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MCPS Properties Plan 

Community Engagement Summary - October 28, 2025  

Executive Summary 

This report outlines the community engagement strategy and activities for the Missoula County 
Public Schools (MCPS) property planning project. The engagement approach is built on four 
foundational principles, developed by the Planning Committee, and encompasses a diverse range 
of community members and leaders across multiple phases of community input and collaboration. 

Community Engagement Principles 

The MCPS community engagement strategy is guided by four core principles that ensure 
meaningful and effective engagement: 

1. Transparent Process 

The district commits to maintaining transparency throughout the project by ensuring community 
members understand the purpose, process, and parameters of the initiative. Information about the 
process and project will be kept open and accessible to the public. 

2. Valuing Community Input and Engagement 

We seek to ensure each community member feels heard throughout the process, even when a 
specific desired outcome may not be achieved. The district will track all input received, including 
minority opinions that may not be reflected in final planning decisions. Community engagement 
will occur early in the process when feedback can have the greatest impact on planning outcomes.  

3. Transformative Engagement Opportunities 

The district will provide community members with new and meaningful information about the 
project purpose, process, current state of properties, school district needs, and diverse 
community perspectives. Multiple opportunities for dialogue and feedback will be integrated 
throughout the engagement process. 



4. Government Agency and Community Partner Collaboration 

The approach will consider community needs, assets, and opportunities for collaboration 
holistically. The district will actively engage other public agencies to expand possibilities for 
positive community impact. 

Implementation Framework 

Engagement Strategy 

The engagement strategy employs multiple communication channels and methods to ensure 
broad community participation: 

• Digital surveys through listservs and email contacts 
• In-person listening sessions for targeted groups 
• Public Building Tour and Input Sessions for community-wide participation 
• Professional meetings and presentations for development and business communities 
• Individual meetings for government partnership development 

Engagement Timeline 

Understanding Needs & Priorities   
April-July 2025 
Activities: Community survey, learning sessions, stakeholder meetings 
Goals: Gather input on community needs, identify partnership opportunities, and inform the Board 
of progress and public perspectives. 
 

Exploring Alternative Plans 
August-September 2025 
Activities: Building Tour and Input Sessions (tentatively Sept 15–19), community discussions, 
property tours 
Goals: Share and discuss plan alternatives, explore building conditions, and gather feedback on 
how proposals meet district needs. 
 

Finalizing the Plan 
October-Beyond 
Activities: Completion of the Properties Plan, final presentation to the Board of Trustees  
Goals: Present recommendations, highlight community input, and determine the future of each 
property. 
 



Engagement Summary 

1. Understanding Needs & Priorities   

The engagement summary includes key activities for focused stakeholder groups.  

MCPS Decision-Makers 

Board of Trustees 

• Engagement Goal: Keep leadership informed of purpose, progress, public input range, 
and input utilization 

• Key Activities:  
o Board of Trustee representation on the Planning Committee 
o Properties Plan survey 
o Updates at Board of Trustees meeting - July 15, 2025 

MCPS Community 

Staff, teachers, students, families, tenants 

• Engagement Goal: Gather input on priorities, needs, and opportunities for MCPS 
properties and buildings while understanding the value and connection to properties 
among key MCPS groups using the properties 

• Key Activities:  
o Properties Plan survey distribution across MCPS community 
o Comprehensive Learning Sessions and written question intake with current 

property users (May-June 2025) 
▪ Lifelong Learning Center - May 6, 2025 (In-person) 
▪ Agriculture/FFA/Big Sky High School - May 28, 2025 (In-person) 
▪ Seeley Swan High School - May 7, 2025 (Virtual 1-on-1) 
▪ Child Start, Inc - May 27, 2025 (Virtual group) 
▪ Garden City Harvest - Peas Farm - May 27, 2025 (Virtual group) 
▪ Missoula Child Care Advantage (United Way) - May 27, 2025 (Virtual group) 
▪ Missoula Football Club - May 27, 2025 (Virtual group) 
▪ Friends of the Children - May 27, 2025 (Virtual group) 
▪ Cancer Support Community Montana - May 27, 2025 (Virtual group) 
▪ Missoula Robotics Club - June 9, 2025 (In-person) 
▪ Studio M - July 31, 2025 (Written responses) 



MCPS Extended Community 

Youth organizations, partner institutions, neighborhood councils, community groups and the 
public, as a whole. 

• Engagement Goal: Understand community priorities, needs, and opportunities for 
MCPS properties 

• Key Activities:  
o Properties Plan survey distribution through Neighborhood Council listserv 
o Rattlesnake Neighborhood Council attendance / engagement at request- June 24, 

2025 
o Seeley Lake Community Foundation - July 1, 2025 (Virtual 1-on-1) 
o Lower Rattlesnake Neighborhood Council attendance - July 29, 2025 

Public Partners 

Government and agency partners  

• Engagement Goal: Collaborate with community partners and other government 
agencies to consider possible partnerships to meet District needs. 

• Key Activities:  
o Public Partner Ongoing Dialogue and Meetings - July 15 - Aug 1, 2025 

▪ Public partner participation includes: City of Missoula, Missoula County, 
Missoula Parks and Recreation Department, Missoula Redevelopment 
Agency, and the University of Montana  

 

2. Exploring Alternative Plans 

MCPS Decision-Makers 

Board of Trustees 

• Engagement Goal: Keep leadership informed of purpose, progress, public input range, 
and input utilization 

• Key Activities:  
o Board of Trustee representation on the Planning Committee 
o Review of Property Alternatives, Questions and Dialogue - Sep 1 - Sep 8 

▪ Interested Trustees were invited to schedule a 1 on 1 meeting to review the 
alternatives and learn more about the Building Tour and Input Session 
sessions, if desired.  

o Building Tour and Input Sessions  - Sept 15 - 17, 2025 



▪ The public is invited to attend one or all of the Building Tour and Input 
Sessions to share and discuss property options, explore building conditions, 
and gather feedback on how proposals meet the District's Core Purpose. 

• Whittier Building - September 15, 2025 
• Administration Building - September 15, 2025 
• Cold Springs Building - September 16, 2025 
• Dickinson Building - September 16, 2025 
• Prescott Building - September 17, 2025 
• Mount Jumbo Building - September 17, 2025 

o Online Alternative Review and Survey - Sept 15 - Oct 10, 2025 
▪ Members of the public are invited to review property alternative options, 

explore building conditions virtually through detailed property assessment 
information, and provide feedback through an online survey 

MCPS Community 

Staff, teachers, students, families, tenants currently using buildings 

• Engagement Goal: Share and discuss property options, explore building conditions, 
and gather feedback on how proposals meet the District's Core Purpose. 

• Key Activities:  
o Review of Property Alternatives, Questions and Dialogue - Sep 1 - Sep 12 

▪ MCPS groups who are currently using properties and organizations who are 
community partners in use of properties, and had previously provided input 
were invited to schedule a 1 on 1 meeting to review the alternatives, if 
desired. Virtual meetings were held with: 

• Lifelong Learning Center  
• Agriculture/FFA/Big Sky High School 
• Seeley Swan High School  
• Child Start, Inc  
• Garden City Harvest - Peas Farm  
• Missoula Robotics Club 

o Building Tour and Input Sessions  - Sept 15 - 17, 2025 
▪ The public is invited to attend one or all of the Building Tour and Input 

Sessions to share and discuss property options, explore building conditions, 
and gather feedback on how proposals meet the District's Core Purpose. 

• Whittier Building - September 15, 2025 
• Administration Building - September 15, 2025 
• Cold Springs Building - September 16, 2025 
• Dickinson Building - September 16, 2025 
• Prescott Building - September 17, 2025 



• Mount Jumbo Building - September 17, 2025 
o Online Alternative Review and Survey - Sept 15 - Oct 10, 2025 

▪ Members of the public are invited to review property alternative options, 
explore building conditions virtually through detailed property assessment 
information, and provide feedback through an online survey 

Public Partners 

Government and agency partners  

• Engagement Goal: Share and discuss property options, explore building conditions, 
and gather feedback on how proposals meet the District's Core Purpose. 

• Key Activities:  
o Public Partner Ongoing Dialogue - Aug 4 - Sept 5 

▪ Public partner participation includes: City of Missoula, Missoula County, 
Missoula Parks and Recreation Department, Missoula Redevelopment 
Agency, and the University of Montana  

o Building Tour and Input Sessions  - Sept 15 - 17, 2025 
▪ The public is invited to attend one or all of the Building Tour and Input 

Sessions to share and discuss property options, explore building conditions, 
and gather feedback on how proposals meet the District's Core Purpose. 

• Whittier Building - September 15, 2025 
• Administration Building - September 15, 2025 
• Cold Springs Building - September 16, 2025 
• Dickinson Building - September 16, 2025 
• Prescott Building - September 17, 2025 
• Mount Jumbo Building - September 17, 2025 

o Online Alternative Review and Survey - Sept 15 - Oct 10, 2025 
▪ Members of the public are invited to review property alternative options, 

explore building conditions virtually through detailed property assessment 
information, and provide feedback through an online survey 

MCPS Extended Community 

Youth organizations, partner institutions, neighborhood councils, community groups and the 
public, as a whole. 

• Engagement Goal: Share and discuss property options, explore building conditions, 
and gather feedback on how proposals meet the District's Core Purpose. 

• Key Activities:  
o Building Tour and Input Sessions  - Sept 15 - 17, 2025 



▪ The public is invited to attend one or all of the Building Tour and Input 
Sessions to share and discuss property options, explore building conditions, 
and gather feedback on how proposals meet the District's Core Purpose. 

• Whittier Building - September 15, 2025 
• Administration Building - September 15, 2025 
• Cold Springs Building - September 16, 2025 
• Dickinson Building - September 16, 2025 
• Prescott Building - September 17, 2025 
• Mount Jumbo Building - September 17, 2025 

o Online Alternative Review and Survey - Sept 15 - Oct 10, 2025 
▪ Members of the public are invited to review property alternative options, 

explore building conditions virtually through detailed property assessment 
information, and provide feedback through an online survey 
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MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY RESULTS  
Between mid-May and early June 2025, over 1,300 responses were recorded for the MCPS Properties 
Plan Survey. The survey aimed to gather public input on the use, value, and future potential of 14 
MCPS-owned properties, alongside broader needs and priorities for facilities across the district. Note 
that AI was used to assist in summarizing the survey results.  
 
Current Property Use & Community Connection 
Respondents most reported connections to the Dickinson Building (45%), most likely through the 
Lifelong Learning Center, Duncan Drive Property (23%), and the Fort Missoula Property (19%). While 
some properties, such as the Rattlesnake and Cold Springs properties, also received a large portion of 
mentions, several sites had relatively lower levels of reported community interaction. Only 12.5% of 
respondents indicated no current use or connection to any of the listed properties, underscoring the 
broad community engagement with these sites. Respondents were able to select more than one 
property.  
 

 
 

MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN 
MCPS SURVEY RESULTS SUMMARY 
WGM Project Number: 231016  
Client: Missoula County Public Schools 
July 8, 2025 
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Key Themes and Perspectives 
1. Use and Importance of the Property 

 Strong community value: Many respondents emphasize the importance of properties like the 
PEAS Farm and Lifelong Learning Center (LLC) for education, recreation, health, and 
community-building. 

 Educational resource: Facilities are used for classes, events, and outdoor learning. 
 Environmental and cultural value: Several respondents note the ecological significance and 

potential for cultural/Indigenous activities. 
 
2. Concerns About the Properties 

 Fear of closure or repurposing: Concerns were raised about losing access to vital community 
spaces. 

 Maintenance and capacity issues: Some facilities are described as aging, undersized, or lacking 
resources. 

 Overuse or underuse: Mixed opinions about whether all 14 buildings are necessary or efficiently 
used. 

 
3. Recommendations for Improvement 

 Space for cultural or Indigenous use: Repeated suggestions for designated spaces for 
ceremonies, community gatherings, or healing. 

 More staff housing and garden/farm space: Ideas for integrating workforce housing or 
expanding agricultural education. 

 Improvements to specific amenities: Including gyms, classrooms, and general upkeep. 
 
4. Future Facility Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Arts and performing centers: Suggested as long-term priorities for student and community 
enrichment. 

 Expansion of existing programs: Especially those related to outdoor learning and health 
education. 

 Sustainable development: Ideas around soft landscaping and long-term environmental planning. 
 
Key Perspectives on Property Utilization 
Education-Oriented Views 

 Desire for continued or expanded educational use, especially: 
o Outdoor learning 
o Arts and performing centers 
o Youth and early childhood programs 

 
Community-Centered Use 

 Preservation of community spaces was a clear priority: 
o Green space and gardens 
o Public access 
o Nonprofit or partner-led facilities 

 
Family & Child Services 

 Significant mentions of: 
o Childcare and daycare 
o Staff housing 
o Support for families and educators 
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Property Disposition Perspectives  
1. Keep & Enhance (Most Common Perspective) 
Many responses support keeping properties in public or educational use, often with upgrades or 
adaptive reuse: 

 "Maintain" (55 mentions): Calls to invest in existing facilities rather than dispose of them. 
 "Repurpose"/"Reuse" (9 total): Advocating for creative reuses—like nonprofits, community 

centers, or staff housing. 
 "Preserve" (10): Reflects concern about losing historically or culturally valued assets. 
"Don’t sell. These buildings could be used for childcare or nonprofits." 

 
2. Sell or Develop (Less Common, but Present) 
A smaller, but significant group viewed some properties as underutilized or outdated, supporting 
divestment: 

 "Sell" (90 mentions): Often mentioned cautiously—some want to offload truly obsolete sites, 
others fear it. 

 "Develop" (27): Usually framed as a concern (e.g., overdevelopment) rather than a goal. 
"Some of the buildings should go—we don’t need to hang on to everything." 
"Concerned these valuable sites will be sold off and developed into luxury housing." 
 
3. Strategic Trade-Offs (Implied) 
A few responses implicitly suggested a case-by-case evaluation: 

 Keep properties with strong community/educational use. 
 Consider selling those with high maintenance costs or no foreseeable use. 

 
Mindset Description Tone Frequency 

ᢇᢈᢉᢊ Maintain & reinvest Keep sites, upgrade use Supportive High 

ၧၨၩ Repurpose creatively Nonprofit, housing, etc. Optimistic Moderate 

ᧇᧈᧉ Preserve key properties Cultural/historic assets Protective Moderate 

ెైే౉్ౌోొ౎ Sell or develop Offload unused buildings Divisive Notable 

 Balance & evaluate Case-by-case approach Pragmatic Implied ݨݧݦݥݤ
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Top Community Priorities 
When asked to rank priorities for MCPS facilities, respondents emphasized: 
 

1. Pre-K–12 instructional 
2. Student activities 
3. Community adult instructional 
4. Student special resources  
5. Community recreation  

 
This indicates strong support for maintaining the properties’ focus on student learning, while also 
valuing community-oriented uses. 
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Unmet Needs & Future Planning 
Roughly one-third of respondents indicated there is currently unmet demand for new or additional 
facilities. The most commonly cited categories for these needs included: 
 

 Student instructional space 
 Student activities 
 Community recreation 
 Community adult education 

 
The most frequently cited unmet facility needs include: 
1. Additional School Capacity 

 More schools or expanded school buildings are commonly mentioned to keep up with 
Missoula’s growing population. 

 Both elementary and high school levels are noted as potentially overcrowded or lacking future 
space. 

 Anticipated enrollment increases by 2035 are a key driver behind this concern. 
 
2. Affordable Housing for Staff 

 Teacher and staff housing is one of the most urgent unmet needs. 
 Respondents see lack of affordable housing as a major barrier to recruiting and retaining quality 

educators — especially in rural areas like Seeley-Swan. 
 
3. Early Childhood Education 

 There is strong demand for preschool facilities, daycare, and early learning centers. 
 Jefferson is mentioned frequently, but many advocate for expanded access across the district. 

 
4. Specialized Learning Spaces 

 Calls for more flexible and purpose-built spaces for: 
o Career and technical education (CTE) 
o Outdoor and environmental learning 
o Special education services 
o Mental health and wellness programs 

 
5. Community-Oriented Facilities 

 Many want multi-use buildings that support both students and the broader community: 
o Adult learning centers 
o Food distribution or kitchen hubs 
o Recreation and cultural centers 
o Event or arts spaces 

 
6. Facility Modernization 

 Several comments highlight the need to renovate aging buildings rather than only build new 
ones. 

 Attention is drawn to infrastructure (e.g. HVAC, accessibility) and learning environment 
upgrades. 
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Future Facility Needs 
When asked to imagine needs ten years into the future (2035), many again pointed to the importance of 
instructional facilities, followed by special student resources (e.g., STEM, special education), 
recreation, and staff and student housing. This suggests sustained and growing interest in education-
focused investments, with increased awareness of wraparound support needs. 
 
Partnerships & Broader Community Benefit 
Nearly 40 percent of respondents expressed hope that MCPS could support additional community 
priorities not currently part of the district’s core mission. Similarly, over one-third saw value in 
developing new partnerships to help address these needs, particularly in the areas of housing, 
recreation, and community services. 
 

 
 
1. MCPS should continue operating these properties similar to how they are now, including minimal 

and small renovations, leasing to nonprofit partners, allowing community members to use green 
space. 

a. 68% agree or strongly agree and 15% disagree or strongly disagree 
2. MCPS should consider supporting the community’s need for housing. 

a. 37% agree or strongly agree and 40% disagree or strongly disagree 
3. MCPS should consider investing in major renovations on properties for future educational uses or 

maximizing financial gain. 
a. 44% agree or strongly agree and agree and 23% disagree or disagree strongly 

4. MCPS should consider selling properties to financially support its primary purpose of serving 
students. 

a. 32% agree or agree strongly and 42% disagree or disagree strongly 
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Guiding Perspectives for the Properties Plan 
When asked to identify the most important lens for MCPS to apply in planning for these properties, the 
top choice was maintaining current community benefits, such as green spaces and nonprofit 
partnerships (36%). Close behind was ensuring facilities continue to serve a range of MCPS student 
needs (28%), followed by prioritizing direct pre-K-12 instructional uses or revenue generation to support 
K-12 education (23%). 
 

 
 
The results for the question, “What’s the most important lens for MCPS top consider in the Properties 
Plan?” were filtered to take into consideration some of the properties that have strong community 
benefit to see how those responses affected the overall survey results. The intent was to see if there 
was a different community sentiment when the properties with the highest community use were 
removed from the results or with the results of only those properties.  
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INCLUDES ALL PROPERTIES EXCEPT: COLD SPRINGS, DICKINSON, FORT MISSOULA, 

DUNCAN DRIVE 
 

 
COLD SPRINGS, DICKINSON, FORT MISSOULA, DUNCAN DRIVE ONLY 
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“OTHER” RESPONSES 
Respondents that selected “other” and offered their own suggestions emphasized the importance of 
balancing multiple priorities rather than relying on a single guiding lens. A frequent theme was the need 
to ensure MCPS properties directly serve pre-K-12 instructional needs, which was often paired with 
strong support for maintaining community benefits such as adult education programs and community 
partnerships with nonprofit organizations. 
 
Other comments advocated the preservation of educational programming for all ages, including lifelong 
learning and support for career and technical education. Some participants highlighted the unique value 
of specific properties like the Dickinson building and Prescott School, encouraging their retention for 
educational or public benefit uses. 
 
Another common theme is the suggestion that MCPS sell or repurpose underutilized properties to fund 
improvements in active school facilities. But, many respondents warned against selling for short-term 
profit, particularly to private developers, and emphasized that properties should remain in the public 
domain to support long-term educational and community goals. 
 
Demographics Of Respondents 
The survey reflected a wide cross-section of the community: 
 

 56% identified as members of the public, 42% as student family members, 14% as staff, and 
11% as alumni. 

