 
Character of a park such as landscaping, shade, seating and 
lighting.  Connectivity of parks was looked at from several 
aspects including connectivity to neighborhoods, other 
parks, and points of interest.  Usability is a criterion that 
considers factors regarding a park’s amenity offering.  The 
last criterion utilized during the inventory assessment is the 
physical Condition of amenities.  

A list of Maryland Heights parks and their overall assessment 
is shown in Table 2.1. The following pages include cut sheets of 
each park with more detailed information on the assessment.

Table 2.1 - Overall assessment of Maryland Heights Parks.
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DogPort

Location:   McKelvey Woods Court

Park Type: Special Use Park

Park Size: 4 Acres

Description:   Dogport is a park for dogs, 
accompanied by responsible owners, to play without 
leashes. This 4 acre park is located in McKelvey 
Woods Court just north of Aquaport and on the 
south side of McKelvey Woods Park. Dogport has 
an area for small dogs (30 pounds or less) and a 
separate area for large dogs (more than 30 pounds).  
The park is open to members only from sunrise to 
sunset.  

Inventory of Amenities:
Small Dog Area   0.25 acres

Large Dog Area   1 acre

Playground   5-12 yr olds

Restrooms   1

Picnic Shelter   1 

Shade Structures  3 

PARK FACTS
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McKelvey Woods 
Nature Park
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Midland Ave

Creve Coeur  Mill Rd

Dorsett Rd

An appropriate service radius for a dog park of this size 
is 1-mile.   That service radius is severely limited by 
barriers such as I-270 reducing its effective service area 
to 1/2-mile.  Residential parcels highlighted in yellow 
above show the households served by Dogport.

EFFECTIVE SERVICE AREA

DOGPORT

Community 
Center

Aquaport
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POOR

FAIR

GOOD

LEVEL OF QUALITY

Accessibility:
POOR GOODFAIR

ADA access through the gated entry corral and areas 
inside the fence need improvement. Adding signage 
closer to McKelvey Road would also improve accessibility.

Character:
POOR GOODFAIR

In general the character of Dogport is fairly nice with a 
good mix of amenities.  However, trees inside the  fenced 
area are dying, weed  control is needed, and a number of 
amenities and site furnishings need to be replaced.  

Connectivity:
POOR GOODFAIR

Connectivity to Dogport is very good.  Sidewalks connect 
to nearby neighborhoods, Aquaport, and the Community 
Center.  In addition, Fee Fee Greenway connects Dogport 
to Creve Coeur Park and points in between.

Usability:
POOR GOODFAIR

This park is highly usable in terms of amenity offerings.  
A picnic shelter, restrooms, playground, and fenced off-
leash dog run are offered.  The 1.25 acre area for use by 
dogs meets the generally accepted minimum size for 
dog parks though public comments indicate a potential 
desire for a larger space.

Condition:
POOR GOODFAIR

The condition of amenities varies from fairly new to 
tattered and tired.   The round yellow or blue tables 
and umbrellas needs to be replaced.  The granite fines 
surfacing need to be churned more often to loosen 
compaction and remove waste. 

Recommendations:
1. Replace amenities in  aging or poor condition.

2. Add 2-3 shade structures with benches and 
picnic tables.

3. Add a concrete pad with shade structure near 
the entry to improve ADA accessibility.

4. Add raised bed planters of sufficient size and 
quantity of  soil to sustain sizeable shade trees.

5. Consider a key faub entry system issuable to 
members only. 

6. Consider placing a park sign near McKelvey Road.

7. Consider replacing the pergolas with better 
shade producing structures or add an attractive 
meaningful shade producing cover to the pergola.

Key Issues:
•	 No park signage along main travel route.

•	 Amenities including shade structures, 
benches, tables, and dog play equipment  
inside the fenced area are aging and need to be 
replaced.

•	 Trees inside the fenced area are dying.

•	 Shaded areas for humans are limited.

•	 ADA accessibility within the fenced area 
including entry area needs improvemement.

•	 Weeds are noticeable in areas.  

Opinion of Costs for Improvements:
•	 ADA and picnic shelter

•	 Raised planter bed addition

•	 Updated play feature

•	 6 Additional shade trees

•	 Key fob entry system

•	 Signage along McKelvey Road

•	 Pergola replacement

 
$80,000

$40,000

$30,000

$4,000

$25,000

$10,000

$60,000

$249,000
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Eise Park

Location:   12103 Bourbon Street

Park Type: Neighborhood Park

Park Size: 1.59 Acres

Description:   Gerald A. Eise Memorial Park is 
located in the David Meadows Subdivision near 
Rose Acres Elementary School. This park contains 
one pavilion seating approximately 25 people, a 
playground, several picnic tables with barbecue 
grills, a walking path, a basketball slab, a splash pad 
and accessible restrooms. This is a neighborhood 
park and parking is limited to less than 10 vehicles. 
The pavilion is available on a first come first served 
basis.

Inventory of Amenities:
Picnic Shelter   1    
(3 picnic tables)

Restrooms   1

Playground   1 (5-12 yr olds)

Swings    2 Regular

Splash Pad    1

Basketball Court (half size)  1  

PARK FACTS

words shall go here and they will be great. They will 
explain how the park isn't connected and how barriers 
making it harder for people to access this space. 

Effective Service AreaEFFECTIVE SERVICE AREA
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An appropriate service radius for neighborhood parks is 1/4-
1/2-mile.   The service area for Eise Park is severely limited 
by barriers such as limited sidewalks (shown in blue) and 
crosswalks reducing its effective service area to less than         
1/4-mile.  Residential parcels highlighted in yellow above 
show the households served.

EISE PARK

Rose Acres 
Elementary
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Accessibility:
POOR GOODFAIR

Drainage issues, slopes and deterioration of sidewalk 
conditions within the park need improvement.  The park 
effectively serves 75% of all residential parcels within a 
1/2-mile radius.  However, only about 50% of all roadways 
in the effective service area have sidewalks, which 
significantly limits access to the park.

Character:
POOR GOODFAIR

A good variety of mature shade trees add to the park’s 
charm.  There is ample shade, drinking fountains, lighting, 
seating and other site furnishings.  Overall,  maintenance 
of this park appears to be very good.  Adding landscape 
beds with shrubs and perennials would enhance the 
park’s overall beauty.  

Connectivity:
POOR GOODFAIR

Overall connectivity in this park is severely limited 
compared to other parks in the community.  As 
mentioned above sidewalks are only available on about 
50% of all roadways.  There is limited sidewalk continuity 
from this park to other points of interest such as Rose 
Acres Elementary and the Fee Fee Greenway Trail.

Usability:
POOR GOODFAIR

This park is highly usable in terms of amenity offerings.  
A picnic shelter, restrooms, playground, splash pad, and 
basketball court are offered.

Condition:
POOR GOODFAIR

Overall the current condition of amenities in this 
park is Fair. Many of the amenities need updating. 

Recommendations:
1. Update playground equipment.

2. Replace the current picnic shelter with a larger 
one (accommodating 6-8 picnic tables) in its 
place and improve drainage and the concrete 
walk surrounding it. 

3. Add 2 small to medium size picnic shelters 
(accommodating 2-4 picnic tables)  to other 
areas of the park.  

4. Consider adding sidewalks to Glengrove Drive.

5. Update the restroom building. 

6. Add shrubs and perennials landscape beds.

Key Issues:
•	 Amenities are aging and need to be replaced.

•	 Sidewalk accessibility/connectivity needs 
improvement.

•	 Drainage issues were identified on the western 
side of the picnic shelter, at the ADA entry to the 
playground, at the water fountain, and at the low 
point of the park.  Water tends to pool in these 
locations after a rain event with little to no  means 
for it to drain quickly. 

•	 Picnic shelter is rather small and additional 
shelters would benefit the neighborhood. 

POOR

FAIR

GOOD

LEVEL OF QUALITY

Opinion of Costs for Improvements:
•	  Updated play feature & surfacing

•	  Updated restroom facility

•	  Larger picnic shelter

•	  Update flagpole plaza

•	  2 Additional small picnic shelters

•	  Additional landscaping

•	  Sidewalk replacement

•	 Development of park master plan 

 
$300,000

$300,000

$200,000

$30,000

$78,000

$40,000

$250,000

$45,000

$1,243,000
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Parkwood Park

Location:   3145 Parkwood Lane

Park Type: Neighborhood Park

Park Size: 3 Acres

Description:   Located next to Parkwood 
Elementary School and near Holy Spirit Catholic 
Church, the park features a 0.7 mile paved walking 
trail with fitness stations, a playground, green space, 
and a small parking lot.

Inventory of Amenities:
Picnic Shelter   1    
(3 picnic tables)

Restrooms   1

Playground   1 (5-12 yr olds)

Swings    2 Regular

Walking Trail    0.7 mile

Open Green Space   1 acre  

PARK FACTS

words shall go here and they will be great. They will 
explain how the park isn't connected and how barriers 
making it harder for people to access this space. 

Effective Service Area
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EFFECTIVE SERVICE AREA
An appropriate service radius for neighborhood parks is 
1/4-1/2-mile.   The service area for Parkwood Park could be 
improved by adding sidewalks and crosswalks connecting to 
the existing network shown in blue.  The residential parcels 
highlighted in yellow above show the households served.

PARKWOOD 
PARK



37High Level Maintenance 

Accessibility:
POOR GOODFAIR

Drainage issues, slopes and deterioration of sidewalk 
conditions within the park need improvement.  The park 
effectively serves nearly all residential parcels within  
1/2-mile radius.  However, only about 45% of all roadways 
in the effective service area have sidewalks which 
significantly limits access to the park.

Character:
POOR GOODFAIR

Parkwood Park has a number of mature shade trees, 
landscaping, and well maintained lawn.  Improving the 
quality of park amenities will significantly enhance this 
park’s overall character.  

Connectivity:
POOR GOODFAIR

Overall connectivity in this park is limited compared 
to other parks in the community.  As mentioned above 
sidewalks are available on less than half of all roadways.  
Opportunities to provide better connectivity to the Autumn 
Lakes neighborhood should be considered.  Additional 
crosswalks along Parkwood Lane would also help.

Usability:
POOR GOODFAIR

This park has a variety of amenities including a picnic 
shelter, restrooms, playground, paved walking path, 
large open green space, and fitness stations.

Condition:
POOR GOODFAIR

Aging amenities are the limiting factor in this park’s 
overall condition. Most of the amenities in this park are 
in need of updating. 

Recommendations:
1. Consider developing a new master plan for the 

park and update facilities. 

2. Remove fitness stations.

3. Update playground equipment and surfacing.

4. Consider adding 1 medium to large size picnic 
shelter (6-8 picnic tables).

5. Consider adding 2 small to medium size 
picninc shelters (2-4 picnic tables).

Key Issues:
•	 Playground surfacing retains excessive heat 

due to dark colors.  

