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Study Background
Parks and recreation programs and facilities are a significant component 
in contributing to the quality of life of New Hampshire residents.  Such 
programs and facilities also have an impact on the state’s visitors, 
contributing to the overall role that tourism plays in the state’s economy. 
According to the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan for 
New Hampshire (SCORP), the demand for recreation opportunities in the 
state is increasing.  Surveys of recreation leaders in 2001 and 2004 
revealed that the demand for recreation opportunities exceeds supply 
(Barcelona & Bocarro, 2004; Office of State Planning, 2003).  Surveys of 
recreation leaders nationwide have reported similar supply-demand 
trends, including issues regarding inadequate or deteriorating 
infrastructure, the need for facility upgrades or renovations, and the need 
to acquire and develop new areas, facilities and services.  A number of 
researchers have noted that resources devoted toward recreation 
provision are declining while demand for diverse recreation opportunities 
continues to expand (Crompton, 1999; Hospodarsky, 1997).
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Purpose of the Study

1. To understand issues of supply and demand related to recreation 
facilities and resources in New Hampshire communities;

2. To understand planning priorities for the development of new public 
recreation facilities and resources;

3. To understand patterns of funding and trends in funding support for 
public recreation services provision;

4. To understand the management priorities and critical challenges 
facing public recreation providers;

5. To understand the partnership relationships between community 
organizations to facilitate recreation services delivery;

6. To understand the perceived benefits that accrue to recreation 
organizations as a result of partnerships.
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Study Methods
Modified Salant-Dillman (1994) approach

1. Introductory letter
• Alert respondents of research objectives
• Inform them that survey would be arriving
• Provide an online link to survey

2. Letter with paper survey
• Targeted those who did not access survey online

3. Postcard reminder
• Encourage participation

4. Follow-up letter and survey
• Provide final opportunity for participation 
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Municipal Recreation Sample
N=25
Participating Communities: Bristol, Center Harbor, Claremont, 
Concord, Conway, Dover, Epping, Exeter, Franconia/Easton, Milford, 
Goffstown, Holderness, Hopkinton, Laconia, Lebanon, Lincoln-
Woodstock, Milford, New Ipswich, New London, North Hampton, 
Ossipee, Peterborough, Raymond, Wakefield

Average (median) size of community = 13,000
Average (median) annual operating budget for recreation = $240,000

Leaders’ sex/gender - 63% male, 37% female 
Leaders’ age - 62% younger than 45
Leaders’ education - 83% had bachelor’s above
Leaders’ experience in current position (M=8.5 years)
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Conservation Commission Sample

N=44
Participating Communities:  Antrim, Barrington, Bedford, Belmont, 
Brookfield, Bow, Bradford, Campton, Candia, Charlestown, 
Chichester, Dunbarton, East Kingston, Effingham, Exeter,
Francestown, Gilmanton, Gilsom, Hampstead, Hanover, Holderness,
Kensington, Lebanon, Lee, Londonderry, Lyme, Middleton, Milford, 
Moultonborough, Newton, North Umberland, Nottingham, Ossipee, 
Rindge, Rumney, Salem, Sandwich, Seabrook, Stoddard, Stratham, 
Sullivan, Thornton, Wilton

Bolded communities also participated in the municipal 
recreation sample

Average (median) size of community = 5,500
Average (median) annual operating budget for conservation = $2,500
Leaders’ sex/gender = 61% male, 39% female 
Leaders’ age = 86% older than 45 years old
Leaders’ education = 95% had Bachelor’s or above (55% had Masters 
or above)
Leaders’ experience in current position (M=6.0 years)
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Conservation Commission 
Philosophy

Philosophy Statement:
– Primary purpose is protection and/or conservation of natural 

areas = 51.2% 
– Primary purpose is to promote balance between 

conservation & recreational use of natural areas = 48.8% 
While half of conservation commissions claimed that their 
primary purpose was protection/conservation, a majority
indicated that they managed at least some resources that 
were used by the public for outdoor recreation!
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Funding Mix - Recreation
Percentage of municipal recreation departments 
receiving funding in the following categories by order of 
frequency:

1. Taxes/appropriated funds (100%)
2. User fees/charges (88%)
3. Private donations (48%)
4. Public (state or federal) grants (40%)
5. Corporate sponsorships (32%)
6. Private foundation grants (28%)
7. Impact fees (24%)

N=25
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Funding Mix - Conservation
Percentage of conservation commissions receiving 
funding in the following categories by order of 
frequency:

1. Taxes/appropriated funds (97.7%)
2. Private donations (22.7%)
3. Public (state or federal) grants (18.0%)
4. Private foundation grants (11.4%)
5. Corporate sponsorships (4.5%)
6. User fees/charges (4.5%)
7. Impact fees (0.0%)

N=44

C-2
9



10

Funding Support in Last 5 Years

0.0%0.0%48.8%41.9%9.3%Conservation
Commissions
(N=44)

0.0%8.3%37.5%41.7%12.5%Municipal 
Recreation 
(N=25)

Remarkable 
Decline

DeclineStayed 
about the 

same

ImprovementRemarkable 
Improvement

Respondent

Over 50% communities reported improved public funding support for 
recreation and conservation activities in the last 5 years 
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Staffing and Volunteers

Mdn = 0
Min/Max = 0-2

Mdn = 7
Min-Max = 0-15

Mdn = 0
Min/Max = 0-9

Mdn = 0
Min/Max = 0-1

Conservation 
Commissions
(N=44)

Mdn = 4.5
Min/Max = 0-30

Mdn = 45
Min/Max = 0-350

Mdn = 19
Min/Max = 1-100

Mdn = 2
Min/Max = 0-14

Municipal 
Recreation
(N=25)

Average # of 
contracted 
staff

Average # of 
volunteers

Average # of 
part-time/ 
seasonal staff

Average # of 
full-time, paid 
staff

Respondent

Note:  averages expressed as the median of responses
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Average Number of Recreation 
Resources per NH Community

1Public outdoor space (i.e. town common)

1Municipal parks

1Community centers

1Outdoor volleyball areas

1Boat launches

1Beaches

1Skate parks

1Outdoor ice skating rinks

2Indoor basketball courts

2Outdoor basketball courts

2Playgrounds

2Tennis courts

3Multiuse athletic fields

4Baseball/softball fields

Average #Recreation Facility/Resource

Notes:

Averages are 
expressed as the median 
of all responses

Resources with 
medians < 1 are not 
listed

N=25 communities
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Demand for Recreation 
Resources by Community

50.0Non-motorized trails

50.0Motorized trails

52.4Weight/fitness facilities

52.6Greenway corridors

55.0Public camp sites

56.5Skate parks

57.9Disc golf courses

60.0Indoor ice rinks

60.0Indoor swimming pools

65.0Pet/dog parks

65.7Community centers

68.2Bike lanes/paths

68.2Youth center/s

72.0Baseball/softball fields

79.2Multi-use athletic fields

91.3Indoor basketball courts

%Recreation Facility/Resource

Notes:

% of municipal recreation leaders 
indicating existing supply of 
recreation resources is inadequate 
to meet demand in their community

Bolded resources are outdoor 
recreation focused

N=25
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Planning Priorities for Recreation  
Resources (Recreation Leaders)

< 50%Natural areas, non-motorized trails, indoor 
basketball courts, youth/teen centers, public 
outdoor spaces, outdoor basketball courts, senior 
centers, outdoor ice skating rinks, boat launches, 
motorized trails, tennis courts, outdoor volleyball 
areas, community gardens, pet/dog parks, disc 
golf courses, weight room/fitness facilities, indoor 
ice rinks, public beaches, downhill skiing/snow 
boarding areas, indoor swimming pools, outdoor 
swimming pools, campgrounds, golf courses

50.0Municipal parks

52.0Community center/s

56.0Bike lanes/paths

56.0Skate parks

56.0Playgrounds

60.0Nature/hiking trails

80.0Multi-use athletic fields

88.0Baseball/softball

% Need/Plans 
in 5 years

Recreation Facility/Resource

Notes:

% of municipal recreation 
leaders indicating that there is 
either expressed need or specific 
plans to develop listed recreation 
resources in the next 5 years

Bolded resources are outdoor 
recreation focused (7 of top 8)

N=25
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Recreation Resources Managed 
by Conservation Commissions

< 10.0Nature centers, public outdoor spaces 
(i.e. town common), boat launches, 
public beaches, community gardens, 
downhill skiing/snow boarding areas, 
motorized trails

10.0Developed parks

15.0Bike lanes/paths

17.1Historical or cultural sites

17.9Greenway corridors

32.5Cross-country ski or snow shoe areas

45.2Multi-purpose/use trails

69.8Nature/hiking trails

72.1Town/city forests

72.1Natural areas

%Recreation Facility/Resource

Notes:

% of conservation commission 
leaders indicating that their CC 
managed/controlled recreation 
resources

N=44
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Planning Priorities for Recreation  
Resources (Conservation Leaders)

< 10%Community gardens, motorized trails, 
nature/environmental center, downhill skiing/snow 
boarding areas