 Most respondents were between the ages of 35 and 54. 
 92% identified as white, with smaller representations from Indigenous, Hispanic/Latino, and 

other backgrounds 
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INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY COMMENT SUMMARIES 
Cold Springs 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Cold Springs School is recognized as an important facility for local families, with references to 
children attending classes, particularly arts or performance programs like Studio M. 

 It's seen as a community asset by residents living nearby, with appreciation for its accessibility 
and role in public education. 

 
Concerns 

 Outdated facility: One respondent directly stated that the Cold Springs building is “outdated and 
needs to be replaced.” 

 Capacity and crowding: Some comments relate indirectly to overcrowding and suggest 
redrawing boundaries, which could impact Cold Springs. 

 Maintenance: A few respondents express general concern over the upkeep of facilities, possibly 
including Cold Springs. 

 
Suggestions and Future Needs 

 Better facilities for learning: One comment calls for improvements to support student learning 
and reduce maintenance issues. 

 Community access to green spaces: There is interest in using open areas around Cold Springs 
for broader community enrichment. 
 

Dickinson/Lifelong Learning 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Highly valued resource: Dozens of respondents describe the Lifelong Learning Center as a vital 
space for adult education, fitness classes, arts, and personal development. 

 Strong emotional connection: Users report long-term, frequent engagement and refer to it as a 
cornerstone for seniors and community enrichment. 

 Lifelong learning hub: It’s seen as a rare and essential offering for non-traditional students and 
older adults. 

 
Concerns 

 Risk of reduced capacity or closure: Many expressed fear that the Lifelong Learning Center 
might be downsized or eliminated, which they felt would be a huge loss. 

 Overcrowding: Some mention that classes have become too full, reducing the quality of the 
experience. 

 Facility limitations: Issues such as lack of space in exercise rooms and aging infrastructure were 
brought up. 

 
Recommendations and Needs 

 Facility expansion: Respondents request more classrooms, fitness areas, and amenities to meet 
growing demand. 

 Enhanced support for adult programs: Several advocate for continued or increased investment 
in adult education programming. 

 Accessibility and modern upgrades: Suggestions include improving parking, adding green 
spaces, and upgrading technology for teaching. 

 Additional community services: Ideas included preschool/childcare for staff, staff housing, and 
expanded robotics/STEM programs. 
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Future Needs (Looking to 2035) 
 Preserve and grow adult education: Many respondents stress the need to protect Lifelong 

Learning Center programming as Missoula grows. 
 Support for family and workforce programs: Expanded offerings like parenting classes, after-

school programs, and workforce training were suggested. 
 Sustainable development: One suggestion called for creating a recycling hub and expanding 

gardens 
 

Administration Building 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Current use: The building is currently being used by programs such as the Missoula Robotics 
Team and other educational or extracurricular groups. 

 Multi-functional potential: It is seen as a space that could support various educational, nonprofit, 
and community needs (e.g., engineering, CAD, and robotics programs). 

 Accessible location: Some respondents note its location and infrastructure make it valuable for 
community programming. 

 
Concerns 

 Underutilization: Several comments express concern that the administration building is not 
being used to its full potential. 

 Future displacement: Stakeholders worry that current users (e.g., robotics team) could be 
displaced if the building is repurposed or closed. 

 Deferred maintenance: Some note that the facility, like others in the district, suffers from a lack 
of upkeep. 

 
Recommendations 

 Preserve and repurpose: Many advocate for retaining the building and turning it into a more 
active hub for community programs, nonprofits, and student groups. 

 Support STEM and technical education: Specific calls were made to maintain and expand 
facilities for robotics, engineering, and CAD education. 

 Use for nonprofits and childcare: Ideas include leasing space to nonprofits or using it for 
daycare/preschool to support working families. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Facility expansion for growing community needs: There’s a recognition that Missoula’s urban 
growth may require additional educational and community space. 

 Partnering with external organizations: Many comments suggest leveraging the building as a 
shared space for public-private collaborations (e.g., vocational rehab, youth nonprofits). 

 Awareness and communication: One respondent noted that the district community may not be 
fully informed about the building’s value and current use. 
 

Whittier 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Valued early childhood center: Whittier is praised for hosting Head Start and other preschool 
services. It’s viewed as a crucial support for families with young children. 

 Neighborhood asset: Several respondents refer to Whittier as an irreplaceable public space for 
Northside families and children, especially given the lack of similar facilities nearby. 

 Safe and welcoming space: Users value the building for being a trusted place for early learning 
and support services. 
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Concerns 
 Age and condition of the building: Multiple comments describe the building as “extremely old,” 

“unsafe,” and lacking basic amenities such as staff parking and a proper drop-off area. 
 Risk of closure or privatization: Many community members are worried about the loss of public 

benefit if Whittier is sold or repurposed. 
 Overcrowding and lack of capacity: There's concern that losing Whittier would strain other early 

education services in the area. 
 
Recommendations 

 Preserve and upgrade: Respondents urge MCPS to maintain Whittier as a public asset and 
invest in its repair and modernization. 

 Expand early childhood services: Suggestions include more daycare and preschool spaces, 
especially for low-income families. 

 Improve safety and accessibility: Ideas include safer drop-off zones and better facilities for both 
staff and children. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Northside/Westsidе expansion: Multiple comments call for a new or upgraded middle school 
and continued investment in neighborhood schools to meet the needs of a growing population. 

 Multi-use community facilities: Respondents envision Whittier or its site supporting broader 
educational and recreational uses for children and adults. 

 Collaboration with nonprofits: Many suggest partnerships with organizations to enhance early 
education, childcare, and family services. 
 

Prescott 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Neighborhood treasure: Prescott is described as a beloved and iconic community space in the 
Lower Rattlesnake, valued for its beauty, walkability, and historic character. 

 Used informally: Though no longer a functioning school, it is still a place people live near and 
care about. Former students and neighbors have strong emotional ties to the building. 

 Ideal location: Its location is seen as central and desirable for community-based programming or 
public benefit use. 

 
Concerns 

 Fear of sale or development: Multiple respondents express strong concern that Prescott could 
be sold and redeveloped for private use, especially given its location and potential real estate 
value. 

 Wasted potential: Some worry the building is being underused or neglected, despite its strong 
potential to serve public needs. 

 
Recommendations 

 Preserve and repurpose for community benefit: Suggestions include: 
o Early childhood education center 
o Nonprofit office or co-working space 
o Public arts or cultural programming 
o Environmental or outdoor learning site 

 Partnership potential: Respondents support exploring partnerships with local nonprofits, youth 
services, or early learning providers to activate the site. 

 Public green space integration: Some suggest maintaining or enhancing outdoor areas at the 
site for play, community gardening, or recreation. 
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Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 
 Equity-focused use: There is interest in using Prescott to meet unmet needs in early learning, 

housing, or community services. 
 Open recreation and education: Respondents envision expanded use for alternative education, 

outdoor programming, or integrated arts and wellness services. 
 

Mount Jumbo 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Seen as an underutilized asset: Multiple respondents note that Mount Jumbo is sitting unused 
or underused yet has great potential as a valuable community space. 

 Valuable for East Missoula: There’s a strong sentiment that the growing East Missoula 
community needs more educational and family services, and Mount Jumbo could help meet that 
demand. 

 
Concerns 

 Wasted space: Several respondents express frustration that the building is not currently active 
or being fully used to support community or student needs. 

 Potential loss of a public asset: Some fear the building could be sold or permanently closed, 
which would limit future public benefit. 

Recommendations 
 Reopen and repurpose: Suggested uses include: 

o Early childhood education (especially daycare and preschool) 
o Alternative education programs 
o Community health or wellness centers 
o Workforce housing 
o Partnerships with nonprofits (e.g., Garden City Harvest, childcare groups) 

 Support for future growth: Comments emphasize that the building should be preserved now to 
meet long-term population increases, especially as new housing developments come to the 
area. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Restore for school or mixed community use: Many envision the building serving again as a 
school or a hybrid facility (e.g., education + child care + social services). 

 Facility for alternative or special programs: Some suggest using Mount Jumbo for programs like 
special education, mental health services, or alternative high school options. 

 Partnership space: The building is recommended as a site for collaborations with nonprofits or 
government services. 
 

Linda Vista 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Active and valued space: Several respondents currently use the Linda Vista property for 
recreation and walking. 

 Family-friendly atmosphere: The area is appreciated for being accessible to children and 
families, providing a safe place to play and explore. 

 Sentimental value: Some noted personal connections, such as growing up near the site or 
viewing it as a neighborhood asset. 

 
Concerns 

 Risk of sale or development: A major concern is that the property could be sold to private 
developers, reducing public access and eliminating a valued green space. 
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 Loss of recreational value: Community members worry that the site could be lost to housing or 
commercial development, which would deprive the area of a rare open and recreational space. 

 
Recommendations 

 Retain for public benefit: Many urge MCPS to preserve the property for community use, possibly 
expanding its function as a recreational or multi-use educational site. 

 Park and athletic space development: Suggestions include splash pads, upgraded playgrounds, 
athletic fields, and indoor recreational facilities. 

 Alternative educational or housing use: Some suggest using the space for childcare, 
teacher/staff housing, or even greenhouses for student food production. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 New schools in the area: Respondents foresee the need for additional K-5 and middle schools 
to support growing neighborhoods like Miller Creek and Linda Vista. 

 Flexible educational space: There’s a desire for facilities that can adapt to changing student 
populations and community needs. 

 Daycare and early learning: Several anticipate increased demand for quality daycare and early 
childhood education. 
 

Fort Missoula 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Active educational use: The property is currently used for agricultural and environmental 
education. 

 Recreational use: Community members use the surrounding area for running, biking, and 
outdoor exercise. 

 Historical and cultural value: Some comments highlight the unique location and setting of Fort 
Missoula as important for long-term community enrichment and connection to local history. 

 
Concerns 

 Risk of losing open space: Respondents fear development could eliminate critical green and 
educational space, which they view as irreplaceable. 

 Nonprofit displacement: There’s concern that organizations using the space (e.g., Farm to 
School programs) may lose access due to future planning or budget cuts. 

 Lack of awareness: Some suggest the broader public may not fully understand how active and 
valuable the Fort Missoula property already is. 

 
Recommendations 

 Preserve and enhance outdoor education: Many call for expanded support for agriculture 
programs, farm-based learning, and outdoor classrooms. 

 Build flexible indoor space: Ideas include a dedicated building for the Agricultural Center to 
support student programs and nonprofit activities year-round. 

 Partner with nonprofits: Multiple suggestions focus on deeper collaboration with local 
organizations to increase program offerings and accessibility. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Educational use tied to community growth: Anticipated population increases underscore the 
need for continued educational and community use of the Fort Missoula site. 

 Environmental education hub: Some envision a district-supported farm/education center serving 
both students and the public in the long term. 
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 Soft infrastructure investments: Several mention the opportunity for soft landscaping, nature-
based facilities, and outdoor wellness areas. 
 

Rimel Road  
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Not widely used currently: Very few respondents mention using the Rimel property directly. It 
appears to be mostly vacant and not actively part of current programs or community activities. 

 Awareness of location: Some respondents note the property's rural character and setting, 
located near other district-owned land and accessed via Rimel or Hillview roads. 

 
Concerns 

 Pressure to sell: Several comments reflect concern that MCPS might sell the Rimel property for 
short-term financial gain, potentially missing a long-term opportunity. 

 Lack of clarity on use: Some community members aren’t sure how or whether this property is 
being used, suggesting low visibility or unclear plans. 

 
Recommendations 

 Preserve for future needs: Some respondents argue the land should be held for future MCPS 
expansion or public use, rather than being sold. 

 Possible sale endorsed by some: A few community members explicitly support selling the Rimel 
property, especially if it is unused and doesn’t align with long-term educational priorities. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Flexible future use: Suggestions include holding the land as a long-term asset in case of 
population growth or new school development needs. 

 Agricultural or environmental education: One comment recommended keeping the land vacant 
for future farm or outdoor education use. 

 Facility upkeep prioritized elsewhere: Some responses suggest focusing resources on 
maintaining existing buildings before developing remote or less-used parcels like Rimel. 
 

Toole Park 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Valued public space: Toole Park is considered an essential part of the River Road 
neighborhood, with green space, access to the riverfront trail, and community activity areas. 

 Civic pride and connection: Several comments describe the park as “not just a piece of land,” 
but a public asset tied to identity, belonging, and wellness. 

 Current use by Hellgate High School: The property is already being used for some student 
activities and is closely tied to Hellgate’s needs. 

 
Concerns 

 Lack of facilities at Hellgate: There is repeated concern that Hellgate High School has no 
dedicated outdoor athletic fields, parking, or space for extracurriculars, and Toole Park could 
help meet these needs. 

 Risk of private development: Respondents are wary of MCPS selling the land or allowing non-
public use, especially in such a central and historic location. 

 Underutilization: Several believe the land is not being used to its full potential for students or the 
broader community. 
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Recommendations 
 Preserve for public and educational use: Many call for Toole Park to remain public and be 

enhanced to support students and neighbors alike. 
 Invest in upgrades: Suggestions include: 

o Athletic fields 
o Parking for Hellgate students and staff 
o Community arts/event space 
o Gathering space for youth and families 

 Partner with the city or nonprofits: Ideas include shared use with city parks or collaborations with 
housing and food nonprofits (e.g., Garden City Harvest, Missoula Housing Authority). 
 

Duncan Drive 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Highly valued community farm: The PEAS Farm is described as a beloved and vital space for 
the Rattlesnake and broader Missoula community. It provides experiential learning, community 
service, and fresh food access. 

 Outdoor education hub: Respondents repeatedly refer to the farm as a “giant outdoor 
classroom,” offering science, agriculture, and environmental education opportunities. 

 Nonprofit collaboration success story: Garden City Harvest’s partnership with MCPS at the 
PEAS Farm is seen as a model for how public land can benefit students and the community. 

 
Concerns 

 Risk of sale or development: Many community members are concerned that the property might 
be sold for housing or other private uses, which they see as a threat to public benefit and 
sustainability goals. 

 Underinvestment in outdoor education: Some worry that without strong district support, 
programs like those at PEAS may be vulnerable to budget cuts or lack of infrastructure. 

 
Recommendations 

 Protect and formalize the partnership: Numerous comments urge MCPS to protect the PEAS 
Farm from future development and strengthen its collaboration with Garden City Harvest and 
other stakeholders. 

 Expand access and facilities: Suggestions include building permanent structures for year-round 
learning, enhancing access for students across the district, and integrating food systems 
education into the broader curriculum. 

 Cultural and community space: Some respondents recommend incorporating Indigenous 
ceremonial space, sustainability learning centers, and food security programming into the site’s 
future. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Sustainability education: There is strong support for building curriculum around agriculture, 
climate resilience, and food systems — areas that the PEAS Farm is uniquely positioned to 
support. 

 Food security and nutrition: The farm is seen as critical for addressing future food access, 
particularly for students and underserved families. 

 Green partnerships: Respondents recommend continued and expanded collaboration with 
groups like Garden City Harvest, CFAC, Climate Smart Missoula, and the University of 
Montana. 
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Rattlesnake 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Highly valued green space: The property is seen as a natural extension of the neighborhood — 
used regularly for hiking, biking, dog-walking, visual enjoyment, and as a buffer between homes 
and development. 

 Neighborhood identity and accessibility: Residents emphasize the importance of the open space 
in maintaining the character of the Rattlesnake area and ensuring access to outdoor learning 
and recreation. 

 
Concerns 

 Development risk: A major theme is concern over possible sale or development of the site. 
Residents fear losing an irreplaceable open space and the negative impact that could have on 
community well-being. 

 Lack of long-term planning clarity: Some respondents feel there’s no clear vision for the 
Rattlesnake parcel, which leaves it vulnerable to short-term decisions that may not serve public 
interest. 

 Overuse or poor stewardship: A few comments express concern about overcrowding or misuse 
without proper planning or protection. 

 
Recommendations 

 Preserve as open space: Most commenters strongly advocate for retaining the land as an open, 
undeveloped public space for both community and environmental benefits. 

 Community and educational uses: Suggestions include: 
o Using the land for outdoor classrooms, science labs, and student gardening 
o Partnering with groups like Garden City Harvest or Five Valleys Land Trust to protect 

and enhance access 
o Hosting Indigenous ceremonial or cultural spaces 

 Green infrastructure and environmental education: Some propose soft-landscaping, native plant 
restoration, and sustainability projects involving MCPS students. 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Open space in a growing city: The property is viewed as vital to maintaining green space and 
recreation as Missoula continues to grow. 

 Alternative education and wellness programs: Respondents envision nature-based learning, 
early childhood centers, or alternative education programs tied to the land. 

 Buffer for urban pressure: Holding the land is seen as a long-term strategy to guard against 
overdevelopment and preserve a healthy urban ecology. 
 

Seeley-Swan 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Essential rural school: Seeley-Swan High School is seen as a central and critical institution for 
the Seeley Lake community, supporting not only education but also community identity, stability, 
and access to opportunity. 

 Underserved but committed: Respondents from Seeley note their strong commitment to the 
school, even while feeling overlooked or underfunded compared to urban Missoula schools. 

 
Concerns 

 Facilities in poor condition: Multiple comments mention that Seeley-Swan facilities are outdated 
or insufficient to support high-quality education and extracurriculars. 
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 Lack of teacher housing: The difficulty of attracting and retaining teachers is a significant issue, 
largely due to housing shortages in the Seeley Lake area. 

 Equity concerns: Some residents feel the school is “forgotten” by the district and urge MCPS to 
prioritize investment in this rural community. 

 
Recommendations 

 Preserve and improve the school: Nearly all comments stress the importance of maintaining and 
improving the Seeley-Swan facility rather than considering closure or consolidation. 

 Create teacher housing (“teacherage”): There is strong support for providing staff housing onsite 
or nearby to address educator shortages. 

 Early childhood and daycare programs: Respondents note a lack of childcare in the area and 
recommend developing preschool or daycare offerings tied to the school site. 

 Community partnerships and services: Suggestions include: 
o Job training centers 
o Partnerships with the Ag Center or environmental programs 
o Federal and state funding collaborations 
o Use of former mobile homes for staff housing 

 
Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 

 Support for growing families: Several foresee continued or increased demand for education in 
Seeley and stress the need for adequate infrastructure. 

 Expanded services: Comments mention a need for childcare, job training, technology upgrades, 
and broader student support like food security and mental health services. 

 Rural educator retention: Long-term teacher housing is seen as a critical part of ensuring 
consistent, quality education in remote communities. 
 

Jefferson 
Community Use and Sentiment 

 Essential for early childhood education: Jefferson is recognized as a key facility for preschool 
and special education programming, particularly supporting children with developmental needs. 

 Historical loss of child development center (CDC): Some comments reflect on the impact of 
losing the former CDC, with Jefferson viewed as the district’s current center for early learning. 

 Strong support for expansion: Respondents consistently advocate for growing early childhood 
programming and preserving or expanding Jefferson’s role in this area. 

 
Concerns 

 Limited space and access: Jefferson may not be meeting the full demand for early learning 
across the district. Some see it as insufficient to meet the needs of a growing number of 
students requiring preschool and special services. 

 Equity and affordability: Concerns were raised about the need for accessible and affordable 
early childhood education, especially for underserved families. 

 
Recommendations 

 Expand or replicate Jefferson’s model: Many comments suggest: 
o Establishing more early learning centers throughout the district 
o Using Jefferson as a hub or pilot for innovative early childhood education 
o Creating wraparound services including health, food security, and family support 

 Staff support needs: Suggestions include pairing Jefferson’s programming with affordable staff 
daycare or housing to help with recruitment and retention. 
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 Community partnerships: Respondents recommend stronger partnerships with organizations 
like Zero to Five, Garden City Harvest, United Way, and local child welfare groups to support 
holistic development. 