•	 Fitness stations are in poor condition.

•	 Walking trail is cracking and does not appear 
to meet ADA standards in areas.

•	 Open green space accommodates multiple 
uses, but improved grading would extend its 
capacity.  Alternatively, consider regrading to 
better accommodate small concerts.

•	 Picnic shelter is small and additional shelters 
could be added throughout the park.

POOR

FAIR

GOOD

LEVEL OF QUALITY

Opinion of Costs for Improvements:
•	  Removal of fitness stations

•	  Updated play feature & surfacing

•	  Medium to Large picnic shelter

•	 Small to Medium picnic shelters (2)

•	  Development of park master plan 

 
$12,000

$300,000

$150,000

$40,000

$60,000

$562,000
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Quiet Hollow Park

Location:   Marine Ave. & McKelvey Road

Park Type: Mini Park

Park Size: 1/3 Acre

Description:   Quiet Hollow is a small, passive 
park for those individuals who enjoy watching the 
sunset from the highest point in the City. A walking 
trail, park benches and picnic table are the only 
components of this tiny park. No parking or bathroom 
facilities are available.

Inventory of Amenities:
National Fitness Court  1   

Picnic Table   1  

PARK FACTS

words shall go here and they will be great. They will 
explain how the park isn't connected and how barriers 
making it harder for people to access this space. 

Effective Service Area
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QUIET HOLLOW PARK

EFFECTIVE SERVICE AREA
An appropriate service radius for mini parks is 1/8-1/4 mile.     
Major collector streets present pedestrian barriers limiting 
this parks effective pedestrian service to areas north and 
west.  This park generally serves pedestrian access from the 
south and east.  The residential parcels highlighted yellow 
above show the households served.
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Accessibility:
POOR GOODFAIR

The location of this park near major roadways with 
heavy traffic somewhat limits its effective service area 
to south of Marine Ave. and west of Bennington. The 
biggest opportunity to improve accessibility for this 
park is to add sidewalks. Currently only about 50% of the 
roadway network in this area has them.  This is significant 
considering there is a fairly large population within this 
service area as a result of new multi-family developments.

Character:
POOR GOODFAIR

There are mature shade trees providing a fair amount 
of shade over the majority of the park.  Landscape beds 
enhance this park's curb appeal and cue users to designated 
use areas.  New amenities are also currently being added.  

Connectivity:
POOR GOODFAIR

Overall connectivity in this park is limited compared 
to other parks in the community.  As mentioned above 
sidewalks are available on only half of the roadway network.  
That being said, sidewalks and crosswalks along Marine 
Ave. connect the park to points of interest such as the 
YMCA and Westport Plaza.

Usability:
POOR GOODFAIR

As is typical for mini-parks, the variety of amenities 
offered is limited compared to larger parks. Picnic areas, 
seating, and a new fitness area are offered.  Considering 
the number of multi-family units in the area, a playground 
may improve service to the surrounding community.

Condition:
POOR GOODFAIR

Overall the condition of amenities in this park is fairly 
good.  New fitness equipment has recently been added.  
The picnic table is in need of replacement. 

Recommendations:
1. Consider adding a small playground towards 

the south end of the park.

2. Replace the picnic table.

3. Consider adding a small picnic shelter.

Key Issues:
•	 Improved sidewalk connectivity to the park and 

within the effective service area is needed.

•	 The large number of multi-family units in 
the area may suggest more family centered 
amenities are needed.  If amenities such as a 
small playground are desired consideration for 
their location should include discussion of the 
busy traffic.

POOR

FAIR

GOOD

LEVEL OF QUALITY

Opinion of Costs for Improvements:
•	  Small additional picnic shelter

•	  Additional playgound

 
$40,000

$80,000

$120,000
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Vago Park

Location:   2700 Fee Fee Road (Intersection  
  of Midland Ave. and Fee Fee Rd.)

Park Type: Community Park

Park Size: 20 Acres

Description:   Vago Park offers a natural setting 
with unique character and charm.  This park has 
a good variety of amenities with something for 
everyone.

Inventory of Amenities:
Playgrounds   3
Sand volleyball court  1
Horseshoe pits   5
Accessible bathrooms  2
Walking/jogging track  1
Scented Garden   1
Fitness Court   1
Pavilions   3
Multi-purpose court   1
Basketball Court   1
Open Green Space   

PARK FACTS

words shall go here and they will be great. They will 
explain how the park isn't connected and how barriers 
making it harder for people to access this space. 

Effective Service Area
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EFFECTIVE SERVICE AREA
An appropriate service radius for community parks is 1-3 
miles.   Pedestrian service to Vago Park could be improved by 
adding sidewalks and crosswalks connecting to the existing 
network shown in blue.  The residential parcels highlighted 
yellow above show the households served.

VAGO PARK

Comm.
Center
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Accessibility:
POOR GOODFAIR

Vago park effectively serves the majority of the eastern 
half of the City and likely beyond.   The continuity of 
sidewalks in this area is pretty good along main roads.  
The park has good signage and ample parking.  The 
biggest opportunity to enhance the accessibility of this 
park is to make ADA improvements to the restrooms.

Character:
POOR GOODFAIR

Vago Park has unique character and charm in  a natural 
setting.  There is ample shade, landscaping, lighting, and 
site furnishings.  Overall, this park is well maintained, 
though there are a few aging amenities that need to be 
repainted, replaced, or removed.  

Connectivity:
POOR GOODFAIR

Overall connectivity is pretty good.  As mentioned above 
sidewalks are available on main  roadways leading to 
the park.  The sidewalk network connects this park to 
surrounding neighborhoods and points of interest such 
as schools and athletic fields.

Usability:
POOR GOODFAIR

This park has a plethora of amenities and seemingly 
something for everyone.

Condition:
POOR GOODFAIR

Aging amenities are the limiting factor in this park’s 
overall condition.  About half the amenities in this 
park are in need of updating. 

Recommendations:
1. Make ADA improvements to restrooms.

2. Upgrade aging playgrounds

3.  Update aging site furnishings such as picnic 
tables, benches, and trash receptacles.

4. Update scented garden or consider relocating 
to a location with more sun to increase species 
variety. 

5. Upgrade shelter donated by Vago family.

Key Issues:
•	 Bathrooms need upgrading and ADA 

improvements.

•	 Playgrounds in the western segment of the 
park are in need of updating. 

•	 Site furnishings such as bike racks, trash 
receptacles, benches, picnic tables, etc. are 
aging and in need of updating.  

POOR

FAIR

GOOD

LEVEL OF QUALITY

Opinion of Costs for Improvements:
•	 Updated play features & surfacing

•	 Updated site furnishings

•	 Vago Shelter replacement

•	 Scented garden update

•	 Development of park master plan 

 
$750,000

$100,000

$80,000

$60,000

$60,000

$1,050,000
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McKelvey Woods Nature Park

Location:   McKelvey Road & Katiejo Court

Park Type: Natural Area

Park Size: 80 Acres

Description:   Located just north of Aquaport, in 
front of Dogport, this park features a playground, a 
small pavilion and restrooms. 

Inventory of Amenities:
Playground   1
Picnic Shelter   1
Restrooms   1
Walking path   1   
Paved Trail    3 miles
(Fee Fee Greenway) 

PARK FACTS

words shall go here and they will be great. They will 
explain how the park isn't connected and how barriers 
making it harder for people to access this space. 

Effective Service Area

I -
 2

70

M
cKelvey Rd

Aquaport

I -
 2

70

Ameling Rd

Creve Coeur

 Mill Rd

Fee Fee Greenway

Nature 
Park

EFFECTIVE SERVICE AREA
The McKelvey Woods Nature Park and Fee Fee Greenway 
function as destination parks with a service radius of 1-3 
miles.  From  a walkability standpoint 1/2-mile radius is shown 
to highlight pedestrian access.  Pedestrian service to this 
park could be improved by adding sidewalks (shown in blue)
and crosswalks in areas to the north.  The residential parcels 
highlighted in yellow above show the households served.
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Accessibility:
POOR GOODFAIR

Signage is needed as many don’t know the full extent 
of this park.  Two access points are provided:  one for 
the area including Dogport, and the other just north 
on McKelvey Road just across the bridge and opposite 
Katiejo Court. Within a 1-mile radius this park effectively 
serves  the portion of the community north of Dorsett 
and west of I-270.

Character:
POOR GOODFAIR

This park is a primarily natural area with the majority 
of it consisting of woodland along Fee Fee Creek.   The 
northeast segment, north of Fee Fee Creek and west of 
McKelvey road, should be the focus of improvements.  
The gravel fines trail hugs a densely wooded area with 
overgrown understory.  Thinning out the understory 
and opening up more visibility to the creek would help 
tremendously.  

Connectivity:
POOR GOODFAIR

Connectivity to McKelvey Woods Nature Park is pretty good.  
Sidewalks connect to nearby neighborhoods, Aquaport, and 
the Community Center.  In addition, Fee Fee Greenway 
connects to Creve Coeur Park and points in between.

Usability:
POOR GOODFAIR

As is typical for natural areas, the variety of amenities 
offered is limited compared to larger parks. Picnic 
areas, seating, and walking trails are offered.  Play 
equipment and shelter are located near the dogpark.

Condition:
POOR GOODFAIR

Overall the condition of amenities in this park is 
fairly good.

Recommendations:
1. Determine what the community would like to 

see in this park.

2. Thin out the understory and open views to the 
creek in the northeast segment.

3. Determine if there is interest in community 
gardens and identify a champion to oversee 
and manage it.

Key Issues:
•	 Park signage is needed.

•	 Trail and amenities in the northeast segment.

•	 Maintenance along nature paths off Fee Fee 
Greenway

POOR

FAIR

GOOD

LEVEL OF QUALITY

Opinion of Costs for Improvements:
•	 Additional signage

•	 Thin out understory around trail

•	 Development of park master plan 

•	 Capital Improvements 

 
$10,000

$20,000

$45,000

$750,000

$825,000
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Planning Areas
A total of 8 planning areas were defined for the purpose of 
establishing planning areas for future investment towards 
the goal of equitable distribution.  Major roadways and 
railroads create pedestrian barriers, which primarily shape 
the boundaries of each area, though land use and cultural 
norms also played a significant role.   