18.6Boat launches

18.6Municipal parks

18.6Public outdoor spaces (i.e. town common)

20.9Public beaches

23.3Historical or cultural sites

30.2Non-motorized linkages to other rec facilities

40.9Bike lanes/paths

46.3Greenway corridors

50.0Multipurpose, non-motorized trails

54.8Town/city forests

65.1Natural areas

75.0Nature/hiking trails

% Need/Plans 
in 5 years

Recreation Facility/Resource

Notes:

% of conservation commission 
leaders indicating that there is 
either expressed need or specific 
plans to develop listed recreation 
resources in the next 5 years

N=44
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Management Priorities: 
Municipal Recreation

.801.9Protecting important natural areas

.721.9Addressing risk management/legal liability protocols

1.042.0Improving connectivity through pedestrian/bicycle linkages

.812.0Addressing user conflicts at recreation facilities

.962.0Increasing capital improvement/acquisition budget

.922.2Incorporating recreation planning into smart growth/zoning discussion

.612.3Increasing part-time staff

.812.3Increasing annual operating budget

.912.3Actively seeking new funding approaches

.912.3Ensuring public access to water-based recreation resources

.822.3Addressing overuse of recreation areas

.782.4Developing new facilities for organized sports/athletics

.512.5Marketing recreation opportunities

.542.5Recruiting/retaining volunteers

.512.5Improving facility maintenance/upkeep

SDMeanManagement Priority
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.881.4Providing incentives to encourage public outdoor recreation on private 
lands

.931.5Preserving historic and cultural resources

.831.5Addressing resource degradation at land-based recreation facilities

1.021.5Addressing issues related to vandalism

.881.6Increasing law enforcement on existing recreation facilities

.821.7Addressing resource degradation at water-based recreation facilities

1.051.7Acquiring land and/or open space

.851.8Increasing full-time staff

1.011.8Supporting local and regional planning to promote open space and trails

SDMeanManagement Priority (continued)

Note/s:
1.  Priorities ranked by mean score (3 = High Priority, 2 = Medium Priority, 1 = Low Priority, 0 = Not a Priority)

2.  N=25
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“In Their Own Words”: Municipal 
Recreation Management Challenges

Resource Management & Development
“More facilities, both indoor & outdoor.”
“Improving maintenance for parks & recreation.”
“Lack of facilities for sports programs.”
“Funding for bike path development.”
“[Dealing with issues of] vandalism and security.”
“Adequate gym space.”
“Planning regulations regarding impact fees.”
“Building/acquiring a Community Center.”
“Planning for future growth.”

Program Development
“[Meeting] demand in services.”
“[Effective] communication with all user groups.”
“[Need for] youth programming.”
“Community support/new ideas.”
“[Managing] increasing participation numbers.”
“Coordination with other city agencies.”
“Trying to keep quality programs affordable.”
“More cooperation between school and town 
recreation.”

Staffing
“Recruiting and retaining volunteers.”
“[Encouraging] volunteerism in the community.”
“Increasing full-time staff levels.”
“[Seasonal]/summer staffing.”
“Volunteer management.”
“Volunteer training program needs to be 
established.”

Financing/Budgeting
“New funding approaches.”
“Working within a tight budget.”
“Budget stability, maintaining current funding 
levels.”
“Lowering expenses.”
“[We spend] too much time fundraising.”

Note/s: Open ended comments asking municipal recreation leaders to list their “top 3 management challenges”

Comments were collapsed, coded, and categorized for clarity
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Management Priorities: 
Conservation Commissions

1.141.1Improving connectivity through pedestrian/bicycle linkages

1.131.1Addressing issues related to vandalism

1.131.2Improving facility maintenance/upkeep

0.981.3Ensuring public access to water-based recreation resources

1.071.4Preserving historic and cultural resources

1.121.4Addressing resource degradation at land-based recreation facilities

0.821.4Marketing recreation opportunities to residents

0.881.4Increasing annual operating budget

0.961.7Actively seeking new funding approaches

0.772.0Recruiting/retaining volunteers

0.982.3Supporting local and regional planning to promote open space and trails

0.862.3Increasing capital improvement/acquisition budget

0.852.4Incorporating recreation planning into smart growth/zoning discussion

0.592.7Acquiring land and/or open space

0.412.9Protecting important natural areas

SDMeanManagement Priority
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0.730.3Increasing full-time staff