Future Needs (2035 Outlook) 
 Universal Pre-K: Many comments envision expanded public access to preschool education 

across Missoula. 
 Early intervention and developmental support: Jefferson is seen as a place that could grow its 

capacity for students with special needs or behavioral challenges. 
 Community hub model: Some envision Jefferson or similar facilities serving as multigenerational 

spaces combining early education with parent support, wellness services, and community 
events. 
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MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY RESULTS  
Between mid-September and mid-October 2025, over 870 responses were recorded for the MCPS 
Properties Plan Survey #2. The survey aimed to gather public input on the preferred approach and 
options for 14 MCPS-owned properties. Note that AI was used to assist in summarizing the survey 
results.  

  
 
If Option 3: Community and Education Investment was chosen, there was a follow up question.  

 
In Option 3: Education and Community Investment Approach, the School Farm or MCPS 
Agriculture Center that resides on the Fort Missoula Property would look for a new location to 
upgrade amenities and develop a more consistent land use pattern for the Fort Missoula area. A 
suitable location would need to be in proximity to schools to make transportation feasible and to 
maintain student access to the outdoor classroom. 

MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN 
MCPS SURVEY #2 RESULTS SUMMARY 



 

 
 



 



 

 
 

 
 



 

 
 
 



 

The final question was asked for additional thoughts or details that would be beneficial to this 
project and the responses are summarized below.  
 
Overall Themes Across All Responses 
1. Community Priorities and Process 

 Many respondents appreciated the opportunity to give feedback but found the survey confusing 
or too limited in choices. 

 Several comments called for more transparency and community involvement in how property 
decisions are made. 

 There’s a strong sentiment that decisions should balance educational needs with broader 
community benefits like housing and recreation. 

2. Educational Needs 
 Many respondents emphasized keeping school district properties available for future 

educational use or community programs for youth. 
 Concerns were raised about losing space for future student growth and long-term planning if 

properties are sold too quickly. 
3. Housing  

 Several people mentioned Missoula’s housing shortage and saw school properties as 
opportunities to help address it. 

 However, others opposed housing near certain neighborhoods, citing traffic, safety, or character 
concerns. 

4. Financial Stewardship 
 Respondents frequently urged the district to make financially responsible decisions — either by 

selling high-value properties or ensuring continued revenue through leases or partnerships. 
 Some expressed opposition to increasing taxes or spending on new facilities without a clear 

plan. 
5. Open Space and Community Use 

 Several respondents valued maintaining some properties as parks, open space, or community 
centers. 

 Many saw properties as vital to community recreation and identity. 
6. Historic preservation 

 Several commented on the historical significance of some of the buildings and identified the 
historic buildings as community resources and their desire to see the buildings preserved.  

 
Property-Specific Highlights 
Administration 

 Historic building that should be preserved and restored 
 Emphasis on the importance of the building to the Robotics team 
 Site could be used for parking for Hellgate High School 

Cold Springs 
 Some nostalgic resistance to change 
 Area lacks neighborhood commercial uses (coffee shop and community center) 
 Support for maintaining building for non-profit organizations, particularly the dance studio that is 

used by many in the neighborhood 
 Concerns over developing property as high-density housing that would affect the existing 

neighborhood 
 Recognized that site has potential for redevelopment, but appreciate the community value the 

organizations bring to the neighborhood 
 Value the property as a neighborhood park 

Dickinson 
 Emphasis on importance of adult learning to the community 



 

Duncan Drive / PEAS Farm 
 Strong desire to preserve the farm and open space character. 
 Many saw it as a vital educational and community resource and opposed selling or redeveloping 

it. 
Fort Missoula 

 Many want this property to remain for community, historic, or educational purposes. 
 Concern that finding a new property would cost taxpayers even more and would not be possible 

to replace because of the location. 
Jefferson 

 Some see potential for reopening or repurposing as an early childhood center or community 
hub. 

Linda Vista 
 Commonly seen as suitable for housing or sale, but with strong calls to maintain community 

access and consider neighborhood impacts. 
 Noted habitat for wildlife and used by neighborhood as open space. 

Mount Jumbo 
 Viewed as valuable community land — some prefer it remain for education; others open to 

housing or other community uses. 
Prescott 

 Desire for neighborhood school and maintaining the open space and trail connection to Mount 
Jumbo 

 Support for utilizing the property for housing  
Rattlesnake 

 Desire to keep property as open space 
Rimel 

 Some openness to development, but most preferred keeping it as open space or for future 
school needs. 

 Concerns about growth in the area and infrastructure capacity. 
Seeley-Swan 

 Concern about losing buffer around school if property is sold 
Support for staff and/or community housing on the property 

Toole Park 
 Preference to retain for recreation or public use. 
 Considered an essential community space; strong opposition to any sale or development. 

Whittier 
 Support for Head Start remaining in the space 
 Support for selling the building to Head Start if it’s possible for Head Start to purchase the 

building 
 
 



 

I found many of these questions to be confusing. For example, when you choose a general framework, option 
1,2, or 3, you don’t actually get to weigh in on the specifics per building, so some of those options made sense 
to me but some didn’t. The same goes for the question about whether or not to honor community preferences—
it depends on what those community preferences are and how they fit into broader and more pressing 
community needs. For example, some members of the lower Rattlesnake community prefer that Prescott 
school remain a school, whereas some see the higher value in housing. So how am I supposed to know which 
one of those is being referred to? (I am in support of Prescott school being sold for housing, particularly for 
high-density housing to help meet our housing crisis.) Anyway, I appreciate the opportunity to weigh in, but 
would like to see different types of surveys. Thanks! 
It's probably entirely unrealistic, but my fantasy is that Missoula uses the Prescott building or land to create 
affordable housing for teachers and health care providers.  People who are at the beginning of their careers, 
who can't afford a down payment in Missoula's difficult market, and who would be willing to live in dorm-style 
apartments.  This would be an employment benefit that would attract workers to Missoula. 
I am concerned about the Linda Vista property next to the Splash pad park. My husband and I have walked our 
dogs on that property for over 34 years. It is a wonderful open space for the area and many families walk 
through there. It is also a habitat for deer, birds, fox, and even spotted a bobcat there once! The wild horses 
have been walking through there too lately. The meadowlark birds love that area in the spring. When we hike 
through there it just provides a quick little touch with nature. I know that financially MCPS would gain in selling 
an area they no longer need, but I think you should be aware of the impact it will have on the Linda Vista area 
people and wildlife. Thank you! 
Cold Springs is in the middle of suburban homes that do not have coffee shops or community centers. 
This is a highly biased approach that doesn't allow for the community to addresses nuances in historic 
preservation vs. financial stewardship. Some of these historic buildings are community resources that deserve 
to be developed to best suit Missoula. Your approach with the red Xs, and warning survey respondents that 
perhaps they should rethink their option, doesn't allow for the thoughtful, building-by-building approach we 
deserve. I appreciate the open houses and other opportunities for public engagement, but please consider how 
we best preserve community treasures while acknowledging financial realities. 
In Colorado Springs, CO a former school building was converted into an interesting mixed use property that 
honored some of the previous building use and reused the building for commercial property - the main 
restaurant is called the The Principal's Office. It would be cool to see a property the community felt passionate 
about transformed in this way. But, overall it would be good to see the district find an additional revenue source 
Please keep the open space for recreational opportunity and agricultural education.   
   The PEAS Farm is such a magical place, along with the open space surrounding it.   
   The open space serves as a community gathering place and recreational/sports area for people around the 
city. 
What a great opportunity to leave this open space for PEAS Farm use, which provides so much to Missoula 
and its children.  The kids are very excited when visiting the area to learn about the farm and taste the crops 
grown sustainably.   After the field trips, they run around like crazy all over the open field. 
   The sports teams that currently practice on the Duncan Drive field would likely move over to Pineview Park, 
pushing out the myriad children's sports teams practicing there. 
   I hope you will preserve the space - Missoula is losing so much of that. 
The magic and joy it provides is priceless. 
   Thank you for allowing my feedback. 
Rattlesnake Soccer fields open space should never be sold 
The Missoula Agricultural Education Center’s 80+ acres—including the 20-acre Fort Field—represent an 
irreplaceable educational resource that connects academic excellence with sustainability, workforce 
preparation, and community enrichment. 
This land is not idle or underutilized—it is alive with learning. It is where Missoula’s students grow as scientists, 
leaders, and citizens. Protecting it ensures that Missoula remains at the forefront of agricultural and 
environmental education, sustaining both the land and the legacy for generations to come. 
As a lower rattlesnake resident I am appreciative that the properties review process, has provided an 
opportunity for neighbors and the community to weigh in on future scenarios for Prescott School and grounds.  
In an ideal world I would like to see both the building and grounds kept in the public domain to maintain options 
for uses of the whole property for the long-term.  As they say once it is gone it is gone. With that said I 
understand that MCPS has limited funding and is not interested in restoring the building to a state where it can 



 

be leased for ongoing community benefit (education, after school programs, arts or suitable NGOs) and down 
the road maintain the option of use by MCPS directly.  My preference is to keep building and grounds for long-
term direct public benefit, especially with the proposed zoning changes to increase the density and population 
of this neighborhood. In that light retaining the full property is all the more important.Hopefully MCPS and the 
Board of Trustees are amenable to the idea of providing  the community/neighbors the opportunity and 
sufficient time to explore what partnerships and funding sources can be forged that would allow the entire 
property to be kept in the public trust and ownership.  Our neighborhood acknowledges that it may be very 
challenging during this very chaotic time to successfully find the funding necessary to renovate the building and 
restore use. But it is worth a try.If attempting to keep the building public resource, educational, arts or 
community center  (+ more) does not appear feasible then the focus would be on a way to keep the full current 
green space/lawn in public ownership as a park and open space. As you have already heard from many 
residents: the grounds are especially important to this neighborhood and they has served as an unofficial 
neighborhood park and community sledding hill for most of the past century.  This is a tradition worth keeping.  
People come from all over town to use the sledding hill.  The school grounds are connected to the open space 
on Mt. Jumbo - this contiguous arrangement is unique and enhances the usability and features of the Prescott 
green space. It is important to mention that the Prescott School grounds is the last flat large open space in the 
lower Rattlesnake, suitable for a city park and ball field.  Unfortunately in my opinion, the recently approved 
Open Space plan for the City did not include the foresight to consider Prescott as a future city park - laying the 
ground work for the event that MCPS would choose to sell all or part of the property.  Instead, the open space 
plan assigns the Lower Rattlesnake flat ground park space in St. Gregory Park down by the interstate and 
Greenough park, neither of which provide the larger useable ball field and park space that Prescott does.  
Therefore, my hope is that MCPS and the Board of Trustees will provide the neighborhood and Missoula 
community the opportunity and sufficient time to bring together neighbors, the City of Missoula, land trusts, 
donors and others to find and implement a solution that keeps all current green space/lawn area in public 
ownership as a park.  This includes the narrower green space on the hill directly behind the school building up 
to Taylor Street. The full length of the school yard along Taylor Street is used for sledding and other 
recreational activities and would be ideally retained as part of an official park. It is also important to keep the 
historic cottonwood trees in the SW corner and the very large ponderosa pine trees along the north fence /NE 
corner. These trees add to the natural values of the green space. Besides the remaining cottonwood are 
remnants of cottonwood trees planted around the full block around Prescott - as evidence from a 1940s aerial 
photo of the school.  
There has not been sufficient time nor information forthcoming on costs of renovation during the properties plan 
sufficient to begin exploring partnership and funding options. If I understand correctly, MCPS indicated that the 
specific costs to bring each property (including Prescott) back to a usable condition using the existing footprint 
and room layout was to be provided to the public during the plan review process. This information would be 
very helpful for understanding the financial resources needed to restore building function and that would allow 
MCPS to lease the building again and keep options open for future uses down th road.  The figures provided at 
the open house were general and vague and the presenting architect said it was not possible to provide more 
specific figures than a very vague figure of $9M.  Detailed costs for existing building renovation and all its 
systems are needed to move forward in exploring other options. Retaining the open space is extremely 
important now and will become even more important as Missoula moves toward densifying this neighborhood.  
As we know open space is critical to maintaining community well being and there is no other flat ground option 
for a park in the lower rattlesnake.  The City and County Community Health Plan (2024-2030) Goal 3 speaks 
directly to this issue by being forward thinking in the development of infrastructure (open space and parks here) 
and the impact it has on human health.There is rarely a time that someone isn't using the school yard. It is 
regularly used for a wide variety of activities including ball playing, kids running around, people running of 
hanging out with their dogs, people just sitting/being enjoying the beauty of the space and connection to nature, 
birthday parties, people gathering and sledding of course.  In addition, the school building was used for many 
years for neighborhood council meetings, as an election polling location and other uses.  It would be helpful for 
the Prescott building to return to providing this function.In closing, my opinion is that these buildings are a 
public resource, funded by the taxpayer, and that the highest choice forward is to find a way to restore the 
building, lease it and hold on to the full property for long-term public benefit as an educational facility.   Selling 
any portion of this valuable resource in my opinion is short-sighted and is only meeting a short-term need.  I 
understand that MCPS envisions an endowed fund created from sale of vacant properties that would fund other 
schools into the future.  But what happens when funding is even tighter and then the ‘endowment’ becomes 
liquid funds to meet immediate needs and disappears for good.  Selling Prescott trades a long term invaluable 



 

resource (a school since 1893!) to address immediate MCPS funding shortages. This neighborhood is slated 
for densification, and although the school building does not meet current MCPS standards for school size and 
more - down the road there might be a change of heart on how the building could serve a valuable function 
directly to MCPS.  The emphasis is of the new ‘our missoula’ zoning plan and other city actions is to 
concentrate people in higher density, encourage walkability, discourage vehicle use in city center and instead 
encourage bike use and public transportation. It is entirely possible, and even likely that as more people are 
concentrated in this neighborhood in the years ahead - that this future community will greatly appreciate the 
foresight that MCPS and the Board of Trustees had in 2025 when they decided to hold onto the full property no 
matter what.  Please consider that foresight as you move forward.And as a last aside, I request that the MCPS 
take action now on providing better protection of the building. Specifically, the broken windows in the back of 
the building that are haphazardly covered with boards in a way that still allows moisture inside the building.  
MCPS please consider installing adequate protective coverage (plywood?) of the full windows so that the 
building does not become even more degraded than it is while decisions are being made.Thank you for this 
opportunity to comment! 
I strongly dislike the way this survey has been set up. I would prefer to comment on which of the three options I 
prefer for each property one at a time rather than all in a lump with each having good and bad (in my opinion) 
options. There are a few points I would like to make in regards to the school district and the city and the 
challenges ahead. First, there are fewer and fewer larger spaces that exist in this city for affordable community 
classes of all types, things that the Dickinson or the Cold Springs buildings offer. While I might agree that it is 
not the school district's responsibility to offer this type of space to the community, the for profit entities in the 
city which maintain larger spaces do not make theirs accessible/affordable to the general public. It is in all of 
our best interests to safeguard these spaces. There is a reason there are childcare centers in the Cold Springs 
building that cannot exist anywhere else. There is a reason the Dickinson building is so well utilized for classes 
of all kinds. I myself have taken many classes there. Second, I think it is extremely short sighted to sell 
properties, particularly when the properties will end up being developed either for dense infill or for high end 
unaffordable housing. Many of these spaces do not turn a profit, but are some of the last open spaces in their 
areas of the city. Could some of these open spaces be leased by the city, county, or by neighborhood 
associations to maintain their usefulness? I also think it is disingenuous to say that the PEAS farm property 
could be sold to Garden City Harvest, the city or the county so it could continue to be used as is. None of these 
entities could afford market rate for that property, and since the school district seems intent on generating peak 
revenue, I'm sure you would seek to sell it for market rate. When we sell all our open spaces, we will have sold 
the soul of this city. Again, I might agree that it is not the responsibility of the school district to provide farm land 
or open space for the residents of the city. However, mcps is currently the steward of these spaces and it is 
mcps' responsibility to think long term about the value of these spaces in broader terms, not just the dollar 
signs. Given my opinions, should I have selected the first option, to just keep operating things as they are? I 
think my response would have been ignored had I done that. I strongly urge you to sell only as a last resort and 
concentrate on leasing options. Third, we need to preserve the PEAS farm property for agriculture and 
community space at any cost. Much of Missoula's agricultural lands have already been built on. As much as I 
would like to preserve other agricultural space, it is in private hands. With the PEAS farm, we have a chance to 
at least save this one piece. I am sure residents near each of these properties feel the same way about their 
precious and shrinking resource. I don't live anywhere near the PEAS farm, but I fully recognize its value and 
its part in continuing this city's former identity as the 'garden city'. 
Keeping the Cold Springs property as a single-family home community is vital for the benefit of this 
neighborhood. This community has given nothing but support for this elementary school and for MCPS as a 
whole. Avoid at all costs selling this property to become an apartment complex or to become a commercial 
space, as this would be absolutely devastating for this community around Cold Springs. The homeowners 
surrounding Cold Springs Elementary have been in full support of the school district and it is time for MCPS to 
give back to this community by supporting them in this project by keeping this a single-family home community. 
Please show that you care about this community and not just about the bottom line. 
The Linda Vista property is an important open space to the neighborhood and contributes to the semi rural 
character of the area. Residents regularly use this specific space as an undeveloped park to recreate in and 
enjoy.  Our family has walked there and enjoyed the area for decades. This less developed nature of this area 
with larger lots is why residents have chosen to own and live here and commute to town instead of living in a 
more densely developed area. Natural open space that is not mown green grass contributes to the openness 
and of character of the area. New developments surrounding the neighborhood have consumed many acres of 
similar space and are changing the open and semi rural feel of the neighborhood. This neighborhood does not 



 

have sidewalks and increased traffic would increase congestion and decrease safety for residents.  Please do 
not develop the Linda Vista property.  The survey and proposal is flawed in that it unnecessarily lumps the 14 
unrelated properties together into a single action plan and does not allow for differing positions on different 
parcels. 
For the Cold Springs property, it is essential to keep this property as a single-family home community for the 
benefit of this neighborhood who has given so much support for the school and MCPS for the entire existence 
of Cold Springs Elementary. Selling this property to be an apartment complex or alternate commercial building 
would be detrimental for the neighborhood, both in value of the homes surrounding and for the safety and well-
being of this neighborhood. The homeowners surrounding Cold Springs Elementary have been so dedicated to 
the school district and it is time for MCPS to give back to this community by supporting them in this project. 
How can I get involved in information regarding Prescott school and Mount Jumbo? I would be very interested 
in joining the conversation on future use. 
I think that it would be acceptable to rent/sell/lease the buildings that MCPS own, but I think the open 
space/property should be left alone for the community members and wildlife to enjoy, especially with all of the 
new homes going up in areas such as Miller Creek/Linda Vista. 
Could some of the buildings be considered for shelters through the winter with Johnson street closing? 
Thanks for tackling this tricky and complicated topic. I believe that MCPS has the right and need to seek 
revenue where it can, but in a sustainable way. It also is difficult to anticipate community and student needs 
well into the future, so maintaining many of these properties for the future is important. 
Regarding the Duncan Drive Property, a few thoughts: 
1) While the School District could temporaritly recieve a significant piece of revenue by selling this property to 
the highest bidder for housing (or even commericial!) development, doing so would, in the long run, represent a 
tragic loss for the entire community. 
2) Duncan Field already exists as exactly the kind of asset much of the community has been asking for -- more 
recreational assets and open space.  The affordable housing shortage urgently needs addressing, but selling 
off prime recreational and open space lands are not the way to do it. Rather, MCPS should consider turning 
Duncan Field over to Parks and Rec on a permanent basis. 
3) The PEAS Farm, in its hands-on teaching of how we grow our food, literally represents the future of this 
planet. Whatever MCPS decides to do with the property, it would be serving the greater good of the community 
and far beyond by keeping the PEAS Farm intact as a crucial learning resource, as well as a provider of food 
for low-income people in the community. 
Head Start is so important to our community.  I hope with the sale to Head Start that this has already been 
discussed with Head Start and will not be something they cannot do.  It's an important part of the Northside 
community. 
I fully understand the need to generate revenue for our schools, but properties and land are assets that, once 
lost, will never be gained back.  I would much rather see other methods to better fund our schools than to sell 
off precious real estate, some of which serve many of the people of Missoula as is and also serve as key 
gathering and recreation locations for the local communities. 
I've been fortunate enough to live adjacent to the soccer pitch for over 25 years.  I remember when it was an 
empty field following the Peas Farm.    I support giving or selling this to the City, to be managed as a soccer 
pitch by Parks and Recreation.   The Peas Farm itself is an invaluable community resource, and I believe 
selling this property for development purposes would be the wrong decision. 
Like the typical survey, this one does not really gain much from the one filling out the survey.  Options are 
limited, answers take you down preset pathways, and yet the data will be used by the powers that be to bolster 
whatever they want to do.  A true fig leaf!! 
The language in this survey is not neutral.  It has implicit bias. 
Please quite selling everything off for development, no property or land owned by MCPS should be sold for 
anything. Improve the properties and let future Missoula kids and families enjoy them. 
For the Fort Missoula property, I feel it is a pretty ideal location for our three main highschools to have access 
to. Knowing where the potentially new location would be could sway my choice, depending on how accessible it 
would be to the three schools. Also knowing what the property would be used for. If it were to be replaced with 
another community building or buisness that is targeted towards the upperclass citizens, I would strongly 
disagree.  
I do agree that many of these sites are very run down and would be to costly to continue maintaining. I also feel 
that our current schools are underfunded as is, so the funding  should be seperate. With that said, we still need 