The following pages provide descriptions of each of the 8 
planning areas shown in the map below.  A percentage 
breakdown of land use is provided for each area along with 
descriptions of population, and ESRI 5-year (2023) projection 
estimates for median age, racial makeup, and diversity index.      
ESRI’s Diversity Index indicates the likelihood that if you 
approached a stranger that he/she would be of a different 
race than you.  A maximum value of 100 indicates that the 
likelihood is very high (100% chance) while a value closer to 

0 indicates a very low likelihood.  Maryland Heights has a 
growing racial diverstiy indicating that cultural needs should 
be considered in future park planning efforts. Park land use 
and recreation land uses are separated with the distinction 
between publicly accessible parkland (park land use) and 
semi-public or private land (recreation land use) used for 
recreation purposes.  The 8 planning areas are:

1. Northwest River Lowlands
2. Southwest River Lowlands
3. The Hollow
4. Ameling Road / Community Center Area
5. Rose Acres
6. Parkwood Corridor
7. Fee Fee Road Area
8. Industrial / Commercial Area

Ë0 0.5 10.25
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OVERVIEW:

Total Area:   4.35  sq. mi. (2,784 acres)
2010 Population:    4
2010 Population Denisty:  0.9                                         
(Pop. per Square Mile)
2010 Median Age:       39.7
2023 Median Income:   $69,500
2023 Per Capita Income:   $61,168
2010 Diversity Index:    43.8
2010 Total Housing Units:    3
 Owner:  67%
 Renter:   33%

285

281

58

267

85

428

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

1. Northwest River Lowlands
In Style:  67%
In Style denizens embrace an urbane lifestyle that 
includes support of the arts, travel, and extensive 
reading. They are connected and make full use of 
the advantages of mobile devices. Professional 
couples or single households without children, 
they have the time to focus on their homes 
and their interests. The population is slightly 
older and already planning for their retirement.

Golden Years:  33%
Independent, active seniors nearing the end 
of their careers or already in retirement best 
describes Golden Years residents. This market 
is primarily singles living alone or empty 
nesters. Those still active in the labor force are 
employed in professional occupations; however, 
these consumers are actively pursuing a variety 
of leisure interests—travel, sports, dining out, 
museums, and concerts. They are involved, 
focused on physical ftness, and enjoying their 
lives. This market is smaller, but growing, and 
fnancially secure.

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:
Comprised of mostly vacant agricultural land and Industrial/
Utility uses, a little over 1/4 includes 26 pay-to-play soccer 
fields and St. Louis County’s 2,000 acre Creve Coeur Lake 
Memorial Park. Currently under construction is a new St. 
Louis Blues practice facility and ice sports complex which will 
offer residents recreational skating and community activities. 
Parks and recreation facilities in this area serve regional needs.

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area: 
1,071 Acres

SF
2%

MF
3%Comm.

7%

Rec.
7%

Indust.
18%

Park
19%

Vacant /
Ag.
19%
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Comprised primarily of undeveloped agricultural land with 
some commercial and very little residential.  Recreation uses 
in this area include 10 pay-to-play soccer fields at Lou Fusz 
Soccer Complex.  There is likely very little demand  or need 
for future park facilities in this area.

OVERVIEW:

Total Area (Square Miles):      8.87 
2010 Population:   1,462
2010 Population Denisty: 164.9                                         
(Pop. per Square Mile)
Median Age 2023:      35.7
Median Income:   $69,620
Per Capita Income:   $44,536
Diversity Index 2023:   41.9
Total Housing Units:   764
 Owner:  57%
 Renter:   43%

285

281

58

267

85

428

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

2. Southwest River Lowlands
Bright Young Professionals:  86.7%
Bright Young Professionals is a large market, 
primarily located in urban outskirts of large 
metropolitan areas. These communities 
are home to young, educated, working 
professionals. More than one out of three 
householders is under the age of 35. Slightly 
more diverse couples dominate this market, 
with more renters than homeowners. More than 
two-ffths of the households live in single-family 
homes; over a third live in 5+ unit buildings. 
Labor force participation is high, generally 
white-collar work, with a mix of food service and 
part-time jobs (among the college students). 
Median household income, median home 
value, and average rent are close to US values. 
Residents of this segment are physically active 
and up on the latest technology. 

Exurbanites:  12.3%
Ten years later, Exurbanite residents are now 
approaching retirement but showing few 
signs of slowing down. They are active in their 
communities, generous in their donations, and 
seasoned travelers. They take advantage of 
their proximity to large metropolitan centers 
to support the arts, but prefer a more expansive 
home style in less crowded neighborhoods. 
They have cultivated a lifestyle that is both 
affuent and urbane.

Parks and Rec:  0.6%
These practical suburbanites have achieved the 
dream of home ownership. They have purchased 
homes that are within their means. Their homes 
are older, and town homes and duplexes are 
not uncommon. Many of these families are 
two-income married couples approaching 
retirement age; they are comfortable in their 
jobs and their homes, budget wisely, but do 
not plan on retiring anytime soon or moving. 
Neighborhoods are well established, as are 
the amenities and programs that supported 
their now independent children through 
school and college. The appeal of these kid-
friendly neighborhoods is now attracting a new 
generation of young couples.

In Style:  0.4%
In Style denizens embrace an urbane lifestyle 
that includes support of the arts, travel, and 
extensive reading. They are connected and make 
full use of the advantages of mobile devices. 
Professional couples or single households 
without children, they have the time to focus on 
their homes and their interests. The population 
is slightly older and already planning for their 
retirement.

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area: 

0 Acres

SF
3%

Comm.
14%

Rec.
9%

Indust.
2%

Vacant /
Ag.
72%
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OVERVIEW:

Total Area (Square Miles):   1.57
2010 Population:    8,447
2010 Population Denisty:  5,393                                        
(Pop. per Square Mile)
Median Age 2023:       30
Median Income:   $63,152
Per Capita Income:    $41,626
Diversity Index 2023:    59.8
Total Housing Units:    4,568
 Owner:  38%
 Renter:   62%

1,516

1,203

273

1,790

673

2,993

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

3. The Hollow
Bright Young Professionals:  49%
Bright Young Professionals is a large market, 
primarily located in urban outskirts of large 
metropolitan areas. These communities 
are home to young, educated, working 
professionals. More than one out of three 
householders is under the age of 35. Slightly 
more diverse couples dominate this market, 
with more renters than homeowners. More than 
two-ffths of the households live in single-family 
homes; over a third live in 5+ unit buildings. 
Labor force participation is high, generally 
white-collar work, with a mix of food service and 
part-time jobs (among the college students). 
Median household income, median home 
value, and average rent are close to US values. 
Residents of this segment are physically active 
and up on the latest technology. 

Young and Restles:  37%
Gen Y comes of age: Well-educated young 
workers, some of whom are still completing 
their education, are employed in professional/
technical occupations, as well as sales and offce/
administrative support roles. These residents are 
not established yet, but striving to get ahead and 
improve themselves. This market ranks in the top 
5 for renters, movers, college enrollment, and labor 
force participation rate. Almost 1 in 5 residents 
move each year. More than half of all householders 
are under the age of 35, the majority living alone or 
in shared non-family dwellings. Median household 
income is still below the US. Smartphones are a 
way of life, and they use the Internet extensively. 
Young and Restless consumers are diverse, 
favoring densely populated neighborhoods in 
large metropolitan areas; over 50% are located in 
the South (almost 1/5 in Texas), with the rest chiefy 
in the West and Midwest. 

Savvy Suburbanites:  10%
Savvy Suburbanite residents are well educated, 
well read, and well capitalized. Families include 
empty nesters and empty nester wannabes, who 
still have adult children at home. Located in older 
neighborhoods outside the urban core, their 
suburban lifestyle includes home remodeling and 
gardening plus the active pursuit of sports and 
exercise. They enjoy good food and wine, plus the 
amenities of the city’s cultural events.

Exurbanites:  4%
Ten years later, Exurbanite residents are now 
approaching retirement but showing few 
signs of slowing down. They are active in their 
communities, generous in their donations, and 
seasoned travelers. They take advantage of 
their proximity to large metropolitan centers 
to support the arts, but prefer a more expansive 
home style in less crowded neighborhoods. 
They have cultivated a lifestyle that is both 
affuent and urbane.

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:
This area is primarily residential (78%) and one of the most 
densely populated areas of the community with 43% of parcels 
consisting of multi-family developments.   It is a farily young 
and racially diverse population  comprising about 1/3 of the 
City’s population.  Future park planning should consider this 
area a priority for new neighborhood and community parks.   

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area:
0.36 Acres

SF
35%

MF
43%

Comm.
2%

Rec.
2%Institutional

4%

Vacant /
Ag.
14%
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OVERVIEW:

Total Area:      1.46  sq.mi. (934 acres)
2010 Population:   5,731
2010 Population Denisty: 3,936                                         
(Pop. per Square Mile)
2010 Median Age:      36.6
2023 Median Income:   $76,309
2023 Per Capita Income:   $41,648
2010 Diversity Index:   49.1
2010 Total Housing Units:   2,692
 Owner:  66%
 Renter:   34%

1,147

1,149

283

992

423

1,624

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

4. Ameling Rd / Community Center Area

Parks and Rec:  34%
These practical suburbanites have achieved the 
dream of home ownership. They have purchased 
homes that are within their means. Their homes 
are older, and town homes and duplexes are not 
uncommon. Many of these families are two-income 
married couples approaching retirement age; they 
are comfortable in their jobs and their homes, budget 
wisely, but do not plan on retiring anytime soon or 
moving. Neighborhoods are well established, as are 
the amenities and programs that supported their now 
independent children through school and college. 
The appeal of these kid-friendly neighborhoods is 
now attracting a new generation of young couples.

Comfortable Empty Nesters:  31%
Residents in this large, growing segment are older, 
with nearly half of all householders aged 55 or older; 
many still live in the suburbs where they grew up. Most 
are professionals working in government, health care, 
or manufacturing. These Baby Boomers are earning 
a comfortable living and beneftting from years of 
prudent investing and saving. Their net worth is well 
above average. Many are enjoying the transition from 
child rearing to retirement. They value their health and 
fnancial well-being.

Young and Restles:  21%
Gen Y comes of age: Well-educated young workers, 
some of whom are still completing their education, are 
employed in professional/technical occupations, as 
well as sales and offce/administrative support roles. 
These residents are not established yet, but striving to 
get ahead and improve themselves. This market ranks 
in the top 5 for renters, movers, college enrollment, and 
labor force participation rate. Almost 1 in 5 residents 
move each year. More than half of all householders are 
under the age of 35, the majority living alone or in shared 
non-family dwellings. Median household income is still 
below the US. Smartphones are a way of life, and they use 
the Internet extensively. Young and Restless consumers 
are diverse, favoring densely populated neighborhoods 
in large metropolitan areas; over 50% are located in the 
South (almost 1/5 in Texas), with the rest chiefy in the 
West and Midwest. 