0.660.4Increasing part-time staff

0.670.5Developing new facilities for organized sports/athletics

0.850.7Addressing risk management and legal liability protocols

0.790.8Addressing overuse of recreation areas

1.071.0Addressing user conflicts at recreation facilities

1.151.1Addressing resource degradation at water-based recreation facilities

0.961.1Increasing law enforcement on existing recreation facilities

0.931.1Providing incentives to encourage public outdoor recreation on private 
lands

SDMeanManagement Priority (continued)

Note/s:
1.  Priorities ranked by mean score (3 = High Priority, 2 = Medium Priority, 1 = Low Priority, 0 = Not a Priority)

2.  N=44
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“In Their Own Words”: Conservation 
Commission Management Challenges

Resource Management & Protection
“Upgrading existing trail systems
“Monitoring and maintaining existing conservation 
lands.”
“Increasing connectivity of open space parcels for 
wildlife and recreational use.”
“Maintaining and visiting properties in town.”
“Tying conserved parcels together to create wildlife 
corridors and trail systems.”
“Hiking trails maintenance.”
“Protecting what little space is left.”
“Improving connectivity.”
“Protecting important natural areas.”
“Controlling ATV damage.”
“Management of the town’s forest lands.”
“Protecting wetlands.”

Education
“Convincing landowners to place conservation 
easement on high value land with conservation 
value.”
“Educating land owners about benefits of 
conservation easements.”
“Educating private landowners regarding 
conservation concerns.”
“Increasing public support for natural resource 
management and protection.”
“Attracting public interest in educational outreach 
efforts (ie nature walks, public workshops etc).”
“Informing public about proper land and natural 
resource stewardship.”
“Maintaining public support for land conservation 
funding.”
“Improving public relations.”
“Public wetlands education.”
“Educating seasonal residents about NHDES 
wetlands and spa laws.”
“Overcoming…resistance to change.”

Continued on next slide
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“In Their Own Words”: Conservation 
Commission Management Challenges

Staffing & Personnel
“Timely response to issues and completion of tasks 
due to being a volunteer organization with most 
members working full time jobs.”
“Getting town on board with fact that we need a 
staff to help with all this.  Volunteers are not 
enough!”
“Getting everything done with volunteers.”
“Finding volunteers, paid help is not an option.”
“Maintaining [existing] membership.”
“Keeping volunteers engaged.”
“Recruiting volunteers to serve on committees.”
“Fill[ing our] paid staff opening.”

Oversight & Enforcement
“Maintaining oversight of DES permit process.”
“Working with developers on mitigation.”
“Coordinating monitoring of conservation 
easements.”
“Lack of enforcement of resource-related regulating 
permits (DES).”
“Overseeing natural resource inventory.”
“Enforcing existing regulations - developers and 
land owners do what they want [with] no 
repercussions.”
“[Enforcing] inappropriate motorized trail use.”
“[Dealing with} wet land violations.”
“OHRV management in town forests.”

Collaboration & Partnerships
“Working with other boards to improve 
communications and develop better zoning 
approaches.”
“Improving relationships/support from/with select 
board.”
“Improving support from city manager.”
“Occasional "turf overlap" w/ rec & parks dept.”
“Coordinating open space protection initiatives with 
planning and zoning boards.” Continued on next slide
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“In Their Own Words”: Conservation 
Commission Management Challenges

Planning & Public Policy
“Working with planning board to change regulations 
to better protect natural resources, working towards 
increasing wetland setbacks and conservation 
subdivision.”
“[Commercial and residential] growth and 
development”
“Supporting open space and trail planning.”
“Making sure future growth compliments natural 
resource values and protection laws [and] not 
undermining or devaluing…conservation values.”
“Leading successful land preservation project and 
keeping all other issues on target.”
“Incorporating natural resource protection in 
planning.”
“Long range goal prioritization: land protection, smart 
growth, wildlife protection, riparian zone protections.”

Financing
“Securing funds (state, federal, private) for land 
purchase and conservation.”
“Pass warrant so part of land use change tax goes 
to conservation/natural area protection and 
upkeep.”
“[Obtaining] taxing ability to protect ground water 
and maintain an adequate and limited infrastructure 
(roads, municipal).”
“Development pressures [are] greater than 
conservation $$.”
“Obtaining grants.”
“Generate funds to support voluntary conservation 
easements on resource rich land.”