 

places like Cold Springs, Dickenson, Jefferson, Mount Jumbo, Fort Missoula and Toole Park. These locations 
hold education and support for our community where it is needed now more than ever. We are loosing access 
to our basic needs with our current economy. I feel it is vital for the lower class, and whats left of the middle 
class, to have access to the affordable education and supports these places hold. I know we are in dire times, 
but our community needs affordable access to what these buildings and fields currently provide. I fear without 
them it would only hinder our economic climate and overall community integrity, even further. 
Well done and thorough analysis. 
The schools continue to ask for more mils. The district needs to do its part, so when we are asked for mor mils, 
we are more likely to vote for them!! 
MCPS has a responsibility towards current and future students, and also has a huge community responsibility 
as a massive land owner in town.  While many Rattlesnake plots, such as Duncan Drive and and Prescott, 
could be enveloped (by GCH or developers) in a way that minimally impacts the neighboring community, the 
soccer fields, the space they create is very unique.  I hope we are able to work to keep them accessible fields 
for all. 
This is a wonderful open space. Kids and families and dogs walk-through and have more privacy. We have an 
extreme out of control, dear population in our neighborhood and I believe this serves as a transition or a space 
for those animals who are lovely but destructive to our properties and destroy landscaping and defecate the 
mowing is not possible without pick upand carry ticks And disease. I realize this is not your problem, but this 
neighborhood has enjoyed the open space provided by the district property. It provides another buffer zone of 
privacy for children and a safety buffer for children and families enjoying the waterpark. 
The resources that these properties represent belong to our children’s children. They were given to us to 
steward by the greatest generation our nation has ever known. To let them go now would not only be a failure 
of us all to honor our ancestors but a failure to ensure the future of our children’s educational rights. We have 
been able to hold these lands for generations and it would be an absolute failure of this community and our 
educational leaders should they leave public control. 
As a neighbor of Cold Springs, I see how many people benefit from the current use of the building. Although we 
no longer have our neighborhood school, so many students benefit from the multiple uses of Cold Springs. It’s 
our only neighborhood park area and it seems to always be busy in the evenings with various sports practices 
for children in the community. We personally attend dance class there along with hundreds of MCPS students. 
We have friends who utilize the childcare advantage programs for their kids and other friends who work in the 
facilities. The old school house is where we sit as we wait for the bus to Chief Charlo every morning and we 
see how many thriving businesses are operating there every day. It seems very short sided to consider 
eliminating this property, especially as we know many people are eager to rent the remaining spaces in the 
building. It is serving a wonderful purpose to the community and the neighborhood. Although the current use of 
Cold Springs doesn’t look like what it did when my husband and his dad both attended school there, it is still 
serving many, many MCPS students and families in numerous capacities. I urge you to please see the value in 
the current use of this facility and the potential it has to continue to fill the needs of the district in unique ways. 
The MCPS kids in our neighborhood who already had their school closed down deserve to continue to use this 
space as a park and neighborhood gathering space. 
If Option 3 depends on school levies that fail to pass, Option 2 is my next choice. 
This survey is clearly meant to manipulate. It leads the participant through numerous forced or even false 
choices. It is honestly a little patronizing and embarrassing. What about history (Prescott was gere in the 
1890s, right?) and continuity? what about the needs of the future students with Missoula’s expected population 
growth leading to 125k by 2045 Missoula (mayors office)? 
 
 I lived on Phillips st in the late 1990s, and Lowell School was closed and the School board wanted to sell it for 
a one time boost in cash… we fought it and won and now Lowell is vibrant and thriving. Please stop giving 
away our kids future!  
 
We will never be able to find such a large piece of property as Prescott in the Rattlesnake… larger than 
Hellgate. Similar to Lowell 
 
Also… Prescott has had students recently… everything is likely in or nearly in code. I think we need a second 
opinion about the Prescott building 
Thanks. 



 

The Linda Vista property had been determined “unusable” for MCPS use many years ago. Sell the property so 
the district can off-set the $158 million dollar bond, as was promised before the bond passed. 
There isn’t enough information on the grids to explain why only those options lead to those results. 
The open spaces I believe are essential.for keeping Missoula a desirable place to live. Selling off older defunct 
buildings of little historical importance should be the first step 
Who designed this survey? Rather than soliciting solutions and information it leads participants through a 
series of leading and false choices that make one suspect that decisions have already been made.  
Given projections of demographic growth and changing zoning, I think it would be shortsighted to sell 
properties that might be used to serve future MCPS students where they live rather than bussing them 
significant distances. The lower rattlesnake will likely be zoned  for high urban density in the near future. 
Having properties of significant size to develop for k-12 education is critical. I support keeping the Prescott 
School site for education. 
As a resident whose property backs up to the green space I can say first hand that it is a heavily used open 
space that family’s and wildlife alike use on a daily bases. This is a beautiful space where people can walk their 
dogs, kids ride their bikes and animals can graze and seek refuge. Something like this should be cherished and 
protected. In a world where open space for kids to explore is shrinking we should encourage a space like this to 
remain open and free.It is also amazing that it opens up to Marilyn park which in of itself should be reason 
enough to not congest that area with potentially more houses. I personally would love to see it unchanged and I 
can speak on behalf of a lot of my neighbors that they would as well.Thank you for your time. 
Lifelong Learning Center is SUCH an incredible resource for our community. I really hope the building is able to 
remain as-is! 
I think MCPS should consider lease/sale of many of these properties on the market--- not just consider the 
city/county/and non-profits. I am unclear why the option of selling to the public is seen as a viable option that 
would  generate income for MCPS. 
Preserve space that also provides habitat, in some way, for flora and fauna.  Preserve open space.  This could 
mean do not sell or lease, OR it could mean sell or lease depending on the intentions of the buyer or lease.  
For example, all properties in the Rattlesnake provide some form of open space. 
The Missoula Robotics club currently uses the Admin Building.  I am involved with them as a volunteer mentor 
and parent to a student member.  I would prefer they can continue using that space.  However, I will be happy 
as long as they are provided a space to continue operating. 
I feel that the farm program must be a priority. The land should be kept. The rest of the buildings/properties that 
are losing money or surplus should be liquidated. 
Long term leases for the properties allow MCPS to keep the property, which may be beneficial to maintain for 
future projects or financial needs. 
Areas in the Miller Creek area seem to show the most growth, with would suggest a potential need for using 
Cold Springs as a new Elementary or Middle School option. 
IF the Rattlesnake property (north of the HHS soccer fields) is sold for housing, the MOST IMPORTANT point 
is to maintain the trail (15-20ft wide) that connects the NE corner of the soccer fields to the park at the corner of 
Rattlesnake Dr and Rattlesnake Ct. This could be a requirement of the sale to a developer, a permanent 
easement, or MCPS retains that section.  
 
While selling to a developer for housing probably makes the most sense, once it's sold, there's no turning back, 
so if there is an option to acknowledge this is the best choice, but to defer the decision for a while (years?), I 
urge the trustees to wait. There's no rush; sit on it and think about it for a while. 
I fully support option 2, with one exception.  I don't think the Linda Vista property should be sold or traded to the 
city. 
Repurposing and preserving structures that have long-stood in our community, preserves our history and 
strengthens community networks for future generations. As Missoula continues to grow, the opportunity to 
preserve what makes Missoula special must be prioritized. As developers create small town-sized track 
housing it is increasingly important to preserve the character of our town. 
It seems to me that the Duncan, Toole, and Dickinson properties provide the most community impact in their 
current forms. I did not select Dickinson in my 2, as the lifelong learning classes could happen more easily at 
another location (old library building, or something closer to a bus hub) while the PEAS Farm and Toole park 
field by the river feel pretty irreplaceable. 



 

I would appreciate MCPS leaving as much parkland and open space available to public use as  possible, while 
also cutting expenses for the district. Selling/and or leasing the buildings, but maintaining the 
parks/farms/playgrounds whenever possible would be my preference. 
I think that keep using the Dickinson Building as a Lifelong Learning Center is very important for the 
community. 
Please don’t get rid of the Lifelong learning center; just find it a new space if needed. 
What would it look like for these properties to be sold to a community land trust (Front Step CLT or Trust 
Montana)? This way, the land is truly owned by the community in perpetuity. 
Sell off and stop asking for levies 
The Linds Vista wooded area is used more than the park. It’s a little place of wild in a developed area that is 
good for the human soul as well as the neighborhood animals. 
Keep Rattlesnake and Duncan properties to be used as sport/soccer fields. No other large, flat space for sport 
exists in rattlesnake area and other and less optimal open/park space areas will be utilized by rattlesnake youth 
for team sports which will cause damage and potential conflicts. 
Do what's best for our kids! 
Save the PEAS Farm! It provides so much for our schools and our community. It is a true community 
partnership and the Duncan property should be kept by MCPS to preserve the PEAS Farm and the many 
experiences it provides for all MCPS community members! Thank you for your time! 
This park has been here ever since I was a kid. With all of the over developing of the Lind visa area happening, 
it is nice to have some remanence of nature around still. People walk their dogs, ride their bikes and use this 
trail as an access way to the public park below. It’s some of the only habitat left around for deer and other 
animals and it would be an utter shame and embarrassment to the state of Montana if this natural land was 
taken and turned into some cheaply built yet overpriced houses, or overpriced apartments like the rest of 
Missoula has turned into. Montana is a state proud of her wildlife and nature. Kids play in this area, dogs go on 
walks, and the local wildlife has a place to rest. It should be left untouched and not used to make a quick buck. 
Use the marijuana sales for education! 
I feel that keeping the property that continues to support the AG program is essential for this program. 
The options given on this online platform did not provide real room for citizens to express support for 
simultaneously preserving historic buildings such as the Whittier School and the Administration Building while 
supporting sound long-term financial management of school properties. It is important for leadership to know 
that citizens understand that it is not an “either/or” choice between historic preservation and good fiscal 
stewardship. There are plenty of examples of both being achieved together.  I am concerned about the school 
board repeating what happened with the Willard School, which involved no transparency until, for all practical 
purposes, a decision to demolish a historic Missoula building (with good bones) was made. There are multiple 
ways for the school board to ensure that the people’s interests in our historic buildings are safeguarded, with or 
without continuing MCPS ownership of the buildings, while MCPS simultaneously makes sound long-term 
financial decisions for our schools.  I appreciate the openhouses that the board and WGM staged for citizens at 
the schools/properties, and I appreciate your making space for this comment on your platform.  I would be 
happy to speak further with anyone about this.   
-  Brian Upton, 514 Cleveland 
(406) 471-7405 
It isn't right for private developers to continue getting deals for their commercial and high-end housing projects 
with all the land swaps Missoula agencies engage in. We should only sell if the working poor are the 
beneficiaries. Stop the parking and condo insanity-rules are "changed" every day for the powerful-so don't say 
that you "can't so some type of development."  Just make the right project choices. You know what they are. 
 
The school population is decreasing-people aren't having kids because they don't feel supported by their 
communities. These properties need to benefit businesses and non-profits and housing that aren't about the 
highest dollar value, but promote human connection. 
I only have knowledge of two buildings.  The Dickenson Building may be an expense, but it is a vital 
educational asset to the community.  The old Administration building seems like "dead weight" -- like downtown 
real estate that could be sold to put back into other resources. 
Buildings like Cold Springs should be repurposed for senior housing.  Its one level and close to services.  Small 
affordable studio and one bedrooms. 
As the city gets more and more crowded, open space, recreation, and ag use/education should be the priority 



 

We need to keep properties in growth areas like East Missoula.  We may need to move some programs to 
buildings that are easier to sustain, like Dickinson, or protect communities with strong needs like Whittier, which 
has been a Head Start program for the North Side. 
Innovation for more resources through small communities groups. 
I appreciate the information shared and want to highlight the needs of students, including Deaf, Hard of 
Hearing, and students with any disabilities.MCPS owns 14 unused buildings and properties — why not create a 
bilingual school supporting both spoken English and ASL? This school could offer teacher of the deaf, 
educational audiologist support, interpreter programs, ASL classes, tutoring, and programs for all students with 
disabilities. It could also provide University of Montana and district credits, online and in-person learning, and 
opportunities for teaching degree training.Bringing students together in one inclusive environment would 
improve academic growth, support staff training, and provide equitable opportunities for all students. 
If too much land is sold off, we're kicking the can down the road to pay for future buildings at a cost 
exponentially higher for the district and taxpayers. 
Save open field parks that are used for regular exercise and soccer games. 
With so much residential growth happening north of the Clark Fork River (and particularly in the Westside and 
Northside neighborhoods, on the north end of Scott Street), I believe it is important for MCPS to establish a 
middle school (or a K-8 school(s)) located north of the Clark Fork River. Currently, all the middle schools are 
located south of the river and far away from the Northside/Westside neighborhoods. 
Please keep the Rattlesnake Property as open space! It's constantly in use from the community in so many 
different aspects. So important for the neighborhood here to keep it that way. 
It makes the most sense to me to sell/lease unused properties that are currently expenses to the district with 
little current or future "value" to MCPS because they would require an extensive remodel. Using the proceeds 
of those to improve actual MCPS facilities is compelling. One thing Missoula Schools need is a better "event" 
center with an auditorium for hosting school events like theater, band, choir, speech & debate, or events where 
a modern auditorium would suffice. This would also be helpful when hosting state competitions. If one of the 
properties could be used to create such a central resource for all MCPS schools - it would reduce the stress on 
individual schools with inadequate facilities. That could conceivably be rented out during non MCPS use for 
community events. The private owned facilities are cost prohibitive for use (MCT, Dennison, etc.) for most 
MCPS events. It would be cheaper to have 1 excellent facility, than trying to maintain separate ones at all the 
schools. 
I really like the idea of collaboration and/or trade with City of Missoula and Missoula County programs. City of 
Missoula Parks and Recreation has growing after school and other programs, that need spaces to meet. 
Existing MCPS buildings make the most sense for many of these programs, especially when it's community 
wide, multi-school programs. 
Please do not sell the Fort Missoula property. My daughter is really enjoying the education she is recieving 
from her Agricultural class through MCPS. She has wanted to work with animals since she was in kindergarten, 
she is now a freshman at Big Sky High School. She is enrolled in a MCPS class through BSHS in which her 
classroom is located at the Ag Center to learn about animals in a hands on environment. This is such an 
incredible opportunity for our community's youth. We have long understood the traditional classroom is not for 
every person and the Ag center/ outdoor classrooms provide an option for students enrolled in public schools. 
Taking this opportunity away from our students would be detrimental to their success as young adults and a 
growing diverse prosperous community. This property is our families only possibility for my daughter to learn 
how to raise farm animals as we rent and our rental agreement will not allow animals. The location of the Ag 
center is also amazing because it is within walking distance of our house and many other BSHS students living 
in the neighborhood making educational goals and lifelong dreams a possibility. Please keep the Ag Center 
and outdoor classroom at its current location. 
How can we ensure the profits are reallocated to the students and teachers? 
I think that PEAs farm is a great asset for educating students via field trips. I think it is a great use of Cold 
Springs school for allowing daycares, summer camps, etc. to utilize the building/property.  
 
I think that the properties that are just land (no buildings) are good to hold on to for future use as the city grows 
and more facilities are needed. The thought of selling in order to purchase different properties does not seem 
financially efficient as costs to purchase only seem to be increasing. I understand that property could be sold 
just to support other budgets but I would think that existing properties could be used for good as well. 



 

I think any outdated buildings or property that are not generating revenue or operating on a break even basis 
should be disposed of/sold at fair market value so they could perhaps be re-developed.  Most of these 
properties are in the urban core of the city with existing sewer and water and re-development would be 
beneficial.  That being said, I do think this money should be invested and MCPS should try and "live" off / fund 
programs on the interest generated from the proceeds rather than just spending all the money from sale of 
properties now and not leaving money for future needs. 
Would love to see options at LLLC for certified teachers in the district to have priority options to teach classes 
that could be for adults and also after school and summer programs for all ages. I think schools can build 
community with the families by providing options to their studnets and families beyond the school curriculum. 
I don't like that we have to vote 'all or nothing'.   I have different thoughts about different buildings and your 
survey should have allowed us to vote/comment separately for each property.   Keep the Rattlesnake property. 
The Prescott property should also be kept (perhaps leased?) for future use.  I realize the student population is 
decreasing at present, but as Missoula is being developed exponentially by the day, this will surely change in 
the future.  It will be much more difficult to purchase property in the city in the future as every nook and cranny 
is being developed.  I think it is wise to try and keep as many properties as possible but lease out these 
properties to at least break even.   We will indeed need these properties in the future.  Missoula is growing not 
shrinking. 
In light of this current Administration, I would be surprised if Head Start would have the money to buy the 
Whittier building but if they do, I would support that. Headstart is a much-needed service for kids/families.  I just 
don't want to see it get knocked down and the land filled with apartments.  The cops are already down at that 
massive Villagio constantly!  I have lived on the Northside for the last 55 years and hate to see the flavor of our 
neighborhood destroyed with the massive infilling and the crime that comes with low-income housing.  We have 
had enough over here.  Thank you. 
The Administration Building is vital to the Missoula Robotics team, unless a building of equal work space can 
be found for the team. Thank you!! 
Why are these the only options? Why cant you dontate land and buildings taht are just sucking up funds 
through taxes and utility bills and allow a developer to make affordable housing out of the donation. Or tear 
down one of the delapitated buildings and reuse the space for new schools if needed... 
I would love to see approaches that provide education options for students within walking distance of their 
home whenever possible. For this reason I would love to additional community resources to made available to 
the school district so that Prescott school could be used to educate middle school aged students in the 
Rattlesnake and Mount Jumbo could be used to educate children in East Missoula. 
From what I have heard, the Life Long learning center and the Rattlesnake property are the most important to 
our community. 
The Rattlesnake property should remain open space. Communities need open space to play, walk and have 
gatherings. 
With the growth of Missoula not including families for the most part, it is time to sell or lease properties for 
maximum profit as long as it's a sustainable model 
The MCPS Farm is a viable program and one of the very few programs like it left.  
I think it is important to look at areas of city development where new, large housing projects are going and 
making sure we have buildings to open new schools to accommodate that growth. Franklin isn't equipped to 
handle to growth the new Johnson St. triangle will bring. Russell isn't equipped to handle to growth the new 
development behind Bob Ward's will bring. JRE isn't set to handle to growth the LDS temple will bring.  
I also think it is interesting that we are paying costs to sustain non-profits. I know some of those non-profits 
serve MCPS (like Friends of the Children) but is there one central location they can be so we are only having to 
fund one building? If a non-profit is not exclusive or primarily in service to MCPS, I do not feel we should be 
paying to sustain those at the cost of our students. 
I think the entire Prescott property should be sold. That building needs to be leveled... it's uninhabitable and 
would cost WAY too much to ever be used. 
 