Bright Young Professionals:  14%
Bright Young Professionals is a large market, 
primarily located in urban outskirts of large 
metropolitan areas. These communities are home to 
young, educated, working professionals. More than 
one out of three householders is under the age of 35. 
Slightly more diverse couples dominate this market, 
with more renters than homeowners. More than two-
ffths of the households live in single-family homes; 
over a third live in 5+ unit buildings. Labor force 
participation is high, generally white-collar work, with 
a mix of food service and part-time jobs (among the 
college students). Median household income, median 
home value, and average rent are close to US values. 
Residents of this segment are physically active and 
up on the latest technology. 

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:
This area has a diverse mix of land uses with residential 
parcels comprising about 2/3 (64%).  This area also has 
the second highest population density of the City with 
about 1/4 of all resident living here.  While there are a 
number of park facilities in the area, a new neighborhood 
park with active amenities should be considered.

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area:
63.4 Acres

SF
27%

MF
43%

Comm.
4%

Rec.
10%

Park
5%

Ind.
4%

Vacant /
Ag.
13%
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OVERVIEW:

Total Area:   0.82  sq. mi (524 acres)
2010 Population:    3,081
2010 Population Denisty:  3,779                                        
(Pop. per Square Mile)
2010 Median Age:       40.2
2023 Median Income:   $69,613
2023 Per Capita Income:   $31,298
2023 Diversity Index:    21.6
2010 Total Housing Units:  1,285
 Owner:  90%
 Renter:   10%

661

655

218

549

215

787

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

5. Rose Acres
This area is predominantly residential of medium density 
and comprised primarily of single family homes.  About 
11% of the population live in this area.  Eise Park, McKelvey 
Woods Park, and Dogport currently serve this areas parkland 
needs.  The greatest need in this area is for improved sidewalk 
connectivity and crosswalks.  About half of the roadways in 
this area lack sidewalks including main routes leading to 
parks. 

Parks and Rec:  86%
These practical suburbanites have achieved the 
dream of home ownership. They have purchased 
homes that are within their means. Their homes 
are older, and town homes and duplexes are 
not uncommon. Many of these families are 
two-income married couples approaching 
retirement age; they are comfortable in their 
jobs and their homes, budget wisely, but do 
not plan on retiring anytime soon or moving. 
Neighborhoods are well established, as are 
the amenities and programs that supported 
their now independent children through 
school and college. The appeal of these kid-
friendly neighborhoods is now attracting a new 
generation of young couples.

Home Improvement:  14%
Married-couple families occupy well over half 
of these suburban households. Most Home 
Improvement residences are single-family 
homes that are owner-occupied, with only 1/5 of 
the households occupied by renters. Education 
and diversity levels are similar to the US, as a 
whole. These families spend a lot of time on the 
go and therefore tend to eat out regularly. When 
at home, weekends are consumed with home 
improvement and remodeling projects. 

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area:
17 Acres

SF
58%

MF
14%

Comm.
4%

Ind.
1%

Park
3%

Institutional
12%

Vacant /Ag.
8%
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This area is very similar to the Rose Acres area in terms of 
size, population, character and land use although it has twice 
as many multi-family residential parcels and has the oldest 
population age group. Parkwood Park serves this area and 
similar to the Rose Acres area sidewalk connectivity could be 
improved. 

OVERVIEW:

Total Area:       0.83 sq. mi.  (531 
acres) 

2010 Population:   3,749
2010 Population Denisty: 4,523                                        
(Pop. per Square Mile)
2010 Median Age:      45.1
2023 Median Income:   $72,085
2023 Per Capita Income:   $33,306
2010 Diversity Index:   27.5
2010 Total Housing Units:   1,518
 Owner:  93%
 Renter:     7%

775

944

412

656

258

829

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

6. Parkwood Corridor

Home Improvement:  44%
Married-couple families occupy well over half 
of these suburban households. Most Home 
Improvement residences are single-family 
homes that are owner-occupied, with only 1/5 of 
the households occupied by renters. Education 
and diversity levels are similar to the US, as a 
whole. These families spend a lot of time on the 
go and therefore tend to eat out regularly. When 
at home, weekends are consumed with home 
improvement and remodeling projects. 

Midlife Constants:  37%
Midlife Constant residents are seniors, at or 
approaching retirement, with below average 
labor force participation and above average 
net worth. Although located in predominantly 
metropolitan areas, they live outside central 
cities, in smaller communities. Their lifestyle is 
more country than urban. They are generous, 
but not spendthrifts. 

Comfortable Empty Nesters:  18%
Residents in this large, growing segment are 
older, with nearly half of all householders aged 
55 or older; many still live in the suburbs where 
they grew up. Most are professionals working in 
government, health care, or manufacturing. These 
Baby Boomers are earning a comfortable living 
and beneftting from years of prudent investing and 
saving. Their net worth is well above average. Many 
are enjoying the transition from child rearing to 
retirement. They value their health and fnancial 
well-being.

Parks and Rec:  1%
These practical suburbanites have achieved the 
dream of home ownership. They have purchased 
homes that are within their means. Their homes 
are older, and town homes and duplexes are 
not uncommon. Many of these families are 
two-income married couples approaching 
retirement age; they are comfortable in their 
jobs and their homes, budget wisely, but do 
not plan on retiring anytime soon or moving. 
Neighborhoods are well established, as are 
the amenities and programs that supported 
their now independent children through 
school and college. The appeal of these kid-
friendly neighborhoods is now attracting a new 
generation of young couples.

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area:
7.80 Acres

SF
52%

MF
29%

Comm.
1%

Ind.
3%

Park
1%

Institutional
4%

Vacant /Ag.
10%
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OVERVIEW:

Total Area:   1.41 sq. mi. (902 acres)
2010 Population:   4,379
2010 Population Denisty:  3,100                                         
(Pop. per Square Mile)
2010 Median Age:       36.9
2023 Median Income:   $64,586
2023 Per Capita Income:   $37,244
2010 Diversity Index:    54.9
2010 Total Housing Units:    

1,914
 Owner:  65%
 Renter:   35%
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844

230

889

353

1,216

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

7. Fee Fee Road Area
This area is predominantly residential of medium density and 
comprised primarily of single family homes (62%).  About 
16% of the population live in this area and Vago Park serves 
this areas parkland needs.  Like most residential areas of the 
community sidewalk connectivity to parks could be improved. 

Bright Young Professionals:  14%
Bright Young Professionals is a large market, 
primarily located in urban outskirts of large 
metropolitan areas. These communities 
are home to young, educated, working 
professionals. More than one out of three 
householders is under the age of 35. Slightly 
more diverse couples dominate this market, 
with more renters than homeowners. More than 
two-ffths of the households live in single-family 
homes; over a third live in 5+ unit buildings. 
Labor force participation is high, generally 
white-collar work, with a mix of food service and 
part-time jobs (among the college students). 
Median household income, median home 
value, and average rent are close to US values. 
Residents of this segment are physically active 
and up on the latest technology. 

Comfortable Empty Nesters:  18%
Residents in this large, growing segment are 
older, with nearly half of all householders aged 
55 or older; many still live in the suburbs where 
they grew up. Most are professionals working in 
government, health care, or manufacturing. These 
Baby Boomers are earning a comfortable living 
and beneftting from years of prudent investing and 
saving. Their net worth is well above average. Many 
are enjoying the transition from child rearing to 
retirement. They value their health and fnancial 
well-being.

Parks and Rec:  1%
These practical suburbanites have achieved the 
dream of home ownership. They have purchased 
homes that are within their means. Their homes 
are older, and town homes and duplexes are 
not uncommon. Many of these families are 
two-income married couples approaching 
retirement age; they are comfortable in their 
jobs and their homes, budget wisely, but do 
not plan on retiring anytime soon or moving. 
Neighborhoods are well established, as are 
the amenities and programs that supported 
their now independent children through 
school and college. The appeal of these kid-
friendly neighborhoods is now attracting a new 
generation of young couples.
Front Porches:  xxxx%
Front Porches blends household types, with 
more young families with children or single 
households than average. This group is also 
more diverse than the US. More than half of 
householders are renters, and many of the 
homes are older town homes or duplexes. 
Friends and family are central to Front Porches 
residents and help to infuence household 
buying decisions. Households tend to own just 
one vehicle but used only when needed. Income 
and net worth of these residents are well below 
the US average. 

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area:
22 Acres SF

62%MF
10%

Comm.
4%

Ind.
3%

Park
3%

Rec.
1%

Institutional
9%

Vacant /Ag.
8%
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This area is the economic workhorse of the city.  There are very few residential parcels here to indicate a need for parkland 
based on an acres per resident basis.  However, during community engagement efforts there was some indication of interest in 
park amenties such as trails and open space.  Studies have shown that park amenities and visual connections to nature increase 
productivity through attention restoration.  Brief, visual connections to nature and opportunities to engage nature during lunch 
or on breaks allows employees opportunities to reset their mental focus and improve their quality of production.  Consideration 
should be given for parkland amenities in this area, although it shouldn’t be a major priority.  

OVERVIEW:

Total Area:       3.41 sq. mi. ( 2,182 acres)
2010 Population:   65
2010 Population Denisty: 19                                         
(Pop. per Square Mile)
2010 Median Age:      46.2
2023 Median Income:   $71,083
2023 Per Capita Income:   $42,848
2010 Diversity Index:   44.4
2010 Total Housing Units:   48
 Owner:  68%
 Renter:   32%

15

18

9

10

4

16

Silent & Greatest 
Generations
(Born 1945-Earlier)

Baby Boomer
(Born 1946-1964)

Generation X
(Born 1965-1980)

Millennial
(Born 1981-1998)

Generation Z
(Born 1999-2016)

Generation Alpha
(Born 2017 or Later)

2010 Population by generation:

8. Industrial / Commercial Area

Parks and Rec:  64%
These practical suburbanites have achieved the 
dream of home ownership. They have purchased 
homes that are within their means. Their homes 
are older, and town homes and duplexes are 
not uncommon. Many of these families are 
two-income married couples approaching 
retirement age; they are comfortable in their 
jobs and their homes, budget wisely, but do 
not plan on retiring anytime soon or moving. 
Neighborhoods are well established, as are 
the amenities and programs that supported 
their now independent children through 
school and college. The appeal of these kid-
friendly neighborhoods is now attracting a new 
generation of young couples.

Bright Young Professionals:  18%
Bright Young Professionals is a large market, 
primarily located in urban outskirts of large 
metropolitan areas. These communities 
are home to young, educated, working 
professionals. More than one out of three 
householders is under the age of 35. Slightly 
more diverse couples dominate this market, 
with more renters than homeowners. More than 
two-ffths of the households live in single-family 
homes; over a third live in 5+ unit buildings. 
Labor force participation is high, generally 
white-collar work, with a mix of food service and 
part-time jobs (among the college students). 
Median household income, median home 
value, and average rent are close to US values. 
Residents of this segment are physically active 
and up on the latest technology. 