Note/s: Open ended comments asking conservation commission leaders to list their “top 3 management challenges”

Comments were collapsed, coded, and categorized for clarity
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Municipal Recreation 
Partnerships

Municipal recreation directors indicated that partnerships with the 
following groups should be enhanced:
– Conservation Commissions (t=5.79, df=23, p<0.001)
– Trails Groups (t=5.62, df=23, p<0.001)
– Private Landowners (t=5.56, df=23p<0.001)
– Planning/Zoning Board (t=4.82, df=23, p<0.001)
– State Agencies (DRED, OEP, DES) (t=4.14, df=23, p<0.001)
– Tourism/Visitor’s Bureau (t=4.04, df=23, p<0.001)
– Hospitals or Health Care Providers (t=3.44, df=23, p<0.01)
– Colleges/Universities (t=3.28, df=23, p<0.01) 
– Public Housing Authority (t=3.67, df=23, p<0.01) 
– Schools (t=2.29, df=23, p<0.05)
– Chamber of Commerce (t=2.94, df=23, p<0.01)
– Senior Citizen’s Council (t=2.43, df=23, p<0.05)
– Board of Selectmen/City Council (t=2.32, df=23, p<0.05)

Note: Paired sample t-tests calculated on importance-performance ratings of partnerships with the groups listed
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Top Ten Municipal Recreation 
Partnership Benefits

0.923.67…increase access to additional funding.”

0.864.04…enhance our organization’s prestige.”

0.814.04…meet our organizational goals and mandates.”

0.824.17..avoid unnecessary competition with other organizations.”

0.924.17…contribute to community development efforts.”

0.664.21…contribute to solving complex problems.”

0.794.25…avoid duplication of services.”

0.944.25…gain access to additional recreation facilities.”

0.704.33…increase our organization’s visibility in the community.”

0.584.42…better meet the needs of our constituents.”

SDM“Our partnerships help us to…

Notes:
1.  Scores ranked by mean (5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neither agree/disagree, 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree)

2.  N=25
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Conservation Commission 
Partnerships

Conservation chairpersons indicated that partnerships with the following 
groups should be enhanced:

– Parks and Recreation Departments (t=5.32, df=42, p<0.001)
– Schools (t=5.07, df=42, p<0.001)
– Private Landowners (t=4.33, df=42, p<0.001)
– Board of Selectmen/City Council (t=3.68, df=43, p<0.01)
– Businesses (t=3.64, df=41, p<0.01)
– Hospitals or Health Care Providers (t=3.53, df=41, p<0.001)
– Trails Groups (t=3.47, df=41, p<0.001)
– Voluntary Community Groups (sports-related) (t=3.47, df=41, p<0.01)
– Voluntary Community Groups (non-sports related) (t=3.23, df=41, p<0.01)
– Chamber of Commerce (t=3.37, df=39, p<0.01)
– Planning/Zoning Board (t=3.36, df=43, p<0.01)
– Police Department (t=2.91, df=41, p<0.01)
– Senior Citizen’s Council (t=2.80, df=41, p<0.01)
– State Agencies (DRED, OEP, DES) (t=2.67, df=41, p<0.05)
– Tourism/Visitor’s Bureau (t=2.21, df=40, p<0.05)
– Public Housing Authority (t=2.21, df=40, p<0.05) 
– Transportation/Public Works Department (t=2.03, df=43, p<0.05)

Note: Paired sample t-tests calculated on importance-performance ratings of partnerships with the groups listed
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Top Ten Conservation 
Commission Partnership Benefits

0.773.52…avoid duplication of services.”

0.973.55…avoid unnecessary competition with other organizations.”

0.753.79…enhance our orgs prestige.” 

0.953.84…increase access to additional funding.”

0.743.88…meet our organizational goals and mandates.” 

0.883.88…contribute to solving complex problems.” 

0.633.93…increase our orgs visibility in the community.” 

0.723.95…better meet the need of constituents.”

0.604.02…contribute to community development efforts.” 

0.754.05…acquire and/or provide access to land and/or natural areas.”

SDM“Our partnerships help us to…

Notes:
Scores ranked by mean (5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neither agree/disagree, 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree)

N=44
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Information & Contacts
Principal Investigator
Joshua Carroll, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor, Dept. of Recreation Management & Policy
University of New Hampshire
195 Hewitt Hall, 4 Library Way
Durham, NH 03824
Phone: (603) 862-0670
Josh.Carroll@unh.edu

Co-Principal Investigator
Bob Barcelona, Ph.D.
Associate Professor, Dept. of Recreation Management & Policy
University of New Hampshire
191 Hewitt Hall, 4 Library Way
Durham, NH 03824
Phone: (603) 862-1442
E-mail: Bob.Barcelona@unh.edu

Special thanks to Carol Barleon, Outdoor 
Recreation Planner with the NH Office of 
Energy and Planning, and Margot Petler, M.S., 
and Scott Butch, M.S. Candidate, with the 
UNH Department of Recreation Management 
& Policy for their assistance with this project
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