Keep PEAS farm and soccer fields intact! 
This survey was difficult to complete. It seemed to assume I knew not only where all these properties are 
located, but what they're used for today. I do not know those details. A map of all the properties and a 
description of them and their uses would have been helpful. Also, a discussion/description of the timing and 
sequencing may have helped too. 



 

I would love to see Peas farm continue to operate in the way it has. I'm unsure what property apart from 
rattlesnake school MCPS owns. I'd love to see Prescott school property used as a school 
Funding our schools for the future is very important but also property is a valuable asset so a balanced 
approach is my choice 
Those buildings which have architectural significance such as the admin building should be sold to parties 
prepared to preserve them in line with Historic Preservation’s recommendations. 
We need to look at the long term benefits of selling properties that cost us money to maintain, and decide 
which properties are an asset and which are, or may soon become liabilities. 
The deferred maintenance on buildings needs to be addressed, as our community is still paying for the last 
improvements. MCPS should take all necessary steps to ensure that its buildings are safe and healthy for 
students and staff. 
I do not want to see the checked property being sold for housing developement. I would be ok with parks or 
something for kids activities. 
I appreciate MCPS soliciting community input, and hope that the existing green spaces (like Rattlesnake 
property and playgrounds at existing facilities) will be maintained as OPEN space (undeveloped for 
residential/commercial use) for community events, education and recreation. 
I am specifically reaching out about the neighborhood value of the Linda Vista property. This is vital open space 
for neighbors several miles around. It’s a place to hike our dogs, play with our kids and hike can be in nature 
ourselves.It’s also incredible habitat for many species that thrive in our neighborhoods. I would recommend 
school bonds and community investment over removing open space from neighborhoods that count on it for 
our health and mental health and the health of many species we coexist with. I think it is also important to 
recognize that the open space in the Linda Vista neighborhood is one of the pieces that draw many people to 
this neighborhood and it is directly related to our property value. There are many reasons in which developing 
this incredible hiking/nature lot would be detrimental to many families lives. I think many of us would be willing 
to be a part of community investment in order to protect these treasures in our neighborhood. Thank you. 
The Hellgate soccer fields and surrounding land owned by MCPS have been very important to my family as 
open space. I hope they will remain as open space. 
I'm really just doing this because my little sister (9yo) is really passionate about reopening mount jumbo school 
as we are residents of East Missoula. I would be doing her a disservice if I didn't at least express this opinion. 
Whether or not it's realistic I don't know. But East Missoula is growing, and at some point I'm wondering if it'll 
make sense to reopen doors. Thanks 
I am a retired MCPS teacher. We built our house 42 years ago across from the Linda Vista property. My 
children, grandchildren and children of others living in the area have used it growing up. I and many others 
have used it to walk themselves and their dogs here. It is the only open space of its kind in Missoula and it 
needs no maintenance. Do what you want to with the other properties but leave this one as it is. 
The school board should be making these decisions on the basis of the best interests of the students. 
Community members feelings are not relevant. I’ve got 3 kids in public schools and see first hand the failing 
buildings and underpaid teachers working with constricting budgets. MCPS should not be maintaining 
abandoned or unused buildings unless they think they will be needed for future for MCPS activities. The adult 
life long learning center might be the only exemption as it does benefit the community. 
I live near Prescott School and have school age children.  I would prefer that some green space be retained on 
the Prescott property, but beyond that, I strongly support MCPS administrators in using their best judgement to 
re-purpose the property in a manner that considers the need to have schools for an ever expanding population, 
but also considers smart financial decisions and the need for housing and other beneficial non-educational 
uses in the neighborhood.  My intuition is that the property could be largely coverted to housing, but once again 
defer to the expertise and judgement of MCPS administrators. 
This survey feels very biased and persuasive. I would recommend eliminating any biased language from this 
survey to get a better understanding of what your community wants. 
This area has been used as a green area for the neighborhood.  Selling to the city - they would sell to a 
developer who would then create more housing and would make it even more congested.  People move to this 
area because of the green space and the lack of congestion. 
The Fort property is crucial to the AG family in this area, which literally and figuratively feed every industry and 
members of this community. 
The property, as established, is not negotiable; there are too many lessons and skills learned and realized 



 

every single day at this property, the are trade and life skills that will simply not be developed if the property is 
compromised. 
Maintaining the Duncan Drive property as a community farm operated by Garden City Harvest is my top priority 
for any of the proposed changes/options. The property provides a wealth of educational opportunities that are 
unique within the MCPS area and current offerings, from youth programs and camps, to adult/continuing 
education. It is well used by members of the Garden City Harvest farm program and recreationalists, two 
endeavors which regularly bring diverse people together that engenders unique opportunities for informal, 
outside the classroom education about everything from horticulture to community housing and culture. 
Leave the Linda Vista property unimproved for wildlife. Please do not sell it to wedge more houses into an area 
that is growing and only has ONE exit road (Miller Creek). 
 
I regularly attend classes at Dickinson/Lifelong Learning--it is a terrific Missoula resource. Don't endanger it. 
For the soccer field on the Duncan Drive property, I support donating or selling this property to the city, to be 
managed as a soccer field by Parks and Rec.  As to the Peas farm, the farm is a valuable community resource 
that benefits the entire Missoula Community.  A preferred alternative would be for MCPS to sell or donate to a 
non-profit, so that it continues to operate as a farm.  There is a desperate need for both school funding and 
housing in the community, and hopefully not at the expense of losing there two community assets. 
Seek more volunteer participation for maintaining and improving properties 
For the soccer pitch in the Duncan Drive Property, I support giving or selling this to the City, to be managed as 
a soccer pitch by Parks and Rec. As to the PEAS Farm itself, this decision should not be all about money: the 
PEAS Farm is an invaluable community resource that benefits the entire community in many ways. Selling it for 
housing would be a terrible decision. If there’s a way that MCPS can sell it to a non-profit like Garden City 
Harvest, so that it continues to be run the way it is, great, but please do not sell it for housing. 
I built my house across from this open space 42 years ago. I have logged a lot of miles in this space with my 
family, dogs and now grandchildren. I think it is the only open space of its kind in Missoula. It is used by many 
of the people who live in the neighborhood and the Linda Vista area. I know money is a big factor in our society 
but it would be great to leave this area alone. It would be nice if you would listen to the people who want it left 
alone. If you do it would be a lot different than our city, county, state and federal government. 
We need affordable housing. Perhaps Prescott school could fill that need 
Please don't demo any historically significant buildings! Pursue development agreements and public incentives 
with interested parties who are committed to building rehabilitation and reuse for public benefit. 
Not sure why option 1 and 2 both require MT Jumbo to only lease to non-profits?  Could.lease to for profit 
businesses to help  g 
enerate money for repairs. 
The Mount Jumbo school is in much better condition than many of the other schools. It makes sense to keep 
this school as the East Missoula community is growing quickly and on the edge of a current boundary. There 
are numerous apartment buildings currently going in and 2 other large projects with plans set to build. It does 
not seem practical to keep busing children to rattlesnake when there could be a location in their own area. 
Being a local to this school my neighborhood is full of children either just starting school or getting to the age, 
this school would definitely get its use. The neighborhood already uses this park quite often for events and daily 
use. In the meantime while plans are being made, it makes sense to be leasing this space at fair market value 
and utilizing the entire space consistently to maximize profit for renovations. This could even be a great police 
satellite location to help cover this area in a more efficient manner. I also feel that it is best to sell all land 
properties since there are 7 current school locations that are not being used as a school. This would generate 
money to remodel the schools that could actually be used. 
As you can tell from this survey and from the previous survey I filled out (not sure what was done with those 
responses), I am most concerned about maintaining properties as they are being done now AND, especially, 
maintaining the agricultural, recreational, open space use of the Rattlesnake Property. In the plan options 
section, MCPS has inaccurately described the Rattlesnake Property by saying that the plan options for that 
property only apply to the north portion of the property that is currently "unused." This is (likely intentionally) 
misleading, as the northern end of that property gets far more use as a Garden City Harvest farm than the 
southern end of the property's soccer fields. I live near this property and have been a CSA beneficiary of the 
Rattlesnake Property's PEAS Farm for nearly 20 years. The number of people who use the farm portion of the 
property to work at the farm, host troubled youth, host summer youth camps, attend events, and pick up locally 
grown food far outnumbers the few dozen 40+ year old who play pick-up soccer on the south end of the 



 

property once a week for about two months in the summer, along with the occasional dog walker that traverses 
those fields. Nonetheless, I think the entire property is very valuable for MCPS to maintain as is. In the previous 
survey MCPS did on these properties I elaborated at length on the educational values of this property, from 
youth camps (which my daughter attended for years before becoming a volunteer counselor) to it being a 
community gathering place where adults also learn about food production and, well, community happenings. 
MCPS's mission is primarily education and the Rattlesnake Property serves that purpose in a unique and 
increasingly rare way, by providing an educational space for all learners of all ages outside of a traditional 
classroom. Failing to maintain that would be a significant loss to Missoula County. In addition to maintaining 
this property and its current use, MCPS should put the property in a conservation easement. Please do refer to 
my comments on all of this and other MCPS from the previous iteration of survey, assuming those weren't 
roundly ignored and deleted. Thank you for your consideration. 
In favor of selling Duncan Field to the City of Missoula for continued use and management by Parks and Rec. 
Not in favor of selling the field or Peas Farm for housing development. Thank you. 
I believe the district should tear down some properties and use the land for other items. Such as 6th street 
could be pay to park, or Prescott could be a big garden. The administration that sits at the top needs to think 
outside the box and find what’s right for the district. 
We love the big green space and many dogs and kids play there. It would be important to us to keep that space 
for the sake of the community. I love the idea of a community gym!! If the building could be sold but the city 
could keep the park on Orchard Street, that would be a compromise for us. 
Please be fiscally responsible and sell any unused buildings ASAP.  Continuing to spend the amount of money 
we do maintaining vacant properties is an absolute waste.  In my opinion it would be wise to reduce this kind of 
spending as much as possible and fast as possible. Thank you for your time. 
Sell every one of these properties on the open market. You don’t need any of them. MCPS is bloated and an 
undue burden to the taxpayers. All education in Missoula needs to be privatized and all properties divested. 
Don’t sell the Linda vista property. We need open space. 
For the soccer pitch on the Duncan Drive Property, I support giving or selling this to the City, to be managed as 
a soccer pitch by Parks and Rec. As to the PEAS Farm itself, this decision should not be all about money: the 
PEAS Farm is an invaluable community resource that benefits the entire community in many ways. Selling it for 
housing would be a terrible decision. If there’s a way that MCPS can sell it to a non-profit like Garden City 
Harvest, so that it continues to be run the way it is, great, but please do not sell it for housing. Open space for 
people to use is an invaluable resource for community building. 
I think MCPS should explore selling some or all of the income properties identified in Option 2.  I recognize that 
this may generate community backlash, and I think if MCPS administrators believe this option is in the best 
interests of the school system, they should stay strong in the face of a vocal minority of neighbors who oppose 
selling these properties on a NIMBY basis.  However, where MCPS could mitigate the impact to the 
community, they should explore this.  For example, perhaps reserving a small portion of the Prescott property 
for a small park/sled hill, or reserving a public access easement to connect the Hellgate soccer fields to 
Rattlesnake Drive and the areas to the north for the Rattlesnake property.   
 
My one concern is that MCPS should not use the income generate from these asset sales to fill/plug structural 
budget shortfalls.  Selling these properties should generate funds that can be set aside for future capital 
projects to enhance, expand or add to MCPS programs/schools.  Otherwise, MCPS would likely burn through 
the cash generated by the sales in the near to intermediate term, with no capital fund available in the event a 
future need to purchase land or construct new buildings arises. 
I object to the tone and structure of this survey. It is ridiculously biased - our only options are to essentially 
agree that MCPS must sell property, or be shamed into acknowledging that other options aren't financially 
reasonable. This is not a survey! I will send further thoughts to the email provided. 
 
The Linda Vista Property and Dickinson Building are the is most important to us. 
The reason for our preferences are: 
Linda Vista - because there are very few open space undeveloped park areas within the city limits, and it is 
enjoyable to walk through this property on our way to the beautiful park to which it borders.   
Dickinson School Property - both my wife and I have attended classes in this facility; it is still a viable property 
and is conveniently located and offers much needed educational courses for the community. 



 

I have used the park property at Linda Vista weekly, if not daily, for the past ten years. I used it before I had a 
child, and now my child enjoys the park as well. Many children can be seen riding their bikes through the 
bumpy trails, and walking with their families and friends. Having access to this park improves the feel of the 
neighborhood, which has already become much busier with many new construction projects. The Linda Vista 
park property is also one of the only open fields where the many, many, urban deer and the wild horses can 
hang out. Removing this open space will result in these animals having even less natural habitat available for 
their use. The character of the Linda Vista neighborhood will be forever changed, for the worse, without this 
park.  
 
Fort Missoula is another property I frequent, and enjoy, and the current "break even" use as a farm for Big Sky 
students should not be forsaken. With the skyrocketing price of real estate, MCPS should hold onto real estate 
investments for as long as possible. Finding a new location for the program will undoubtedly cost the taxpayers 
even more. Thank you for taking the time to review my thoughts and concerns. Sarah Lockwood 
I hope these plans are financially responsible and NOT causing more taxes for Missoulians. 
I think the sports field at the Duncan Drive Property is a really important resource. I think this should be 
managed as an open space and sports field by the city or Parks and Rec. The PEAS Farm is also a valuable 
community resource and I oppose selling it for more housing development. Thank you for the opportunity to 
provide input. 
Please ensure that as much land as possible goes to dense, affordable, and infill housing. 
I am disappointed that you have not maintained buildings and now it is as if it just happened- as if decisions 
were not made to stop maintaining. And b/c of the lack of maintenance, it is now too expensive to repair. I also 
want to say that I have supported every single school bond or mill levy, whatever. I do not have children, and 
feel it is our job, as community members, to support public schools. But I also think the schools should be 
mindful of the fact that many of us support funding for public schools b/c we believe in it as a common good. 
These schools that we fund should think of us as their supporters and recognize we have a stake, and should 
also act in ways that are for the greater good. I think it is foolish to sell school properties to the highest bidder to 
build $1,000,000 condos- that is NOT what the community needs. If you are going to sell, it should be with input 
from the community (that helps to support the public school system), and it should continue to serve some sort 
of community purpose. I think your property assessments reveal some bias- for example, you say that Prescott 
is readily accessed by pedestrian, bike, car, and public transit- with a bus stop just two blocks away. Yet you 
assert that people will not want to travel here... People from all over Missoula come to the Rattlesnake 
neighborhood- they visit Greenough Park, they hike Mount Jumbo and Waterworks Hill, and head farther up to 
the Rattlesnake Recreation Area. You say the neighborhood is central enough to be high density zoning and is 
easily accessed (basically ON the bus line), but then you suggest that it is simultaneously too far for people to 
travel to for community center purposes. Those two things seem in conflict. 
As the property owner adjacent to the proposed Linda Visa project it would be wonderful to maintain the open 
space and access to Marilyn park. So many families enjoy the space - even the wild horses! That said, if it is to 
be developed I would like to see the homes/ their lots to be similar to those existing in the area and would 
prefer not to see high density apartments etc. and the traffic which would accompany as I imagine the main 
entry point would be by my yard?Thank you for taking the neighborhood's thoughts into consideration, Patricia 
Lawrence 
No proposals were made to utilize the existing schools buildings as school buildings in those districts, 
specifically to address the growth in population of students attending preschool-12.  
Any proceeds from the sale of property (or exchange of property) should go into the school fund and benefit the 
entire school district and reducing tax liability for property owners. 
With the amount of low income/at risk youth, I believe it would be beneficial to explore converting into small 
apartment areas for those students and families that are homeless.  Many students are low income with no 
safe place to stay.  Some sleep in a park, some in cars, or recreational vehicles.  These factors affect every 
aspect of their lives and therefore can not concentrate on school work or are too tired to attend school or stay 
awake. These factors hurt our students more than anything. 
Maintaining continuing adult education is critical for educating our community! From maintaining arts and 
culture, to supporting health and wellbeing, to helping people find meaning outside of the religious sense, and 
to developing and enhancing our workforce knowledge and skills through the plethora of courses available, the 
adult education courses provided by MCPS are invaluable. I understand the need for financial order, however, 
the support that MCPS provides to adults and non-profits is essential for the health of the community. K-12 



 

support and education is the cornerstone of of MCPS, although learning ought not stop upon graduation. 
Therefore, the continued learning programs facilitates opportunities for people, including myself, to sharpen old 
skills or learn new ones, only serves to increase potential of this community; as we all learn and become more 
able, we can better serve our community. 
Please maintain the continued learning platforms. 
 
Regarding the question of choosing fiscal sense or community desire, MCPS has a responsibility to sustain in 
order to serve, therefore it must remain with a positive balance. However, community input is crucial as MCPS 
serves the community. I hope a solution is found to balance budget and meet community needs. 
Thank you for your service. 
MCPS owns a great number of buildings and properties that are not being used and just cost the district money 
that could go toward investing in our students and currently used buildings.  The Lifelong Learning Center is 
vital to the Missoula community and should be a priority for MCPS.  As for the other buildings/properties, they 
should be used, sold or leased out to ease the burden of levy dollars for homeowners in Missoula. 
Thank you 
I noted the Duncan Drive property as important because the PEAS farm currently provides so much benefit to 
the community, including via partnerships with MCPS schools for student visits. It's critical that this property 
maintains its current use as a teaching farm! I would hope that all creative solutions might be sought to this 
end. 
If the school district can sell and generate income to maintain existing facilities and/or purchase land for future 
expansion in our school district, then I feel the levies that are presented to the taxpayer in the future may not 
have to be so high and more amenable to passing. If you have assets and can generate income from the sale 
of these assets, why not sell and get the income and revenue from those assets. 
I would like to see some of the usable buildings leased to businesses that support community engagement and 
involvement. Things like daycares, dance studios, art classes/studio space, restaurants/breweries, etc. I would 
not like to see MCPS' unique spaces sold--i.e. the old Admin building. These spaces could be redesigned in 
such a positive way, that I would hate to see them sold and demolished. 
The amount of development happening in the Linda Vista area has been substantial. The impact on traffic 
congestions and Cher amount of overflow in schools would only worsen if someone would build more homes in 
Linda Vista Park property. Developing on these nature reserves in the middle of residential areas would have a 
negative impact on the wildlife that frequent the park and the families that look to it as a refuge. As Missoulian, 
we need to be careful about building in park areas and selling to out of state developers. Missoula is only 
getting more busy, and there are only a few places left in this city that are untouched. 
I love having this park for my two daughters to run in. It’s also gives somewhere for the wildlife to go other than 
my backyard. If it were gone and developed, I’d  sell my house immediately 
If the Linda Vista property is sold it will likely be developed into apartments. Apartments bring people with no 
ties to the community therefore they have no motivation to keep the community nice. Apartments also bring 
Crime it's a fact. And eventually they will be purchased by an investor and filled up with Section 8 housing. Not 
a good thing for people who have worked hard to afford live in the  Linda Vista area. 
I feel like more thought should be put into creative ways of generating income on some of these locations. 
No apartments 
I think they for most (not all) of these properties, it is incredibly short-sighted to sell. Once they’re gone, that’s 
forever and both land and building costs are as high as they’ve ever been, with the likelihood that they will 
continue to rise. Also, several of the properties listed are well-used and it is misleading to say that they are 
“vacant” Ron”underutilized” (ie Jefferson was only recently made vacant because the district terminated the 
specialized preschool and forced neighborhood schools to take on this programming). I am really not a fan of 
how this is being presented to the community. It again seems like a case where the district already has a plan 
and they are just going through the motions and pretense of asking for community input. 
I want Studio M to be able to occupy Cold Springs until they are able to find a new location. They are an 
amazing asset to the community. 
I don’t think all 14 of these properties can be lumped together in one solution. Developing green spaces in 
neighborhoods like Linda Vista property is not the answer for school district revenue. 
I believe selling for park use would be the best. I don’t like the properties being sold for up and coming homes 
to be built. That just means more tax and more crowed areas. 