Retirement Communities:  18%
Retirement Communities neighborhoods are 
evenly distributed across the country. They 
combine single-family homes and independent 
living with apartments, assisted living, and 
continuous care nursing facilities. Over half of 
the housing units are in multi-unit structures, 
and the majority of residents have a lease. This 
group enjoys watching cable TV and stays up-to-
date with newspapers and magazines. Residents 
take pride in fiscal responsibility and keep a 
close eye on their finances. Although income 
and net worth are well below national averages, 
residents enjoy going to the movies, fshing, 
and taking vacations. While some residents 
enjoy cooking, many have paid their dues in the 
kitchen and would rather dine out.

TAPESTRY SEGMENTATION:

LAND USE DISTRIBUTION

Total 
Park Area:

0 Acres

SF
2%

Comm.
38%

Ind.
52%

Vacant /Ag.
8%
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Approach
Centered on a timely, useful, and innovative engagement 
strategy, the approach to community engagement for 
this plan involved a series of strategic and interactive 
conversations, public workshops, on-line questionnaires, pop-
up engagements, and a statistically valid survey.   A broad 
range of targeted and interested park and recreation parties 
were engaged in a way that folds their concerns and potential 
strategies for addressing them into this plan.  The following 
pages describe the methods used and input received from the 
community as outlined below:

•	 In-person Conversations

•	 On-line questionnaires

•	 Statistically Valid Survey

In-person Conversations
FOCUS GROUPS

A series of conversations were held with elected officials, city 
agency department heads, Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Commission, Parks & Rec staff, key leaders, stakeholders,  
businesses, and school districts.  Each conversation was 
guided by a set of 8 questions about 11 different aspects of the 
park system which participants were asked to rate from 1 to 5 
(5 being the best) .  A total of 40 participants were engaged in 
small groups over the course of 3 days.  Below is a breakdown 
of the backgrounds represented in the focus groups.  

Elected Officials:  Mayor and City Council members

Agency Department Heads:  Finance, Police, Planning, 
Marketing, Public Works, City Clerk, and City Manager

Parks & Recreation Staff:  Director, Department Heads, 
Recreation Staff, and Maintenance Staff

Parks and Recreation Advisory Commission

Community Stakeholders:  Chamber of Commerce, Visitors 
Bureau, School Districts, and Fire Districts.

Responses to focus group questions are shown below using 
a word cluster to illustrate the key words most commonly 
used by participants.  The larger a word appears the more 
frequently it was used.    

Q1 - What are the BEST ASPECTS or STRENGTHS of the 
park system?

Participants often shared that the biggest strengths of their 
park system are the patrons who use them and the staff 
who run and operate them.  It was most often shared that 
the facilities are well maintained and the new Community 
Center is perhaps the single biggest asset.  Participants 
also commented on the variety of recreational programs, 
affordability, and variety of amenities.

Q2 - What are the WEAKNESSES of the park system?

The biggest opportunities identified by focus group 
participants include improvements to Aquaport (facilities 
and staffing), acquisition of ball diamonds, adding parks 
to underserved areas on the west side of I-270, accessibility 
and connectivity through improved sidewalk networks and 
inclusive play features. Communication was also frequently 
mentioned with regard to how information about recreational 
programs is shared both internally, jurisdictionally, and with 
the public.

Community Engagement
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Q3 - In the next 5 years, should the City focus on improving 
existing facilities, build new facilities, or both?

Participants shared that both should be done but that building 
new facilities should be commensurate with growth and not 
overshadow updates to existing facilities.

Q4 - Are there areas of the City without convenient access 
or with limited access to parks? Where?

Participants shared that the area west of I-270 and south of 
Dorsett Road does not have any neighborhood or community 
parks.   

Q5 - If you could select one priority for the parks and 
recreation system, what would it be?

Participants shared a variety of priorities  including continuing   
current maintenance standards, improving Aquaport, 
expanding trail networks (both paved and hiking), preserving 
open green space, acquiring ball diamonds, and improving 
marketing and communication of recreational programs and 
events.

Q6 - In 5 years, what ONE WORD OR PHRASE would you 
like to be able to use to describe the Maryland Heights 
Parks and Recreation system?

Participants shared that in 5 years they would like to be 
able to describe their parks system as being the best in the 
St. Louis area, progressive, affordable, accessible, safe, and 
a fun destination for all.  Park's staff added that the tag-line 

#MHBeHere should,"be on everything we do (#BeHere, 
#SweatHere, #DanceHere, etc.) with consistent branding 
across the whole community."

Q7 - Who would you consider to be PARTNERS for the 
Maryland Heights Parks and Recreation system?

Participants developed a list of partners for the Maryland 
Heights Parks and Recreation system. Many of which 
the Department currently partners with while potential 
opportunities to partner with others should be considered.

Q8 - How do you find out about recreation programs and 
services?  Do you have ideas  on how the Department can 
do a better job in creating awareness?

Participants commented that by and large they find out about 
programs through the Community Newsletter and social 
media.  Newly installed LED signs at various parks and facilities 
have also been helpful.  Improving the Department's website, 
creating a Parks Dept. marketing team, and collaboration with 
school districts are suggested opportunities.

•	 School Districts
•	 Police and Fire 
•	 Chamber of Commerce
•	 Local Businesses & 

Corporations
•	 Bridgeton
•	 YMCA
•	 Daycare Facilities
•	 Crystal Springs
•	 Churches
•	 Neighboring 

Communities

•	 Neighborhoods
•	 Ranken Jordan 

Pediatric Hospital
•	 Great Rivers Greenway
•	 St. Louis County
•	 Lions, Elks, and Rotary 

Clubs
•	 Recreation Council of 

Greater St. Louis
•	 International Institute
•	 Hindu Temple
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Performace Ratings 

1 2 3 4 5

Park safety and security

Park maintenance, cleanliness, and general upkeep

Quality of park amenities

Park amenities meet the needs of the community

Offering of accessible amenities

Distribution of parks 

(locations within the community)

Quality of recreation programs

Variety of recreation programs

Number and variety of community events in 
parks

Marketing & communication

Park system overall as a whole

Elected 
Officials

Department 
Heads

Advisory 
Commission

Community 
Stakeholders

P&R 
Staff

Focus Group participants were asked to rate the Park System 
on performance categories listed below from 1 to 5 (5 being the 
best).  The results are shown to the right by average of each 
group.  While most groups tended to rate the system similarly, 
Parks and Rec Staff tended to be the most critical of themselves.  
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COMMON THREADS:

Throughout the focus groups there were a number of 
comments that were repeatedly heard.  Below are the common 
threads:

FRESH IDEAS FROM WITHIN

Parks and Recreation staff were bubbling with vision and 
offered a number of fresh ideas from within, including 
branding and marketing ideas, new events and activities, and 
new ways to engage the community.  Their ideas are listed 
below:

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

Two public workshops were held on two separate evenings 
between 5:30 and 7:30.  The format for each workshop was an 
open house setting where participants could attend as their 
schedule allowed.  The workshop was held in the ballroom of 
the Community Center where a variety of stations were set 
up with informational boards and interactive opportunties for 
the community to share their thoughts and opinions about the 
future of the Maryland Heights Parks and Recreation System.  
An on-line survey was also created with similar information 
and participation opportunities to give those not able to 
attend the opportunity to share their thoughts.  

Building off of comments from the focus groups,  the workshops 
sought to further explore issues that residents regularly face  
and the needs they have for parks and recreation facilities, 
amenities, and programs.  Participants were engaged through 
a series of dot exercises, conversations over maps, and 
discussions with the consultant team and Parks Staff.  

Dot Exercises

What should our priorities be?

The top 3 priorities for the Parks & Rec department as 
identified by workshop participants were:

1. Expand Trails & Improve Connectivity  (45 dots).

2. Natural Areas for Passive Recreation & Wildlife Benefit 
(42 dots).

3. Update Park Amenities (26 dots).

New parks with 
additional amenities 

are needed.

Aquaport is aging 
and needs new life!

Need more program 
offerings for youth 

and adults!

Improve access 
and connectivity!

We’re doing 
pretty good, 

but we can still 
do better!

We’re headed 
in a better 
direction!

We can’t do 
everything, but we 

can do most 
anything!

MH P&R - Taking You to New Heights!
#BeHere, #SweatHere, #SwimHere, 

#PlayHere, #DanceHere

Food Trucks / Ice Cream Truck
-Pair with events  - Nutrition Education

Parks Mascot
Promotional Videos
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What Amenities are Most Important?

The top 5 parks and recreation amenities identified by 
workshop participants were:

1. Natural Areas for Passive Recreation and Wildlife Benefit  
(45 dots).

2. Hiking Trails (37 dots).

3. Restrooms (22 dots).

4. Paved Trails (21 dots).

5. Playgrounds (19 dots).

Throughout the workshop conversations were held with 
participants about current issues and future needs regarding 
parks and recreation.  Participants were encouraged to write 
down any and all thoughts they had on large sheets of blank 
paper.   Comments were  grouped into overarching categories 
and are shown to the right.  

PARTNERSHIPS

Great Rivers Greenway

St. Louis County Parks

St. Louis Audubon Society

Outdoor Athletic Groups

Conservation Dept.

ACTIVITIES

Concerts in neighborhood parks

Concerts in Creve Coeur

Jazz & other music nights on the Patio @ Comm. Ctr.

Resume International Festival

PROGRAMMING

Youth

Young Adults

Free teen programs – well run

Gender Specific

Biking

Ecology Classes

FACILITIES & AMENITIES

Sidewalk Connectivity

Connect Trails to airport & historic museum

Outdoor pickleball courts

Raquetball courts

Steam room/Whirlpool

Bike Trails

Place to fish

NATURE

Honeysuckle removal

More native plants – pollinator gardens

Clean the Creek

Education for less dumping

COMMUNITY CENTER

Signal light or roundabout @ Ameling & McKelvey

Laminate flooring in Millennium Rooms

More Landscaping (Color)

More colorful artwork @ entry

Blackout shades for Millennium Rooms
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Map Markups & Comments

A large map of Maryland Heights was provided for participants 
to mark on and make geographically specific comments 
regarding opportunities and constraints related to the use of 
Maryland Heights parks.  Comments included:

1. A reported large deer population along the Fee Fee Creek 
corridor areas.

2. A need for neighborhood parks in the southwest area 
of the community.  Participants identified potential 
opportunties to be considered.