 

I enjoy the open space behind Marilyn Park. I would enjoy seeing this made into open space as it is and has 
been a part of the neighborhood for years. This district has waited too long to do anything with the properties 
under your control.  This plan should have been implemented years ago but you have always felt good about 
digging into the wallets of others. 
The wooded area behind Marilyn Park is a refuge for both people and deer. It is used much more than the 
northern half of the park, which is nothing but stickers. Those of us that have lived here prior to the infill of 
houses value it more than the parks. It is further from the busy streets and quiet! 
The amount of retro fit for Mount Jumbo is tokk on high a cost with additional money needed for maintenance 
of an old building.   Better to sell the property and use the funds for other needs. 
MCPS and their partners have been thinking about this more than I have. I trust MCPS to make good decisions 
for MCPS families and the broader Missoula community. The options I've chosen weren't super strong - I'm 
sure I could be persuaded otherwise. My main feeling is that I'd like MCPS to have a mandate to act decisively 
for our long term interests, even if that means there are winners and losers. (And even if I end up being one of 
the losers.) 
Hellgate High School has continually drawn the short straw in comparison to Sentinel and Big Sky when it 
comes to facilities. Sure, we can't expand and are landlocked by homes and businesses, but we have the 
oldest building, no parking and no outdoor space for our students. Conversations about Toole Park have been 
on and off since I've worked at Hellgate (18 years) and nothing substantial has ever happened.  
 
Meanwhile, Stegner Field at Sentinel has been improved over the years and Big Sky has space as far as the 
eye can see. Makes me wonder if our district really cares about equity among schools? We've constantly let 
the city stand in our way at Toole Park. I sure wish someone from out department would break through for 
Hellgate!  
 
Toole Park could be just like Stegner, if the district chose to make it happen. We just need to make an 
appealing offer to the city and/or get UM involved to get some momentum. There are a group of current and 
former Hellgate students/graduates/teachers/retirees that would LOVE to help push this improvement forward! 
PLEASE, make it happen. 
I would like to see the Linda Vista property left as open space, either as extension to Marilyn Park, gardens, or 
as an educational opportunity. 
Please do not sell or develop the open space behind Marilyn Park (Linda Vista property). This area is one of 
Missoula’s last natural refuges, home to diverse wildlife and one of Montana’s few remaining wild horse 
populations. As development expands across the South Hills, this land provides critical habitat and a green 
corridor for migrations and a peaceful retreat for the community. Once developed, its ecological and cultural 
value will be lost forever. Please preserve this space as undeveloped open land for future generations. 
The choices in front of the district are difficult, and the importance of maintaining and improving the utilization of 
the spaces that are owned by the district is critical to the future of Missoula. As a mentor for the robotics 
program, I am deeply familiar with the impact on the students' education and preparation for the future, as well 
as our ability to strengthen our community by developing the leaders of tomorrow. The bottom line for Missoula 
is that we must have a home for the robotics program, but I do understand that the current home has major 
cost issues. If the Administration Building can't be updated and maintained, then we are better off moving to a 
new location, even though that has its challenges. Looking at the long-term future for our program and the 
community, it would be ideal if we fit all STEM-focused and trade programs in one place. The Dickinson 
Building or the Jefferson Building are the two locations that will most likely fill this need. 
Please listen to the community 
My home backs up to the Linda vista property. Every day I see families and wildlife pass thru. We have spoken 
with multiple property owners around us that use this area almost daily and would be devastated at its loss. I 
have seen countless deer on this piece of land, owls, rabbits, and even the wild horses of Miller Creek use this 
area. If this property absolutely has to be sold, I would hope that the school district would try to find a way to 
keep it as open space for the community to use along with the local wildlife. 
I am a teacher for a the district and also a homeowner. This is a really hard survey to take because I believe in 
funding for schools, but I also think it’s silly to sell off the properties that are already breaking even. I IMPLORE 
you to please not touch the Linda Vista property. I understand that this is a growing neighborhood but this is 
also one of the only open spaces accessible to the public (and wildlife) that has remained wild. I would have 



 

voted for the community education and outreach plan but I cannot support something that means taking open 
public lands away from the people and animals who recreate there. 
The neighborhood home owners should play a big part in this decision. Selling the property to add more homes 
or worse apartments will only add to the congestion of a single exit out of this area. 
It should be considered in the plan how this will impact the existing neighborhood ie traffic,noise, 
drainage,wildlife(which is already struggling). 
My only concern with the Rattlesnake Property being sold is what happens to Hellgate soccer? Will they have a 
place to practice? 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide our thoughts and review.  This survey and associated information was 
very easy to navigate and understand.   
 
To further clarify my comment that if the district plan and community preferences differ regarding a specific 
property, I support additional community engagement to show more details about the why and the data, and 
also to better understand the community's attachment to the property.  A third option may arise from these 
collaborative discussions where preferences differ. 
We need to create a more sustainable approach to keep our schools healthy, and vacant buildings with no 
long-term value towards educational goals are a cost burden 
Can the food farm at Ft. Missoula be expanded? Could the high school kids run this as a socially responsible 
business/learning program? 
Thank you for the opportunity to take this survey. I understand the need for the school district to think about 
how to best ensure its financial sustainability. The properties are very different, thus, I'm a little concerned 
about how grouping them together could skew the survey results and confine respondents to a narrower way of 
thinking and responding.  
 
For the Linda Vista property, I walk through the park every day, and I see many neighbors doing the same. I 
think you will encounter strong resistance if this property is sold with the possilbility of "development." It is a 
cherished space, and we will work to keep it accessible and beautiful for everyone who desires to be in this 
space. We don't have many "undeveloped," public spaces in the neighborhood. It's a unique area that draws 
many people. Please don't do anything to jeopardize how we honor this space as a community and as 
neighbors. Thank you. 
The cold springs school needs to be sold to a private entity so I can stop paying taxes on it. I am being taxed to 
death 
Sell ALL the properties and use the money to improve the schools we have! 
Survey design needs work - not a great way to get authentic or out-of-the-box ideas - #WGMgroupFail 
A park at Prescott school in the lower Rattlesnake would be great. I like the idea of the district generating funds 
through sales/leases of properties not in use in order to fund more staffing. 
Our schools don't have enough of anything that they need and teachers and students are struggling.  If we 
don't do something to change this, mental health and well being in our community will continue to suffer. 
Is Jefferson being considered as a potential site for preschool programming with a full day schedule for kids? 
Since it was re-plumbed and has existing playground equipment appropriate for that age group it may be 
beneficial to consider 
The Whittier building, which has housed Head Start for many years, is a wonderful feature and gathering place 
for the Northside neighborhood.  If Head Start continues to need and want to utilize the space, I think the 
district should allow them to do so.  They have been a great neighborhood partner over the years. 
Please sell or lease underutilized properties and use the revenue to improve MCPS. 
Maximize income from these properties. MCPS sits on a ton of underutilized properties that could be sold or 
leased out. If you could show the community that you can manage assets to fund schools, you'd be closer to 
getting my support when bonds are actually required. 
Option 2 should say sell OR lease - then give the option to vote for a lease. In the Lease, you spell out all the 
types of issues that can arise that they will be responsible for. You can also make a lease “build to suit”, or 
whatever protections need to go in there to protect MCPS as much as possible from having to cover 
unexpected expenses. Leasing land and not buildings where possible resolves a lot of the unknown. Setting 
aside escrows for each property also keeps MCPS from dipping into funds from leases earmarked for other 
projects. No land with buildings on it should be sitting there serving nobody. Get properties offering no service 
rezoned, which takes several years - and get going on finding the most profitable purpose possible for them to 



 

help fund projects on existing schools and to keep the Fort Msla land available for FFA. 
 
Do not ask for more bonds. There are 23 school bonds on my taxes. My taxes have increased by more than 
400% in the past few years. My elderly mother cannot afford her mortgage anymore due to the increase in 
taxes. People are being displaced from their homes due to the lack of foresight, lack of creativity, and inability 
of the people making financial decisions for MCPS to find SUSTAINABLE SOLUTIONS. The fact that MCPS 
owns all sorts of properties and only rents to nonprofits or lets them sit vacant while asking for more and more 
bonds over the past several years is nauseating. Your properties need to pull in a lot of money.  Please review 
the nonprofit organizations in various buildings and assess the number of vacant rooms and number of hours 
the rooms are actually in use. Some nonprofits could potentially share buildings and cut down  on wasted 
space and lost dollars. And/OR the gymnasiums could be used after hours for different purposes - and be 
available to rent out. Nonprofits could be allowed to hold their own fundraisers in gymnasiums after hours for 
FREE in exchange for a percentage of the profits. There are lots of ways MCPS could get creative and 
exciting- and get the community involved in helping MCPS find ways to become sustainable instead of a drain 
and financial burden becoming too great to keep up with. Please lease spaces out! 
Maintaining the balance of man and nature, where we can both co-exist and have what we need without 
jeopardizing each other and our water supply. New development and housing means we stress the land, dry 
the waters up, mess with the animals surviving. We're already stretched so thin, wells are running dry and we 
could all burn up. I understand this is an extreme, but 1+1=2 more and we need to be wise in planning this. 
Solar. Wind. Expand our growth to not only those of farming, but of the green movement. Besides wind and 
solar, recycling. Not only eliminating extra stresses we have control to alleviate, but keeping Montana Wild. Set 
the standard. 
This is a very interesting and thought provoking survey. Appreciate the opportunity to learn and weigh in. 
 
This is unrelated (my apologies but not sure where else to share this concern): The new district website is 
TERRIBLE. I can't find information I need, and information that is found on the website is often incorrect and 
outdated. I used to be able to print sports team schedules, monthly lunch menu, etc. Now I can only see a 
calendar version and need to click through every week to find events, some of which are incorrect. Bring back 
the downloadable/printable spreadsheets for sports schedules. Starting the school year was very frustrating 
this year, as I couldn't look up the usual helpful information to plan ahead or even know when my own kid or 
friends' kids were playing sports and where. 
Many of the properties are prime land needed for housing projects.  These properties if sold on the open 
market could generate significant funds that could be used to improve other holding.  Several of the older 
buildings may suitable for commerical development or housing projects. 
The Missoula Rural Fire District and Missoula Sheriff's Office have approached the school district about the 
South Avenue project.  This is a very suitable location to place a public safety venture of a combine facility.  
MRFD has already established studies that is proximity is best suited location for a fire station to provide 
service to the Target Range Community and the district as a whole.  The same could be said for MCSO 
operations.  Both agencies have very depleted facilities at their current locations. Training facilities for both 
could be built on this location and possibly some subsidized housing for first responders. For all that first 
responders have done for the school district over the years this only makes sense to come to the table with fair 
price for this property so that a valuable resource can be provided to this community for the foreseeable future. 
Figure out a budget and stick to it. Tell the local government it's not our responsibility to fund their screw ups 
With the expansion of the population in East Missoula, I believe it is prudent that Mount Jumbo is reopened up 
to relieve the population burden on other schools. 
The Cold Springs building is serving many community organizations currently and should continue to be a 
factor in future considerations. As a resident of this area I would like to see it stay as a community asset. The 
historic portion of the school property should at the very least be preserved.  
 
It very well may be a needed site for a school in the future if Jeannette Rankin neighborhood continues to have 
increased growth. The land at Cold Springs is large enough to a new build school if needed. Traffic flow on 
Orchard Lane should be considered if needed. 
The northside has always loved and protected the Headstart building. It is a challenge for them because they 
have to work with both the school district and the city when things need to happen. They’ve showed they are 



 

committed to that building and the neighborhood. I think it is only fair to allow them to have a chance to own the 
building. 
Please keep the Whittier school as is.  It's such an asset for the neighborhood as a park and gathering space.  
We also love that it houses head start, a great program and neighbor. 
Any property not making money should be sold to someone who can afford it. MCPS should also have 
business-minded people running their assets. 
Go after the medical marijuana tax that go into the state general fund. There are millions upon millions made in 
the industry and the money is there. Partnering with local businesses as well for raising funds by donations. 
There are more options out there. I definitely vote no sale of any properties. 
Figure out a plan for cold springs where studio M and the cancer center can stay. There are a lot of kids that 
attend JRE and Meadowhill and attend Studio M as their dance school. They commit a lot of time to dance and 
it’s good for them to not have to commute very far. 
We need to focus on community space. 
Word got out that the rattlesnake property is being sold for housing development.  This is a loss of potential 
support for Hellgate sports, clubs and recreation. 
Sell it all. If you’re not using these properties they need to be sold on the open market. The tax burden for 
MCPS on the community is astronomical and unjustified. 
These school buildings are a public trust and should be retained in public hands for future needs, not sold off 
for short-term financial gain. 
I will not vote yes to raise property taxes in the foreseeable future. 
The kids learn so much at the ag ed center, taking away some of that will impact them and School House 
Meats which the kids also use as a learning opportunity 
Suggest exercise reason, free of passion and emotion. 
I don't think you should sell the PEAS Farm property if it means risking the program for GCH.  I think a robotics 
space is important, but it doesn't necessarily need to be at the old Admin Building.  Once the properties are 
gone, they're gone. A million dollars is just pennies of our existing budget and really only serves as a bandaid 
for the real issue that the MT state legislature does not adequately fund public schools. 
Grateful for this incredibly thoughtful approach to doing well by our schools while also paying attention to 
community needs, like, in my estimation, affordable housing. What if an unneeded MCPS property could be 
used to create a conduit from the Meadowlark Housing Center (family shelter) to affordable transitional and/or 
permanent housing? And what if there were a way to make that a win/win? Also, I serve as pastor of First 
Presbyterian Church. We currently use the parking area at the old Admin building as overflow for worship 
service parking. Love the idea, if that building is to be leased or sold, that it do double service to the schools 
(cash) and to something important for Missoula's good. 
We should not be using money from the general fund to maintain old buildings that are not in use.  Funds 
should be used to support student success. 
Can you rent out the old admin building as well? What other places could be available for rent? We need to 
generate as much revenue as humanely possible due to declining enrollment. 
Re: Prescott School: 
The park/playground area and access to Mt Jumbo trail, especially sledding area, are essential community 
gathering area for the eastern lower rattlesnake neighborhood, and there should be an effort to preserve this 
(and/or improve this). However, the housing crisis needs to be addressed and using the existing building or 
building footprint for middle class housing seems like the socially responsible thing to do 
I feel approach 2 or 3 are the most appropriate. I support either approach and appreciate how MCPS is 
involving the community (mainly parents, city legislatures) as much as possible. 
How are you involving higher education institutions in these decisions? With the Stars Act, high schools will 
start to be compensated for college credits earned while in high school (starting 2028 I believe). Maybe we start 
thinking about a joint campus for this type of collaboration and workforce training? 
WGM failed to adequately assess the Cold Spring property for it's potential future value for the fast growing 
Miller Creek area and South 39th St. neighborhood. Nearly every Miller Creek area family passes by the site 
each day. This location will be needed as the Miller Creek area continues to grow and Jeannette Rankin School 
continues at capacity. WGM also failed to factor the historical value of the one room school house at Cold 
Springs, which has repeatedly been listed among our city's most endangered historic properties. Concerns 
about the ingress and egress for dropping students off is exaggerated and a non-issue. The Cold Spring 
property had direct frontage on both Briggs and Orchard and an entrance on Cardinal a new approach could be 



 

used to accommodate any increase in traffic that may exist beyond what existed there for the decades the 
school was in operation. Finally, the current childcare collaborative utilizing the space is a benefit to our 
community and should continue there for the foreseeable future. I recommend selling the various vacant 
properties and maintain the existing school building properties with community values for non-profits, adult ed, 
and head start that could someday accomodate new school buildings as our community grows. 
I live on Briar Street with Prescott out my front door. I participated in the recent tour and talked at length with 
participants representing varying views. I particularly appreciated hearing the thoughtful perspectives of Meg 
Rogosienski who lives on the Northside, where there has been significant recent infill. It made me think about 
some of the positives that could come from using the school space for new housing. I am not opposed to 
increased infill, so long as it has community value (i.e. not just new expensive houses for the wealthy) and 
careful consideration has been given to parking, noise, traffic, etc. I would LOVE to have a school use the site. 
When I moved to Missoula 25 years ago, I lived a block and a half away from Prescott and it was because I got 
to see small packs of free-range children walking home from school that I realized I needed to figure out how to 
become gainfully employed in Missoula rather than returning to Seattle where I had earned my PhD. (I ended 
up staying and helping to build an educational software company that is now incorporated in Montana and 
provides good jobs for Missoulians.) That said, I differ from some of my neighbors on the value of the school 
building itself. While it has some historic significance, it is in terrible condition and had it been financially worth 
restoring as a school, I imagine that the International School would have done so rather than building on 3rd 
street.  While I miss hearing the once-a-month elementary school band practices held at Prescott when I first 
moved in across the street - with Twinkle Twinkle Little Star played by tubas echoing against Mount Jumbo - I 
get that the Prescott location isn't where a school is needed. I would strongly support a different use of the 
space that meshes with the values of the MCPS and Missoula community. I would absolutely help fundraise for 
something like building affordable housing for teachers and/or other civil servants, or to upgrade the space to 
the standards required for non-profit organization use. My primary concern is the temptation to sell the Prescott 
property to developers for expensive condos that are not what is needed in Missoula and do not fit the Lower 
Rattlesnake neighborhood feel. I am a taxpayer who has always supported school bond levees, regardless of 
being child-less myself, because I care about the Missoula community as a whole. I understand that our 
schools need money and am on board with finding win-win solutions that find a balance between generating 
capital for schools, helping Missoula be a better place to live FOR ALL (not just the wealthy) and not adversely 
impacting neighborhoods. If MCPS simply chooses to use the Prescott property to produce capital, they will 
lose both my trust and my future votes.Whatever ends up being decided, I will note that it is already very 
challenging safely turning left onto Van Buren from Briar Street every weekday morning and evening both due 
to sightline and traffic volume. I was first on the scene a couple of years ago when a high-schooler on a bicycle 
was hit by a car at that intersection. I also echo the concerns of others about the land surrounding to the school 
building. The playground/field area is regularly used by the lower Rattlesnake neighborhood and the sledding 
hill is used by Missoulians from all over town. I personally use the trailhead up to Mount Jumbo several days a 
week when it is not closed to protect the elk herd. Finding a solution that maintains open access to those areas 
is very important to me (for myself and the community.) 
Love the idea of getting revenue for schools from sale of property. Also love that it will benefit other businesses, 
non profits, or community needs by doing this. 
I chose this approach because of the Fort Missoula property choices as described in the other change 
category.  There is no comparable property for the school farm to purchase if the Fort property is sold.  It might 
be possible to find comparable acreage in terms of size, but there is not a comparable property within access of 
the main property and Big Sky like the Fort property has. 
 
I listed the Rimel Rd property as my second priority because I think activities at some other properties could be 
moved (Lifelong Learning Center), I don't know how you would replace the field space for Hellgate as they are 
pretty landlocked with development. 
It is really hard to decide between options 2 and 3 based on tht information provided.  They both seem to 
generate income, option 2 apparently more so, but no explanation of how much more.  Depending on how 
much more income option 2 would net compared to option 3 may change my mind.  I also don't know enough 
about the specific properties listed to know what makes the most long term financial sense for MCPS 
The Toole Park Property is needed for outdoor space for Hellgate Highschool Football and PE.  To my 
knowledge there is no other outdoor space for these programs. If the Jefferson, Mount Jumbo and Dickenson 
Buildings need to held they should a mixture of for profit and non-profit to reduce the expense. 



 

A blend of option two and three. We need to procure land when available in expanding neighborhoods. I don’t 
envision or support any plan that includes Hellgate High School remaining where it is beyond 2035.  Nostalgia 
is not reason to invest in an aging building next to three marijuana dispensaries with little parking to support 
students or extracurricular events. Where will Hellgate High school be in 2035 and what steps need to be in 
place to make that a reality? 
Some buildings I would prefer option 2 or 1. Overall, option 3 was best for my priorities. Is there a way to be 
specific to each building in the future, or one plan that fits for every property? 
Change is hard and planning for the future isn't easy.  The underutilized properties that are just going to require 
more and more maintenance need to be addressed by MCPS.  Owning both Mt. Jumbo and Prescott doesn't 
make sense, especially when both parcels are highly developable for more housing.  I'd suggest selling 
Prescott and keeping Jumbo for E. Missoula growth.  The Admin building on 6th should go (cool apartments or 
condos could be converted).  Jefferson is great but looks like it's on the underperforming side.  Good luck! 
Prescott School has been neglected for so long it is clear that it must come down before long. I hope that a) 
MCPS can sell or lease the property to increase financial well being; b) that future development in its place will 
be moderately spaced (unlike Lincoln School subdivision); and that the green space, sledding hill and Mount 
Jumbo trailhead will be kept intact and improved for the well being of the neighborhood and community. 
I do not like that the survey groups everything together. For instance, the Linda Vista property is used by the 
community as a park. Selling it to be used for housing destroys the community that has relied on that space to 
mentally escape daily pain. I understand that some buildings may need to be sold, but there are others that 
could be leased to non-profits like some proposals say, but open space should stay as open space because 
Missoula is losing the space through constant building. MCPS can show they are a community partner by not 
allowing further development of open space used by the community. 
Rather than sitting on valuable property and paying maintenance expenses, let’s sell them to create revenue 
while simultaneously increasing the availability of land that can be use to increase housing. 
I live near Cold Springs. I love the fact that the community can use the space as well as non-profits and other 
community-based organizations. I would like to see the district keep this particular property and continue to 
offers its use to organizations that need it. I also would like the district to consider keeping said property for 
potential future use as a k-2 school. This could alleviate enrollment issues at Jeannette Rankin (and other 
buildings) if the population in that area continues to increase. Adding a k-2 option for the community could 
alleviate enrollment pressures at some of our more populous schools. 
Selling the Duncan Drive and Rattlesnake properties would make an enormously negative impact on the 
community and the open spaces that bring such richness and beauty to our Missoula Community. 
I appreciate the careful planning going into this process. It's important to me and my community to maintain the 
Duncan Drive property as a public land dedicated to food & community uses. This is an irreplaceable property 
that's very important to many intersecting communities in our valley. Thank you. 
I have little faith in MCPS making smart choices about selling/purchasing properties as deemed necessary and 
aimed at future stability.  Past choices and facilities management was horribly shortsighted and at times felt 
purposefully obtuse in order to create a situation where residents would have no choice other than approve 
new levies. 
And it is telling that the only listed/recommended/sought uses of district properties are nonprofits.  Market value 
uses are more desirable when possible an the myopic focus on nonprofits ties into my first point above about 
MCPS not being trusted to be good stewards of finances or properties. 
Sounds like a lend grab for private businesses.  The properties the district owns appreciate approx. 5%?  They 
go up in value, why the need to fire sale now? 
There should be some flexibility in Opt. 1 , 2 and 3.  Choosing Option 3 for some properties and Option 1 for 
others makes more sense than a blanket approach.  It makes better financial sense to keep the existing school 
farm (OPtion 1 or 2) and sell of the Linda Vista Property (Option 3).  It makes sense to choose option 3 for the 
seeley lake property and choose option 1 for the Dickinson property (missoula needs and values the life long 
learning center). 
I seems like we are going to need more school options in the Rattlesnake (consider a new middle school) and a 
primary school in East Missoula.  
 
I like the idea of using Seeley-Swan property for community housing, maybe prioritizing teachers in the area. 
I feel that the use of the Administrative Building can be put up for a long-term lease that would allow local 
businesses to use the building and not sit empty.  This much-loved historical building can be used and make 



 

MCPS additional funds.  As for the Dickinson Building, with all 3 options, it is an expense for MCPS, but the 
Lifelong Learning Center provides great opportunities for Missoula residents. 
MCPS should be RENTING or Leasing space to gain more money since our state does not think that education 
needs more money. If I had unlimited money and could change / push redistricting. I would build upon the Life 
Long Learning center and make apartments above it, maybe 7-9 stories tall. Affordable housing for our 
community as well as money going directly to MCPS. We could do this with any of our properties. Land is a 
finite resource, especially in missoula, I do not think MCPS should get rid of ANY of them and try and lease, 
update, and build upon the already current properties. 
I was unable to do the tour for the old Administration building but I do have thoughts for use of that property. 
The building should be tore down and a parking structure should be buillt. Hellgate HS does not have student 
parking and now the city is limiting our community parking further. A level needs to be designed for staff and 
student parking, then additional levels could be paid parking for the neighborhood and would generate revenue. 
Additionally, a housing/parking complex could be built to provide housing for MCPS staff and parking, also 
generating revenue. 
I would prefer to see a sale of the 6th St. Admin Building versus a lease.  This opens doors to a number of 
projects that couldn't happen with a lease - cabaret licenses, etc. 
Is fair market rent being charged to groups leasing the buildings? At one point Head Start was leasing Whittier 
for $100/year. If fair market isn't being charged...why?  
 
Buildings that are falling into disrepair need to be let go. Prescott is a perfect example. That building was falling 
apart before it was closed, and it has gotten even worse. 
The Cold Springs building is most important to me to maintain the same structure because it is where my child 
goes to daycare. I love the location of the building as I am MCPS staff and work at multiple close buildings. I 
love the security of the building for all the littles inside. And I especially am concerned with the many families 
that utilize this space for daycare that could potentially be displaced. Safe and reliable daycare is an extremely 
difficult find in this town and the wait lists are very long. I worry about myself and others that would be 
scrambling to find new spaces for their children. 
The community highly values the use of the properties, from playgrounds, parks to the services they get from 
the leases.  Many neighborhoods have an aging population that supports MCPS levies regardless of having a 
child or grandchild attending public schools. Their choice to support public education through levies is based on 
how these properties have been managed to maintain the character of the neighborhoods. Once that incentive 
is gone, MCPS will have a harder time to obtain financial support through levies. 
Sell the 6th street admin building to someone who wants to remodel, cleanse of pigeons/asbestos, and use in 
concert with neighborhood culture. Someone who will not tear it down. 
Jefferson & Emma Dickinson are properties that can continue to be used by MCPS.  The Ag Center is an 
absolute need for the district.  It would be tragic to lose that piece of property either by sale or rent. 
We would love a location for the growing First Lego League teams to practice. 
We need affordable housing and selling for profit seems greedy. 
Keep the Linda Vista property. That area is growing rapidly. 
Housing is a big deal in Seeley very expensive and not allot of rentals available. I have lived in Seely Lake all of 
my life and Back in the day they had housing right here on the property for the teachers and staff. I think if that 
was an option again, we would be able to fill positions easier.  I also think the money from renting to the staff 
would be beneficial to the school I also think if the land was sold we wouldn't be able to protect our children 
from who ever moves into the area. We need the space we have for the staff and the children. I also believe if 
there is property that needs major repairs and or not being  used we should sell and upgrade the buildings that 
are being used and are in need of upgrading. Thank you for letting me have a say. 
Option 3 with an eye for the financial stability makes the most sense to me- sell or lease some of the properties 
that require the most work and don't have a current use, then keep in mind options for community partnerships 
as aligns with MCPS. 
The administration building on 6th Street houses several programs which include robotics from the high 
schools, robotics from the middle schools, is rented out for Missoula youth football, is used for warehouse and 
extra storage space, grounds and a maintenance teams also work out of there. 
I think Child Start should own this building a relieve MCPS of all responsibility of this building. 
Lifelong learning center is one of the best things that has happened in my life. The skills, friends, and 
community I have obtained from the classes offered there has made me feel connected to Missoula and has 



 

rooted me in my decision to move here. It is a truly wonderful program and one of the best places I’ve had the 
honor of partaking in. 
To be blunt, forcing a choice between just three different approaches covering all of these properties is stupid. 
Each property has different possible uses and different management requirements. For one property, option 1 
might be the clear best choice, while for another there's strong evidence that option 3 would be best. It's clear 
that a lot of effort went into gathering and presenting this data (in a very user-friendly, readable format), and to 
throw all of the nuance contained therein out the window is a mistake. I realize that asking everyone to evaluate 
each property individually might gather fewer responses, but it would be a much better approach than asking 
the community to commit to just one of the three options for all of the properties. I chose option 1 (existing 
approach) simply because I think it's foolish to make blanket changes just for the sake of change, and it's better 
to continue doing what we're doing until such time as correctly focused decisions can be made for each 
property. 
Considering the budget cuts, fiscal responsibility should be the highest priority. 
Pressure from city and university is leading to increasing pressure on Hellgate high student and volunteer 
parking - I couldn’t list three properties but tools park is importsnt Hellgate high is land poor compared to the 
other high schools long term mcps will need to focus on that issue as well 
I think we need to stop putting our budget money into old buildings that are not directly benefiting our staff or 
students. It causes more work for our district and the profit isn’t there. 
This survey is written to guide the public to vote in one direction. Seems ethically questionable. 
Consider Seeley-Swan High in as high regard as the three other school's. Our children deserve the same 
quality education. 
Selling the Seeley-Swan High School property could put the safety of our students at risk because it would take 
away the buffer of land around that side of the school. 
I chose this option assuming that investing in Dickinson would still allow for use by the Lifelong Learning Center 
and also that selling the Duncan property would only be done in a way that maintains the PEAS farm. I wouldn’t 
support a plan that would prevent these two important functions from continuing. 
Sell now while demand is high 
It is urgent that we unload properties/land that we see no future need for and invest those profits in upgrading 
the buildings currently in use! 
If buildings are to be closed the programs that are currently in those builds need to have a place to go in 
another build that MCPS owns.  Many of the buildings need to close but is there space in existing building for 
all the current programs? 
The Fort Missoula Property is critically important for locally-focused research about livestock and crops. The 
learning at this property is uniquely valuable to our community, as it continues the legacy of working with and 
managing our land and local resources. Students access this knowledge with hands-on experiences like those 
provided at the Fort Missoula property, something they can’t do in a standard classroom. 
MCPS robotics teams need the admin building for STEM! 
I can see there are tough decisions to be made, but I strongly feel the Education and Community Investment 
plan is the way to go--at least based on what was outlined in this survey.  The hardest question was definitely 
the one on forge ahead with financial plan vs. honor community preferences and less money for schools.  As 
long as the "financial plan" is well founded and takes into consideration areas where MCPS and the community 
can collaborate to meet education-related community needs (which it seems to do), then I think it is important 
not to get side-tracked from the solid financial plan.  "Community preferences" may be the result of a small but 
vocal groups that wish to keep the status quo (for various reasons, such as resistance to change, historic 
preservation, fear of future uses, etc.), and catering to these needs rather then the financial best interest of 
MCPS can go down a slippery slope.  I do not believe it is the role of MCPS to make peace/come to consensus 
on all of its transactions, when the best interest of educating MCPS students is at stake.  Some pills of change 
are hard to swallow, but that is not MCPS's burden to bear. 
It was unclear how each option was determined and if any variants were considered. For example, Emma 
Dickinson has copious unused parking and fields. The excess land could be redeveloped as housing AND the 
school could be renovated as a premier adult learning center. Similarly, the "sell to Head Start" options in the 
context of the overall strategies do not list any room for some sort of partnership and thus come off as a little 
money-grubby. In all instances, disposing of property provides short term gain though that asset is gone for 
good. Even though I am generally in favor of a strategy that benefits MCPS financially, those gains should be 



 

realized with a collaborative community vision in mind. And oh yeah, make the admin bldg a McMenniman's 
style brewery/hotel yesterday! 
Sell them all.   My property taxes are out of control. When I run short of money i can't ask taxpayers for a levy 
etc.  The school districts are bloated.   Sell all of the properties. Use the money for budget "shortfalls" you claim 
you have. 
Putting money back into our current efforts and supporting staff and programs is priority. (NOT renting building 
space for offices or upgrading vacant buildings / land) 
I think relocating the farm is a dumb idea all around. It is a perfect location, adjacent to MSLA college, and an 
easy route from all three high schools. I do think it needs to be taken care of and maintained by the school 
district and not just teachers.  
If a property is vacant, not being leased, with no plans for expansion or improvements, sell it. However please 
don’t turn around and use those funds to create another position in administration. Invest back into the current 
facilities and programs. Our kids miss out on so many opportunities bc our money is squandered on 
unnecessary administrative salaries and trips. 
The lifelong learning center and the PEAS farm are so important for our community and I think those are the 
most important to preserve. 
You could provide another building to further TEACH academy or provide another charter school option. Cold 
Springs works wonderful as a dance studio space, we utilize this every dance season and love its location to 
us. 
Thank you for inviting comments! I fully support the Board making decisions for our collective good.  Knowing 
that the wealthiest folks will have time and energy to advocate for their positions, I hope you will consider that 
many folks who don't respond would likely not be benefitted by holding onto properties that are costing money 
such as the Prescott Building. 
buildings should be used to benefit the students in Missoula 
Buildings that are currently being used for learning on a consistent basis should not be sold. We should start by 
selling off areas that are not being utilized for learning currently. 
The last question is really hard.  I support my answer of sticking to plan BUT the Community exception I worry 
about is Head Start.  I don’t know that they can afford to buy the building.  I would hope we could work with 
them to make it achievable. 
The child care emphasis at Cold Springs is a source of pride for our whole community. Expand this use! 
I am in favor of investing in our educational systems, properties, resources, and especially personnel that equip 
younger generations to flourish and contribute back to our communities. I expect that everyone involved will be 
humble and seek fair compensation for their contribution so that the most available financial resources can be 
applied for the greatest community benefit. 
A fiscally responsibile plan is the best option. As enrollment is decreasing, we need to "right-size" our holdings 
in order to best serve the community. 
I appreciate all of the hard work the district does to stay financially responsible. Tax payer input is key to 
working to put our students first. 
If Prescott school is sold, it would be really great if community park space remained somehow. 
I care deeply about many these properties. I was born and raised in Missoula and physically attended schools 
in this plan and I recreate on properties I live next to now. Yet I know it is difficult to get community support to 
divest of properties even when they are financial liabilities. So I am willing to say it is ok to divest even when it 
is painful and hurts. However I believe the financial gains MUST be long term in nature - not used in the short 
term for funding gaps. Essentially use revenue from property for long term capital investments and outcomes. 
Cold Springs has some businesses that relay on the location to keep afloat. Firt Missoula, the farm is important 
for students 
Let “empty” buildings go and sell. Keep empty land that doesn’t cost anything right now that could be useful 
later on.  Lifelong learning center is a popular place for adults and we should keep it. 
Having income for projects that does not fall on tax payers is definitely a bonus..Using these buildings to help 
the communities is a bonus. Could be turned into income based housing. Affordable housing. Affordable day 
care centers. Activity Center..a roller scatting rink which we haven't had for many years... 
I don’t think the way the questions were worded was entirely helpful. I think strategic leasing or sales of certain 
properties, particularly those with existing developments like buildings, is reasonable. I am strongly opposed to 
selling off properties that are currently home to open space and parks/farms/gardens etc. Those open spaces 
are becoming increasingly rare and are extremely valuable to the character of our community. Once they are 



 

sold and ultimately developed, we cannot get that open space back. I’m open to leasing or selling admin 
buildings and schools that are no longer being used in favor of buying more suitable property. I am not okay 
selling off bare land or park/garden spaces. 
I am curious why selecting option three resulted in questions that seem to want to discourage this option?  Was 
this the same for the other approaches? 
I’m curious if this survey is just for show as it seems to have been with the Spring Break change. 
I would strongly support creating more housing in our community. I live in the Lower Rattlesnake neighborhood, 
just a few blocks from the old Prescott building, and I believe it presents a unique opportunity. Transforming the 
building into multi-family housing - ideally as dense as possible - while preserving the sledding hill and part of 
the playground would not only make excellent use of the space, but also strengthen the fabric of our 
neighborhood. 
 
Restoring or keeping the building simply isn’t financially viable, and meanwhile, enrollment at Rattlesnake 
Elementary continues to decline. Teachers at the school, including those with young children, are unable to 
afford living here, and young families are increasingly priced out. If we want to maintain a vibrant, thriving 
community - with kids biking around the neighborhood, schools full of students, and educators living close to 
where they teach - we need to make room for them. Creating housing here is not just practical, it’s essential to 
keeping our neighborhood strong and welcoming for generations to come. 
The school district is running at a loss and continues to ask the community for more money in levies. Sell all 
buildings and start being more fiscally responsible with the money you receive from families in the community 
instead of continually asking for more and more money. 
I think we need to sell off the old buildings to businesses that will love and care for them.  They are a large 
drain on our educational resources because of the costly upkeep and maintenance.  These buildings, Whittier, 
Prescott, Mount Jumbo, and 6th street as well as any other buildings that are not needed or used for direct 
office or classroom space.  I believe we should keep the "land" prpoerties in areas for the growth of Missoula.  
The Linda Vista Property could be sold as it is not in a great "school space" and we already have Jeannette 
Rankin. 
Didn't like last question about following through with plans in the face if community concerns. It's not either or, 
the option to revise plans in the event if community concerns should always be on the table but that doesn't 
mean community concerns necessarily take precedence. 
For Cold Springs, there must be restrictions placed on the sale of the property to ensure the  neighborhood 
maintains it current status. NO HUGE MULTISTORY APARTMENT COMPLEX. NO HOMELESS WARMING 
SHELTER. 
The fort property is essential for the learning environment for students at the ag center. This property should 
not be sold. 
Students in Robotics need a facility to create robots etc this program is not beneficial to only one school but our 
entire district since all highschool is included in the Robotics team. We need a facility that will help encourage 
STEM type of activities 
Above all else, Missoula should preserve open space... it is the one thing that we can not get back. I'd rather 
see buildings age, administrative offices have to make due with less, but we should prioritize open space as 
our city is only going to grow and that space will become all the more important for future generations.ONE TIP: 
We should really look at the maintenance the city is doing on open space... Here in the Rattlesnake, Duncan 
field is mowed WAY TOO OFTEN when it absolutely does not warrant it. 
Selling the buildings will create shortcome revenue which will be amazing, for a few years and then that money 
will go away.  
 