3. A need to improve east/west pedestrian connectivity and 
overcoming the barrier created by I-270.

4. Connecting upper and lower Creve Coeur park segments.

5. Work with subdivisions and neighborhoods to create a 
paved pedestrian connection along the historic streetcar 
line.

On-line (Open-link) Questionaire

An on-line, open-link, questionaire was provided as a 
supplement to the public workshops in order to expand the 
number of ways in which people could participate.  Links were 
provided on the City's website, newsletter, and social media 
accounts.  The purpose of this questionaire was to gather 
preliminary information and data for use in developing a  more 
robust and statististically valid resident survey.  The results 
of this questionaire can be compared to the later discussed 
statistically valid survey to see how the results of each compare.  
Furthermore, the number of times a participant could take the 
questionaire was not limited whereas the statistically valid 
survey was administered to targeted individuals ultimately 
providing a random sampling that more closely represents 
the demographic makeup of the community. 

The questionaire asked participants 14 questions including 
whether they live, work, or play in Maryland Heights. 
Questions 2-11 asked participants to rate the parks system 
on  performance criteria.  Questions 12 and 13 asked about 
priorities for the Department and importance of amenities, 
and question 14 provided an opportunity for additional 
comments.  Overall, 226 respondents were recorded.

Do you live, work, or play in Maryland Heights?

Respondents were asked whether they live, work, or play in 
Maryland Heights.  The majority of respondents, about 93%, 
are residents of Maryland Heights.  Only 16 respondents who 
reported working in Maryland Heights were non-residents.  
The following chart shows a cross-tabulated comparison 
illustrating the number of respondents for each response.  For 
example, of those who responded that they live in Maryland 

Heights (192), 42 reported also working in M.H., and 159 
reported that they also play in M.H..

What do you feel are the 3 most important system-wide 
priorities for the Maryland Heights Parks & Recreation 
Department?

The chart below shows the results and the total percentage 
of respondents who indicated each priority was either most 
important, 2nd most important, or 3rd most important. Overall, 
51% of respondents indicated that Expand Trails & Improve 
Connectivity was the priority with the greatest importance.

192 15942

42 4758

159 18647

Live

Work

Play

Live Work Play

Most Important 2nd Most Important 3rd Most Important

2239

38 2825

29 2627

21 3323

19 2323

19 1627

21 2713

10 1614

4 68

Expand Trails & Improve Connectivity

51%

44%

40%

37%

31%

30%

29%

19%

9%

Promote Physical Activity & Wellness

Community Activities & Events

Add Parks in Underserved Areas

Recreation Programming

Update Park Amenities

Build Community & Develop Partnerships

Marketing & Communication

Natural Areas for Passive Recreation & Wildlife Benefit

45
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Which 3 amenities do you feel are either most important or 
are most needed in Maryland Heights Parks?

The chart below shows the results and percentage of 
respondents who indicated each amenitiy as being most 
important, 2nd most important, or 3rd most important. Overall, 
43% of respondents indicated that Natural Areas for Passive 
Recreation & Wildlife Benefit was of greatest importance.

Most Important 2nd Most Important 3rd Most Important

21

21

16

33

27

21

15

38

23

18

22 1917

9 1922

6 616

8 127

11 53

5 65

3 46

1 42

Playgrounds

Paved Trails

Hiking Trails

Restrooms

Natural Areas for Passive Recreation & Wildlife Benefit

29%

35%

36%

38%

43%

29%

25%

14%

13%

9%

8%

6%

3%

Picnic Shelters

Splash Pads

Camping Areas

Baseball Diamonds

Bocce Ball

Sand Volleyball Courts

Cricket Fields

Multi-Purpose Hard Surface Courts (Tennis, Basketball, etc.)

17

35

20

22

43

Please rate the following on a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being the best)

Overall, the general public tended to rate the Parks 
Department's performance similarly to those who participated 
in the focus groups.  When compared to the ratings by Parks 
Staff, the general public tended to rate performance much 
higher.  By in large this suggests that the general public is 
in agreement with City staff and elected officials that the 
Department is generally doing a good job and that there are 
some opportunities for improvement.  It also suggests that 
Department staff genuinely cares about the quality of services 
they provide to taxpayers and strives to do better. 

Park safety and security

Park maintenance, cleanliness, and general upkeep

Quality of park amenities

Park amenities meet the needs of the community

Offering of accessible amenities

Distribution of parks (locations within the community)

Quality of recreation programs

Variety of recreation programs

Number and variety of community events in parks

Park system overall as a whole

4.26

4.11

4.16

4.07

4.00

4.14

3.95

3.92

3.97

4.23
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Statistically Valid Survey
Overview

A needs assessment survey for the City of Maryland Heights 
Parks and Recreation Department was administered during 
the Fall of 2018 to provide guidance for future development and 
redevelopment of the City’s parks, recreation programming, 
open space, trails, and facilities. The survey was conducted 
as part of the City’s efforts to assist in prioritizing demands 
and opportunities and to generate a strategic action plan for 
improving and maintaining the park system. The survey and 
its results will guide the Parks and Recreation Department in 
making improvements to the City’s existing and future parks, 
trails, and recreational programs to best serve the needs of its 
residents.

Methodology

A survey packet was mailed to a random sample of households 
in Maryland Heights. Each survey packet contained a cover 
letter, a copy of the survey, and a postage-paid return envelope. 
Residents who received the survey were given the option of 
returning the survey by mail or completing it online at www.
MarylandHeightsSurvey.org.

Ten days after the surveys were mailed, ETC Institute sent 
emails and placed phone calls to the households that received 
the survey to encourage participation. The emails contained 
a link to the online version of the survey to make it easy 
for residents to complete. To prevent people who were not 
residents of Maryland Heights from participating, everyone 
who completed the survey online was required to enter their 
home address prior to submitting the survey. ETC Institute 
then matched the addresses that were entered online with 
the addresses that were originally selected for the random 
sample. If the address from a survey completed online did not 
match one of the addresses selected for the sample, the online 
survey was not counted.

The goal was to obtain completed surveys from at least 400 
residents. This was exceeded with a total of 413 residents 
completing the survey. The overall results for the sample of 
413 households have a precision of at least +/-4.79% at the 95% 
level of confidence.

This report contains the following:

•	 Charts showing the demographic makeup of 
respondents as compared to those of the City.

•	 Charts showing the overall results of the survey

•	 Priority Investment Rating (PIR) that identifies 
priorities for facilities and programs

•	 Benchmarking analysis comparing the City’s results to 
national results

•	 Tabular data showing the overall results for all questions 
on the survey (See Appendix)

•	 A copy of the survey instrument (See Appendix)

Demographics

Overall, the demographic makeup of respondents is 
representative of the City of Maryland Heights.  This suggests 
that the findings of the survey are generally representative 
of the community as a whole.  The charts below and on the 
following page illustrate the key demographic backgrounds 
of respondents as  well as how they compare to the overall 
demographic makeup of the City. 

Does Anyone in your household have a disability that is 
recognized by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)?

Note: 2012-2016 American Community Survey (ACS) 
estimates about 17% of Maryland Heights Households 

include 1 or more living with a disbility.

Female
Gender

50%

49.8%

Male

Prefer Not to Answer0.2%

Yes
10%

No
90%
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AGE OF RESPONDENTS COMPARED TO CITY 

 2% of survey respondents

INCOME OF RESPONDENTS COMPARED TO CITY

 % of All Survey Respondents
 % of  M.H. Total Population

18-34 19%
30%

35-44 18%
13%

45-54 20%
14%

54-64 21%
10%

65+ 20%
12%

 % of All Survey Respondents
 % of  M.H. Total Population

< $30K 7%
19%

$30K-$59,999 20%
29%

$60K-$99,999 25%
30%

$100K-$149,999 18%
14%

$150K-$199,999 5%
4%

$200K+ 2%
4%

Prefer Not to 
Answer

24%

RACE OF RESPONDENTS COMPARED TO CITY
 % of All Survey Respondents
 % of  M.H. Total Population

White 69%
73%

Asian 11%
10%

Black 11%
12%

Hispanic
4%
5%

American 
Indian

1%
  1%

Other 1%
2%

RESPONDENTS YEARS LIVING IN MARYLAND HEIGHTS 

31+ years
22%

21-30 years
18%

11-15 years
12%

6-10 years
13%

0-5 years
20%

16-20 years
12%

AGES LIVING IN HOUSEHOLDS OF RESPONDENTS 

65-74
19%

55-64
18%

45-54
13% 35-44

13%

25-34
12%

19-24
4%

15-18
6%

5-14
13%

0-4
6%

75+
6%

Not Provided

(Multiple choices could be made)
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offered by the City. The top three reasons, given by survey 
respondents, were: nothing (30%), fees to high (29%), and not 
interested/too busy (25%).

Organizations Used for Recreation and Sport Activities

The three organizations that respondents indicated they use 
for recreation and park services, were: Maryland Heights Parks 
(80%), local City/County Parks and Recreation Department 
(51%), and fitness centers (30%). The organizations that survey 
participants indicated they rely on most to provide their 
recreation and park services, were: Maryland Heights Parks 
(36%), local City/County Parks and Recreation Department 
(14%), and fitness centers (14%).

Outdoor Facility Needs and Priorities

Facility Needs: Respondents were asked to identify if their 
household had a need for 28 recreation facilities and amenities 
and rate how well their needs for each were currently being 
met. Based on this analysis, ETC Institute was able to estimate 
the number of households in the community that had the 
greatest “unmet” need for various facilities.

The top four outdoor facilities with the highest percentage of 
households that indicated a need for the facility were: paved 
trails (67%), nature/hiking trails (64%), natural areas for passive 
recreation & wildlife benefit (55%), and picnic shelters (43%). 
ETC Institute estimates a total of 8,266 households out of 
12,319 households in Maryland Heights have a need for paved 
trails; a total of 3,699 households out of 12,319 households 
have unmet needs for natural areas for passive recreation & 
wildlife benefit; an estimated 3,339 households out of 12,319 
households have unmet needs for historic places that can be 
visited by the public; and an estimated 3,254 households out of 
12,319 households have unmet needs for nature/hiking trails. 
The estimated number of households that have unmet needs 
for each of the 28 facilities assessed is shown in the chart on 
the following page.

Facility Importance: In addition to assessing the needs for 
each facility, ETC Institute also assessed the importance  
residents placed on each facility. Based on the sum of 
respondents’ top four choices, the four most important 
facilities to residents were:

1. Paved trails (46%),
2. Nature/hiking trails (44%),
3. Natural areas for passive recreation & wildlife benefit 

(24%), and
4. Playgrounds (22%).

Satisfaction With and Use of Existing Parks, Programs, 
Facilities, and Services

Over three-quarters of respondents (82%) indicated that they 
were either “very satisfied” or “somewhat satisfied” with the 
overall value their household has received from Maryland 
Heights Parks and Recreation. Eighty-seven percent (87%) 
of survey participants indicated that they feel it is “very 
important” to them that the City provide high quality parks 
and recreation programs and facilities.

Existing Parks. The highest levels of satisfaction with existing 
parks, based on the sum of “very satisfied” and “satisfied” 
responses, among residents who had an opinion, were: the 
Maryland Heights Community Center (84%), Vago Park (84%), 
and the Fee Fee Greenway/McKelvey Woods Trail (80%). From 
a list of 9 various parks and trails, respondents were asked to 
indicate which of these parks and/or trails they had visited 
during the past year and the top three chosen parks and/or 
trails were: the Maryland Heights Community Center (67%), 
Vago Park (54%), and Aquaport (41%). The Maryland Heights 
Parks and Recreation facilities used most often by respondent 
households, based on the sum of their top four choices, were: 
the Maryland Heights Community Center (58%), Vago Park 
(46%), and Aquaport (34%).

Existing Programs, Facilities, and Services. The highest 
levels of satisfaction with existing parks and recreation 
programs, facilities, and services, based on the sum of “very 
satisfied” and “satisfied” responses, among residents who had 
an opinion, were: park maintenance, cleanliness, and general 
upkeep (90%), park system overall as a whole (85%), quality of 
park amenities (83%), and park safety & security (82%).

Thirty-three percent (33%) of respondents indicated they 
have participated in recreation programs offered by Maryland 
Heights Parks and Recreation during the past 12 months. Of 
the respondents who had participated in recreation programs, 
fifty percent (50%) indicated they were “very satisfied,” 
38% were “somewhat satisfied,” 6% were “neutral,” 5% were 
“somewhat dissatisfied,” and 1% were “very dissatisfied” in the 
quality of programs provided.

Reasons for Preventing the Use of Parks and Programs

Respondents were asked from a list of 9 potential reasons that 
prevent them or members of their household from using parks 
offered by the City. The top three reasons, given by survey 
participants, were: not interested/too busy (30%), amenities 
offered do not match interests or need (17%), and lack of age 
appropriate amenities (15%). Survey participants were also 
asked from a list of 12 potential reasons that prevent them or 
members of their household from using recreation programs 
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Priorities for Facility Investments. The Priority Investment 
Rating (PIR) was developed by ETC Institute to provide 
organizations with an objective tool for evaluating the priority 
that should be placed on Parks and Recreation investments. 
The PIR equally weights (1) the importance residents place 
on facilities and (2) how many residents have unmet needs for 
the facility. The chart below shows the PIR for each of the 28 
facilities/amenities  that were assessed in the survey.

Bocce Ball Courts

Rectangular Athletic Fiels

Multi-Purpose Hard 
Surface Courts

Outdoor Classroom Space

Skate Parks

Diamond Athletic Fields

Disc Golf Course

Outdoor Pickleball Courts

Outdoor Volleyball Courts
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Other
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PRIORITY

(0-49)

Nature/Hiking Trails
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Programming Needs and Priorities

Respondents were asked to identify if their household had 
a need for 27 recreational programs and rate how well their 
needs for each program were currently being met. Based on 
this analysis, ETC Institute was able to estimate the number 
of households in the community that had “unmet” needs for 
each program.

The four programs with the highest percentage of households 
that had needs were: adult fitness & wellness (61%), free drop-
in programs (38%), community/special events (37%), and 
cooking programs (33%). ETC Institute estimates a total of 
7,465 households out of the 12,319 households have a need 
for adult fitness & wellness; a total of 3,477 households out of 
12,319 households have unmet needs for cooking programs; 
an estimated 3,085 households out of 12,319 households have 
unmet needs for free drop-in programs; and an estimated 2,658 
households out of 12,319 households have unmet needs for 
adult fitness & wellness. The estimated number of households 
that have unmet needs for each of the 27 programs assessed is 
shown in the chart to the right.

In addition to assessing the needs for each program, ETC 
Institute also assessed the importance that residents place on 
each program for both youth and adults.

Youth: Based on the sum of respondents’ top four choices, the 
four most important programs to youth, were: 

•	 Sports programs (16%).

•	 Swim lessons (16%).

•	 Fitness & wellness (8%).

•	 Science, technology, engineering, or math programs (7%).

Adults: Based on the sum of respondents’ top four choices, the 
four most important programs to adults were: 

•	 Adult fitness & wellness (48%).

•	 Cooking programs (17%).

•	 Community/special events (17%).

•	 Free drop-in programs (16%).

Not Met Partly Met

Kayaking, Canoeing, Stand Up Paddle Board

Outdoor/Nature Education Programs

Adult Fitness & Wellness

Free Drop in Programs

Cooking Programs
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Senior Programs
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1022

Youth Fitness & Wellness

Youth Sports Programs
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920
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Youth Swim Lessons

Programs for People with Disabilities

Early Childhood Programs

Summer & School Break Day-Camps

Competitive Swim Programs

Other

Estimated Number of 
Households Whose Needs 
for Programs/Activities are 
Being Not Met or Partly Met
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Priorities for Programming Investments - Youth. Based 
on the PIR, the following five programs were rated as “high 
priorities” for investment for youth:

•	 Cooking programs (PIR=133)

•	 Youth sports programs (PIR=129)

•	 Youth swim lessons (PIR=126)

•	 Free drop-in programs (PIR=126)

•	 Outdoor/nature education programs (PIR=105)

The chart below shows the PIR for each of the 22 programs 
that were rated.

Priorities for Programming Investments – Adults. Based 
on the PIR, the following four programs were rated as “high 
priorities” for investment for adults in the City:

•	 Adult fitness & wellness (PIR=176)

•	 Cooking programs (PIR=136)

•	 Free drop-in programs (PIR=123)

•	 Kayaking, canoeing, stand up paddle board (PIR=100)

The chart below shows the PIR for each of the 22 programs 
that were rated.
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Additional Findings

Respondents were asked to indicate the ways they learn about 
Parks and Recreation programs and activities. Two popular 
methods used among respondent households, were the 
Maryland Heights Guide to Parks & Recreation (64%) and the 
City Newsletter (62%).

The frequency in which respondents or other members of their 
household visit Parks and Recreation facilities operated by 
Maryland Heights Parks and Recreation, were; 12% indicated 
they visit almost daily, 19% visit a few times per week, 19% visit 
at least once per week, 21% visit a few times per month, 20% 
visit a few times per year, 1% visit once per year, and 9% visit 
seldom or never.

The highest level of agreement with priorities for Maryland 
Parks and Recreation, based on the sum of “strongly agree” 
and “agree” responses among residents who had an opinion, 
were: promote physical activity & wellness (87%), provide 
natural areas for passive recreation & wildlife benefit (84%), 
expand trails & improve connectivity (82%), and community 
activities & events (75%). The three statements that respondent 
households feel are the most important system-wide priorities 
for the Parks and Recreation Department, based on the sum of 
respondents top three choices, were: expand trails & improve 
connectivity (42%), provide natural areas for passive recreation 
& wildlife benefit (38%), and promote physical activity & 
wellness (34%).

The frequency in which respondent households visit 
Aquaport, during the swimming season, were: one percent 
(1%) visit almost daily, 3% visit a few times per week, 3% visit 
at least once per week, 12% visit a few times per month, 15% 
visit a few times per year, 8% visit once per year, and 58% visit 
seldom or never.

Sixty-four percent (64%) of respondents indicated they feel it 
is “very important” or “somewhat important” for the City to 
make improvements to Aquaport.

Respondents were asked if they or members of their household 
tend to use other outdoor aquatic parks that are outside of 
Maryland Heights; 22% responded “yes” and 78% responded 
with “no”. Of the households that do use other outdoor aquatic 
parks, the top two reasons were, they have better amenities 
(31%) and more variety (31%).

The top four aquatic park features that respondent households 
indicated they would most likely use were: lazy river (61%), 
water slides (45%), shaded picnic area (41%), and wave pool 
(40%). The aquatic park features that are most important to 
respondent households were: lazy river (47%), water slides 
(33%), family pool (26%), and shaded picnic area (25%).

Survey participants were asked what kind of ice programs or 
activities they, or members of their household, would most 
likely participate in and the top three programs/activities 
were: public/free ice programs (40%), ice skating lessons 
(22%), and birthday/holiday parties (20%).

Recommendations

To ensure Maryland Heights continues to meet the needs and 
expectations of the community, it is recommended that the 
Parks and Recreation Department sustain and/or improve 
performance in areas that were identified as “high priorities” 
by the PIR. The facilities and programs with the highest PIR 
ratings are listed below.

Facility Priorities

•	 Nature/hiking trails (PIR=184)

•	 Natural areas for passive recreation & wildlife benefit 
(PIR=153)

•	 Paved trails (PIR=151)

•	 Historic places that can be visited by the public 
(PIR=111)

Programming Priorities - Youth

•	 Cooking programs (PIR=133)

•	 Youth sports programs (PIR=129)

•	 Youth swim lessons (PIR=126)

•	 Free drop-in programs (PIR=126)

•	 Outdoor/nature education programs (PIR=105)

Programming Priorities - Adults

•	 Adult fitness & wellness (PIR=176)

•	 Cooking programs (PIR=136)

•	 Free drop-in programs (PIR=123)

•	 Kayaking, canoeing, stand up paddle board (PIR=100)



69High Level Maintenance 

 



70 High Level Maintenance 

04



71High Level Maintenance 

Summary
The purpose of this plan is to provide a community-supported 
comprehensive Parks Master Plan that provides guidance for 
future development and redevelopment of the City's parks, 
recreation programming, open space, trails, and facilities.  
Throughout the planning effort input from the Maryland 
Heights community was solicited in a variety of ways.  In total,  
over 700 interactions from the community provided guidance  
in development of this plan. The ways in which the public 
participated and the number of participants are listed below:  

In-Person Conversations     40

Public Workshops (2)    35

On-line Questionaire  226

Statistically Valid Survey  413

Results from the overall community input effort revealed a 
clear and consistent message. Table 4.1 below illustrates the 
similarities in findings across 3 different public engagement 
efforts with varying sample sizes and control measures.  While 
the rating value may have varied slightly from one engagement 
to the other, the park amenities that are most important to the 
community remained essentially the same.

Table 4.1 - Comparison of engagement results.

Public Workshop   
(35 participants)

On-Line 
Questionaire        

(226 participants)

Statistically    
Valid Survey             

(413 participants)
1.  Natural areas

for passive 
recreation & 
wildlife benefit

2.  Nature Trails

3.  Restrooms

4.  Paved Trails

5.  Playgrounds

1.  Natural areas
for passive 
recreation & 
wildlife benefit

2.  Restrooms

3.  Nature Trails

4.  Paved Trails

5.  Playgrounds

1.  Paved Trails

2.  Nature Trails

3.  Natural areas
for passive 
recreation & 
wildlife benefit

4.  Playgrounds

5.  Picnic Shelters

The top 3 priorities from a system-wide perspective that are 
most important to the community are:

1. Expand trails & improve connectivity.

2. Provide natural areas for passive recreation & wildlife.

3. Promote physical activity & wellness.

Based on the Priority Investment Ratings of the statistically 
valid survey the following were identified as having a high 
level of unmet need. Residents generally think it is important 
to fund improvements in these areas, as they are likely to have 
a positive impact on the greatest number of households:

Park Amenities

1. Nature/hiking trails.
2. Natural areas for passive recreation & wildlife benefit.
3. Paved trails.
4. Historic places that can be visited by the public.

Recreation Programming - Youth

1. Cooking programs.
2. Youth sports programs.
3. Youth swim lessons.
4. Free drop-in programs.
5. Outdoor/nature education programs.

Recreation Programming - Adults

1. Fitness & wellness programs.
2. Cooking programs.
3. Free drop-in programs.
4. Kayaking, canoeing, or stand up paddle board programs.

 

The following pages outline an action plan for tasks and 
projects.  These tasks were developed using input from 
residents, key leaders, Parks Department leadership and staff,  
the  Parks And Recreation Advisory Commission (PARAC), 
and professional recommendations from the consultant team.  
Future allocation of resources towards these endeavors should 
be commensurate with the growth of Maryland Heights and 
the interests of its citizens.  The tasks fall into the following 
3 priorities and are explained in more detail on the following 
pages:  

1. ENHANCE what we have. 

2. EXPAND to meet evolving needs.

3. EXPLORE new opportunities for the future.

Action Plan - Enhance, Expand, Explore
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ENHANCE what we have:
It is an inevitable constant that upgrades to park facilities and amenities are needed.  Safety, citizen interests, and degradation of  
facililties over time are factors, among others, that influence the need for updates to existing facilities, amenities, and services.   The 
following items are tasks, which are focused on simply taking care of what we have.  Ideally, consideration for these tasks should be  
given within the short-term with expected outcomes over the next 1-3 years.

RECREATION PROGRAMS 

Fees - Follow up on the Needs Assessment survey.  
Almost 1/3 of households do not participate in 
programs and services as a result of fees being too 
high.  This will take some additional research to 
determine if this is focused on specific program 
areas or if this is a system-wide opinion.  Based on 
the consulting team’s review of pricing, most of 
the pricing is very reasonable compared to other 
agencies. 

•	 Use the revenue-per-participant assessment to 
assess pricing and focus marketing efforts.

Implement Best Practice Areas -  Use of 
standards, customer requirements, performance 
measures, annual reporting process, and the 
establishment of cost recovery goals. Develop a 
100% cost recovery goal for program direct costs.

Monitor cancellation rates -  Maximize 
program planning efforts, efficiently market 
programs, and meet the needs of more participants.

Programming Performance - Determine 
whether core program areas are “landing” in the 
desired quadrant. If not, design program and 
marketing plan(s) to initiate change.

Program Guide - Continue with current program 
guide design and layout; it demonstrates superior 
design and organization.

Marketing - Identify the most important 
processes for marketing support and have staff 
develop a small team of employees to work on 
identifying process improvements that should then 
be documented. 

PARKS 

Develop a plan for Aquaport - 64% of 
households indicated that making improvements 
to Aquaport was either 'somewhat important' or 
'very important'.  As of completion of this Master 
Plan this task is underway with preliminary funding 
requested and a Request for Proposals (RFP) in 
progress.  

Update aging amenities in Parks -  The 
following list shows park amenities most important 
to the community and the parks where upgrades to 
them are needed.  The parks are listed by priority 
based on frequecy of use and amenity condition.

Restrooms:
•	 Vago Park  (northwest & southeast segments)
•	 Parkwood 
•	 Eise Park

Picnic Shelters:
•	 Vago Park  (northwest segment)
•	 Parkwood
•	 Eise Park

Playgrounds:
•	 Vago Park  (northwest segment)
•	 Parkwood
•	 Eise Park

Walks & Trails:
•	 Vago Park  (northwest segment)
•	 Eise Park
•	 Parkwood

Natural Areas & Multi-Purpose Open Green Space:
•	 Parkwood    
•	 McKelvey Woods Nature Park

Continue to Improve ADA Access in Parks  
Most parks need enhancements to walks, restrooms, 
and other amenities to ensure ADA accessibility.  
The degree to which enhancements are needed 
varies by park.



73High Level Maintenance 

PARKS 

Add New Parks - Consider adding a new 
neighborhood or community park in the southwest 
area of the city.  The gap analysis shows that 
this area is currently underserved by these more 
intimate categories of parks.  Doing so will also 
bring the park system closer to the established level 
of service goal. 

Consider new properties for parks that provide the 
capacity to meet identified programming needs or 
community interest.  For example, there are many 
pay to play athletic facilities in the area, however 
the city does not own any rectangular or diamond 
fields for  youth sports programming.  Properties 
such as the Maryland Heights Athletic Association, 
which may become feasible for the City to acquire 
and meet an identified need should be considered.  

Avoid properties that provide little to no passive or 
active recreation value.

Add New Amenities -  Use the PIR, Parks 
Assessment, and Programming Assessment as 
guides when determining what new amenities to 
add.  Together these reflect the wants and needs of 
the community and professional recommendations 
of the consultants.  

Strategically schedule improvements in 
coordination with enhancements so that future 
capital  funding requests can be staggered as 
amenities degrade. 

As much as possible, equally distribute new 
additions to various geographical areas of the 
community.

Coordinate amenity improvements with 
recreational programming needs.

Highlight Historical Connections -  The 
community survey indicated a desire for historic 
places that are open to the public.  Opportunities 
may include those that connect both physically 
and culturally.  Examples may include a historical 
walking route or trail along the old trolley line with 
interpretive signage, or an event that connects to 
the city's cultural history such as 'Bootleggers Run'.

RECREATION PROGRAMS 

Volunteer Program - Expand and formulize a 
volunteer program. 

Performance Measurement - Consider 
breaking out general ledger numbers into more 
specific assignments to allow for more detailed 
expense tracking and subsequently more 
performance measurement capabilities.

EXPAND to meet evolving needs:
By neccessity park systems often need to expand their amenity offering, programming service lines, and geographical area to meet 
the needs of the community.    The following items are tasks that are focused on increasing the service level of parks, amenities, and 
recreational programs.  Ideally, consideration for these tasks should be  given within the mid-term with expected outcomes over the 
next 3-5 years.
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EXPLORE new opportunities for the future:
Exploring new opportunities for the future is about planning today for a better tomorrow.  The following tasks generally require 
additional planning efforts or ongoing monitoring. Consideration for these tasks should be on-going over the long-term with 
outcomes expected in the next 5-10 years.

RECREATION PROGRAMS 

Seek Balance - Seek balance in the Department’s 
outcomes, specifically focusing on the Department’s 
role in Community Impact. Engaging with 
community partners, initiating more collaboration, 
and intentionally identifying and programming 
for underserved populations may help with that 
balance. 

Marketing Plan -  Develop a marketing plan and 
individual business plans.

Corporate Support -  Develop a system wide 
approach to garner corporate support.

Future Positioning - Develop a targeted 
outreach plan for the growing ethnic minority 
population and growing older adult population.  

Accreditation - Initiate the achievement of 
accreditation by the Commission for Accreditation 
of Park and Recreation Agencies (CAPRA) by 
achieving the standards for master planning.  This 
encompasses both parks and recreation.  

PARKS 

Strive to meet the Level of Service - 

Strive to meet the overall target LOS of 12.70 acres 
of parkland per 1,000 residents. Strive to be above 
the national average and on the leading edge of the 
Midwest region. 

Connectivity / Trails Master Plan -
Develop a Connectivy / Trails Master Plan 
that identifies both existing and planned trail 
connections.    Identify opportunities to improve 
both north/south and east/west pedestrian 
connections.  Consider feasible, community 
supported solutions to overcoming pedestrian 
connectivity barriers such as I-270.  Include as 
part of the plan, regional trail plans such as those 
developed by Great Rivers Greenways.

Park Design Master Plans -  The following 
parks, or portions of parks, are either in need of 
rejuvenation or lack a solid vision.  Develop a 
design concept and identify capital funding for 
improvements to the following parks:

•	 McKelvey Woods Nature Park

•	 Dogport

•	 Vago Park (northwest segement)

•	 Parkwood Park

•	 Eise Park
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Capital Needs by park:
The following opinion of costs were determined based on recommenedations or planned improvements for each park and is 
provided for reference in determining annual budgets and future capital improvement plans.  The numbers below also provide 
decision makers with an opportunity to determine the best way to allocate resources.  The letters A, B, and C in the left column 
represent priority levels; A= Enhance what we have, B= Expand to meet evolving needs, and C= Explore opportunities for the future.

DOGPORT                               
A Improve ADA access, add a concrete pad and medium size picnic shelter inside fenced area $60,000
A  Add raised bed planters sufficient for shade trees      $40,000
A  Update dog play features         $30,000            
A  Add 6 shade trees           $4,000
C  Add key faub entry system          $25,000
C  Signage near McKelvey Road  $10,000
C  Replace Pergolas with new 2 small picnic shelters  $60,000

 $229,000

PARKWOOD PARK                               
A  Remove Fitness Stations           $12,000
A  Update playground equipment & surfacing         $300,000
B  Add large picnic shelter to accommodate 6-8 picnic tables       $150,000
B  Add a small picnic shelter to accommodate 2-4 picnic tables      $40,000
C  Develop new park master plan design concept        $60,000
 $562,000

VAGO PARK                                
A  Update playground equipment & surfacing         $750,000
A  Update site furnishings           $100,000
A  Replace Vago Shelter           $80,000
A  Update the scented garden area          $60,000
C  Develop new park master plan design concept for the northwestern/older area    $60,000
         $1,050,000

EISE PARK                               
A  Update playground equipment & surfacing         $300,000
A  Update Restroom Facility           $300,000
A  Replace picnic shelter to accommodate 6-8 picinic tables       $200,000
A  Update flagpole plaza area          $30,000
B  Add 2 small picnic shelters to accommodate 2-4 picnic tables each      $78,000
B  Add new landscaping           $40,000
C  Replace sidewalks           $250,000
C  Develop new park master plan design concept        $45,000
 $1,243,000

QUIET HOLLOW PARK                              
B  Add a small picnic shelter to accommodate 2-4 picnic tables      $40,000
B  Add a small playground       $80,000
 $120,000

McKELVEY WOODS NATURE PARK                            
A Add signage            $10,000
A  Thin out understory near trail          $20,000
C  Develop new park master plan design concept for the northern / older area     $45,000
C  Future Improvements     $750,000
 $825,000