We learned from Covid temporary money is not something we can manage in Missoula not just mcps but in 
general. Let’s come up with plans that keep the properties under mcps or use those properties to purchase new 
equivalent facilities in better locations, vs sell and burn the cash 
Sell all non school buildings and pay for deferred maintenance on current school buildings.  Stop treating 
taxpayers as your personal bank account. 
PAY OUR TEACHERS MORE 
Not interested in a tax increase for any of the options. 
We live a few blocks behind Cold Springs Elementary. We pride ourselves in maintaining a neighborhood with 
a rural feel that is low congestion. Higher density housing, especially multiplex housing, would greatly increase 



 

neighborhood traffic, reduce our shared open space, negatively impact our views, and ultimately reduce our 
property values. Cold Springs currently serves the community by providing leasable space for a variety of 
education-based programs. 
I am unsure that this process will provide a result that is beneficial to the community.  This questionnaire 
provided no opportunity for feedback on specific properties after touring them.   My recommendation is to 
scrape this process, see what might be learned from it.   Perhaps prioritize those properties that have a clear 
vision/recommendation and cycle back to further discussion on other properties.  I get a sense that the purpose 
of this process was to show a public process for a pre-determined outcome.  I don't have a lot of faith that this 
process is in the best interest of the community. 
The Lifelong Learning Center is one of the reasons I love living in Missoula. Education throughout adulthood is 
key to a rich life. 
I am very concern that the properties will be sold to developers who will maximize their profits by building high 
density housing. Cold Springs is currently used by the community for different purposes which include sports, 
gatherings, and services. Cold Springs is essential to our neighborhood. 
Having lived on Taylor St since 1983, I literally overlook Prescott School (my house looks down on the school 
yard).  I have a son who attended Mt Jumbo, Prescott, Rattlesnake, Hellgate & U of M & he now teaches at 
Washington Middle School. I can’t say enough how much schools - esp Prescott - mean to me.  I realize 
change happens but please remember, once this property is gone, it’s forever.  
The schoolyard alone is priceless.  It is used extensively by, not just the lower Rattlesnake, but other ‘hoods.  It 
is the only “usable” space in our area.  Greenough, McGregor Pk don’t have any large flat areas to play ball, 
learn to ride bikes, practice LaCrosse, sled, run dogs, etc etc.  Selling this space to developers would be an 
incredible loss to so many. This space adds to the quality of life for many.   
The school itself could be used for educational or community activities.  Improvements could be made with the 
sale of other properties. Missoula is growing &, in time, you may well need use of this school again.   
The other issue to increased population in the Rattlesnake is safety - traffic is already over the top.  There are 
only two ways out of here & much of the time, the railroad blocks Greenough Dr., one of two exits. If we have a 
fire or a train derails spilling chemicals, we will be hard pressed to reach safety.  .   
There are many things to consider when it comes to the use of this particular property.   
Your careful consideration is important & appreciated.   Thank you.  Laura Fox 
Since I only went to three properties, Whittier School, Administration Building and Emma Dickenson School 
building, I can only comment on what I gathered from those visits. 
--Whittier: Head Start is in the building and from what I heard they are paying for upgrades to the building while 
leasing from MCPS. I think this is a good combination of use, and Head Start seems happy with the 
arrangement. However, I feel if any major work needs done, e.g., new roof, heating system, MCPS should help 
out financially. I feel Head Start is a good tenant of Whittier. 
--Administration Building: This is a beautiful historic building that needs to be renovated and used. The first 
floor is pathetic with it's mid-century modern updates that were needed at the time. The second floor retains 
most of its originality and is beautiful. It would be such a shame to tear down this building. I believe it needs to 
be preserved and restored to its original beauty as much as it can. Therefore, the best thing for this unused 
building (except for the use by the fantastic high school robotics club in the addition) is to sell it and hopefully to 
someone who can invest the money to bring it up to code. Someone mentioned a boutique hotel, and I fell in 
love with that idea. And also retail/food/entertainment venues for the public to enjoy the space would be great. 
But I don't want to see it torn down. I know it requires a huge investment, in time and financial, that is why I 
thinkg MCPS should sell the property. 
--Dickenson: I'm being a bit selfish here, as I have taken probably over 100 classes at the Lifelong Learning 
Center throughout the years since it opened to the public. I think adult education is important. If MCPS needs 
more money from it, possibly leasing or selling the land around might be a good idea. The parking lot is huge--
maybe not that many spaces? 
I do acknowledge the hard work and good intentions behind this MCPS Properties Plan process. However, it 
feels and reads overall like a "Notice-of-Action".  It is packaged and thinly disguised nonetheless as a 'survey'.  
Despite the curated sharp as a tack quantitative charts, graphs, and layout, It is so burdened with Errors-of-
Omissions, structural constraints, and a vacuum of imagination that it is hard to know where to start.  
        Next time, please just state the Approach that will be implemented as per a Notice-of-Action taken, and be 
done with it. Apologize or equivocate a little if you feel you need to.  But please don't abuse the (glistening, 
sanitized, aspirationally top-heavy socialpinpoint) "Survey" mechanism with such blatently steered 2-choice 
labelling and dead end, cul de sac navigation to guide us "home" as though we don't know the destination. 



 

        In this survey, when a respondent wants to be released from survey hell to proceed and press the NEXT 
button? Whoops - first we need to navigate this beautifully adorned Venus Flytrap.  We're guided, albeit 
Missoula "come on folks!" friendly style, to make the only pinball-descending-into-the-only-funnel choice 
offered.  
     One example: Your steered Good-Guy picks this: "...stick to the financial plan" vs. where your Bad-Guy, 
who picks this: "..even if it means less revenue for schools".  Which generic Missoula citizen wants "less 
revenue" for schools? or any vaguely fear cloaked departure from "expected revenue" ...that almost certainly 
results in yet another Bond, sooner than later.  
     And under Options-- who in an America that worships "Always More" wants to merely "Break Even"? 
Particularly when an "Income" path is offered alongside?  And when we are asked to provide a "little bit about 
ourselves?", what's the point, when only an age, zip code, and email is desired?  No sincere context 
information about what actual humans think or care about is required --excepting this "Additional Thoughts" text 
box, offered at the end here, when the respondent has already been wrung out dry, via a vacuous menu of 
possibilities.  
       As a consolation prize, last ditch choice among the 3 Options offered for Prescott (and I suppose, for 
Rattlesnake and some others) --where Option 1 is clearly a red herring, and Option 2 is the one that will be 
implemented--  I prefer Option 3, to let Homeword try to salvage the shell of this (Prescott School) building 
infrastructure (eg build out apartments within it).  And, hopefully reconsider to leave as much of our 
neighborhood's "over-parked" flat green patch pocket-park intact as possible, instead of converted all of it to a 
parking lot. 
Essential for Head Start to permanently acquire building to assure access/availability of pre-school enrollment 
to income limited families in neighborhood with appropriate demographic. 
The PEAS farm and Duncan soccer fields have become important parts of both the Rattlesnake neighborhood 
and the broader Missoula community fabric that should be maintained as they are. 
The generational impact of the Lifelong Learning Center in our community is massive and critical.  That 
program should be recognized for the educational contriubutions and have more support from MCPS. 
Trying to keep the historically valuable or easily utilizable properties. Sell the ones that are just office buildings 
and dime a dozen. 
Lifelong learning center provides important adult education services that include adult ESL, GED, career 
development, wellness and community engagement of particular value to adults and elders. These are many of 
the taxpayers who support public schools whether their children attend school; have graduated, or may be 
childless. 
I feel that MCPS should keep Prescott's school shell intact and have Homeward build living units for lower 
income needs of the community.  Keep the sledding hill and park as is. 
If the current rent is too little to cover costs, raise the rent.  Once the property is sold, it's lost forever. 
I am too scared to select anything besides Option 1, as it is too broad. I don't want either property in the 
Rattlesnake to be sold to housing developers to greedily fit as many people as they can into a space.  
 
I think it would be so wonderful to turn the Prescott Building into an events space for theater, proms, summer 
and school programs, that could be rented out to generate revenue. Or into a smaller charter school.  
 
It would be my hope to maintain as much green space as possible for all of these MCPS properties.  
 
I have 2 kids, who will be going to Rattlesnake Elementay School next year. MCPS and the future of these 
properties is very important to me, but I don't think selling them is the answer. 
I live across the street from Prescott and have strong opinions of what should happen to the property. I don't 
think that maintaining the status quo is appropriate. The property is falling into disrepair and becoming a blight 
on the neighborhood. If there is no reasonable use for the school district, I am ok with it being sold and 
developed. However, I think it would be a massive loss for the community if the playground, field, and sledding 
hill are lost. Any development should take into account community needs. I would be in favor of an SID to fund 
keeping these community resources as a part of any development plan. 
Dickinson is important to the community, especially the older, retired persons.  The classes are beneficial for 
not only learning, fitness and social experience they also help the older generation keep minds active and 
connecting with others.  These are irreplaceable in their impact. 



 

Please please keep the Dickenson Bldg for LLC. Both my husband and I have benefitted so greatly from all the 
education we have received through this fine organization. Education is lifelong!!! And this building provides so 
much education for so many adults. Thank you. 
I support selling or giving Duncan property to the City to be managed by Parks and Rec as a soccer pitch. 
I want to invest in the future of Missoula. I'm a person who is willing to pay for the amenities that our great 
community enjoys. Community use of publicly owned properties means a lot to me. 
The Life Long Learning Center at the Dickinson building is a valuable community asset and I am surprised to 
learn it is an expense for MCPS. Even so the LLC should remain at the Dickinson building. 
If you sell  the properties now, how will you build new schools with the market so overblown? Hold on to what 
we have, and work with what is there. 
The information available on the website has improved significantly! I feel like I have a much better 
understanding of the properties and options and appreciate you making that information available, including in-
person tours - thank you! I'm really excited to see what might be possible through a collaborative approach with 
the community to invest in these places in the future to strengthen our communities. Re: investment versus 
honoring community preferences, I'm not totally comfortable with selecting one because I think this is a false 
dichotomy and so situation specific; the magnitude of the additional revenue matters; choosing revenue over 
community preference in one choice (a land sale) may make it possible to honor community preference in 
several other choices (investing in other properties). You may end up doing both! There will be hard choices 
ahead and you can't make everyone happy; please don't stick to hard-and-fast rules as you choose. 
I'm an open space advocate. I think the plan to transition existing buildings to a sale or other community use 
makes a ton of sense. But the undeveloped properties I feel should be retained as open space--Open spaces 
are what our community needs to have healthy, active lives for students and the community at large. Once the 
spaces are paved and housed they are gone forever. 
Holding on to the properties will only provide more flexibility in the future as well as more revenue when the 
time comes to sell and/or develop. 
This survey lumps apples and oranges - each property needs to be considered individually on its own merits 
and not lumped into one alternative or the other.  It also feels very biased when one chooses the community 
alternative and then is directed to a question that asks you if you are sure you want this one and encouraging 
one to go back and pick the financial alternative .... this feels like you are attempting to get people to choose 
the financial alternative (apparently  your preferred alternative).  Under no circumstance should Prescott School 
be sold (this is the main property I am concerned about). The school district and the board of trustees through 
poor decision making and management have let the school fall into significant disrepair over many years, to the 
point that the district no longer wants to use the building. This is a breech of the public trust in that the public 
has funded the school system and Prescott property and the board and district are entrusted to keep the 
properties in good condition.  I totally understand that funding is limited for restoration of the building at the 
current time - however that may not always remain the case.  It is in the highest good of this 
community/neighborhood to retain ownership of the full property for potential future use.  If it is sold we would 
never get it back.  The Prescott School & Property has been a valued public school and resource since the 
1890s and long before the neighborhood was even built up.  It has also long served as a playground and open 
space not only for the school but for the neighborhood and community at large - there is rarely a time that this 
space is not being used by Missoula residents and children.  It has been a valued sledding hill for most of a 
century and people come from far and wide to use it.  As our community grows and housing density intensifies 
it is so very important that the Prescott grounds be retained in this public use open space - ideally as official city 
open space and that the building serves a school district function.  As we have more and more people crowded 
into our neighborhood and city this remaining piece of open space is priceless.  In my opinion the city of 
Missoula should be taking an active interest in helping secure this land as open space for current and future 
generations (even though it is not in the current open space plan - circumstances change!).  It is simply 
irresponsible to  sell and 'develop' public land for top dollar and short term needs.  My view of the proposed 
'investment fund' idea is short term - for even that money will exhaust itself over time.  It would not cost the 
school district much to hold on to the property for several more years (even if vacant) and to see how the future 
growth and needs in the neighborhood and funding opportunities unfold. It doesn't seem like it costs much to 
maintain the school grounds.  Although Prescott is not suitable for the current envisioned size of a full school,  if 
renovated it could certainly serve other educational functions of the district including pre K or after school 
programs among other things.  It is short sighted to consider disposing of the Prescott Property for that decision 
is irreversible.  I hope that the planning team, the school district and the board will recommend and continue to 



 

support Prescott being retained for the valuable public resource it is.   Do not sell Prescott!  More community 
engagement and support is needed for Prescott - please create the opportunities for us all to come together in 
dialogue and come up with some creative solutions for the current situation.  The open house format last week 
was more about show and less about public engagement with little to no opportunity for whole group 
discussion.  The school district and board owe it to this community to FULLY explore all options with the public 
on how to retain Prescott in public ownership prior to any consideration of sale of the property.  So far the 
MCPS property planning process has not provided sufficient opportunity for public engagement around and 
Prescott Property nor has it provided sufficient detail on restoration costs for the building (professional 
contractor and engineer evaluation of the building and its systems - not an architect ballpark estimate) for the 
public to understand what is really needed to bring the building back into compliance. Real data and numbers 
are needed. Through full and transparent collaboration between MCPS, the neighborhood, city and community 
it is likely that we could collectively come up with a viable solution for retaining the Prescott School grounds and 
building as a public resource for current and future generations.  Please keep Prescott. 
thanks for all you're doing.   this survey is kind if confusing to me,  so I imagine it is also confusing for other 
community members. Did I do it wrong? There were only a couple of questions. For such a big deal is this it 
seems like the survey would be a little more robust. Here's my input on the properties: Whittier school:  the 
school is currently in use as a Head Start program which is really needed in the North Side neighborhood as 
well as the whole of missoula. Please keep it as is, unless Head Start is able to purchase the building. This 
building and surrounding schoolyard are very important to the north side. We have had our share of growth in 
the form of massive apartment buildings. Please do not sell the Whittier property to a developer.2.  Prescott:  
my understanding is that Prescott School would take between $2.5 and 3.5 million to merely bring it up to code. 
I also understand that it is too small of a school to house any grade. Ideally I would like to see this property turn 
into a community center or even a shelter for unhoused people. Beyond that, the property seems prime for 
thoughtful development given its close proximity to downtown and outdoor amenities. A good use of infill. 
In the MCPS Properties Plan building tour on 9/16/2025 at Cold Spring School we were told that there are no 
"preconceived notions" about the Properties Plan outcomes. My impression from the tour at Cold Springs 
School and the related property assessment is that there is a clear bias towards selling the property. During the 
tour, comments about the building condition appeared to emphasize the negatives and the risks while ignoring 
positive findings. The property assessment for Cold Springs School appears reasonably credible. Note in 
Transportation Assessment > Transit that a bus stop is listed at Gharrett/Briggs (Route 12), but the Route 7 
bus stop at Walmart is not listed. 
 
Are there any well-founded demographic projections upon which these decisions with long-term implications 
will be based? 
 
I have respect for MCPS Administration and the MCPS Board of Trustees, I routinely support school funding 
levies, and I am willing to accept well-founded decisions about MCPS school properties. Please approach 
these decisions without undo bias, with full transparency, and with clear communications to alleviate the doubts 
that many Missoula County property owners and taxpayers may have. 
Cold Springs School (CSS) has a wonderful day care, dance studio and kids boxing.  All run by dedicated small 
business owners. Why would you want to take this much needed hub of children's activity and our only park 
away from our children? MCPS has been turning down potential new tenants for this location, because it will be 
simpler for them just to sell it. We have supported school levies for 40 years, MCPS should in turn support our 
neighborhood by finding a solution with the city that doesn't turn the few community activities for kids and our 
park into cheap apartments. 
Renting/leasing school properties to non-profits is very important to my community. 
I understand that the Prescott building needs to be sold or leased. I also understand that adding restrictions to 
the sale lowers the price and I think that needs to be acceptable to MCPS. I think that there is a responsibility to 
the neighborhood to ensure that either a developer or an entity that leases the land has certain restrictions as 
agreed on by the neighborhood. 
Cold Springs School is benefiting out community with child care and non profit and sports teams. There is 
potential for greater income to cover the costs of maintenance in the future, 
I already submitted a survey previously but had additional comments... 
 
Over the last 10 years, the interests of the Cold Springs neighborhood have been overlooked and taken for 



 

granted. We were first asked to move our school into another neighborhood to accommodate growth, so we 
lost the school. Then the school was too full, so we were drawn out of the boundary and into two other school 
boundaries. Now we are being asked to have the lot sold, to help pay for other schools maintenance costs. It is 
unfair... no other areas have been asked to accommodate to the needs of the district over the last decade as 
much as ours.  
Why the sudden need to get funds for other school maintenance? How have these expenses been managed in 
the past? If they are part of the existing budgets as they should be, it doesnt add up that we should have to sell. 
Its a short term gain. With declining enrollments, it seems inthe best interest of the district to diversify sources 
on income, such as renting out properties as is currently happening. I do not trust the process to sell as one 
that 'would maintain the interests of our neighborhood and district values'. I had to spend a year to get a bus 
stop in our neighborhood that was promised to us as part of the redrawn boundary lines. I have no faith that 
any transaction of the Cold Springs property would be in our interests. 
I know from my work with MIS that the Prescott building is in a state of disrepair without a sizable investment in 
infrastructure. It is currently a hazard and eyesore in the neighborhood. No organization can lease it and get it 
into proper condition by themselves. It needs a new life. I would hope that new life can include some of the 
community values such as maintaining the playground area, access to Mt Jumbo and sledding hill as open 
space. It is a beautiful 
Spot in our valley and has a historical significance as a place of education and community gathering. 
Maintaining some of that historical use would be ideal. The district doesn’t stand to make an enormous amount 
of money from selling, so the opportunity to sell low to a buyer who Would hold some of that community value 
intact could be a creative solution. If such a buyer exists. 
For the soccer pitch in the Duncan Drive Property, I support giving or selling this to the City, to be managed as 
a soccer pitch by Parks and Rec. As to the PEAS Farm itself, this decision should not be all about money: the 
PEAS Farm is an invaluable community resource that benefits the entire community in many ways. Selling it for 
housing would be a terrible decision. If there’s a way that MCPS can sell it to a non-profit like Garden City 
Harvest, so that it continues to be run the way it is, great, but please do not sell it for housing. 
The Prescott School has a hold on folks, particularly older individuals (60-80yo) in this neighborhood. There is 
an element of nostalgia that the building should be kept as-is, even though it is somewhat hazardous. Anything 
that includes additional housing (reasonable/affordable) and maintains the trail access and sledding hill should 
be considered. 
The soccer pitch on Duncan Drive is used by dozens of different soccer clubs (Strikers, Surf, Old Boys etc) as 
well as serves as valuable recreation space for upper rattlesnake residents and Missoula residents as a whole: 
dog walking, jogging, frisbee throwing, and just simply having a wonderful green space to relax in with friends. 
The pitch could be given or sold to the City, to be managed as a soccer pitch by Parks and Recreation. If it's 
developed, we as a community will never get it back. As far as the Peas Farm property, it is also an invaluable 
community resource that benefits the entire community in many ways. Selling it for housing is not the right 
decision. If there’s a way that MCPS can sell it to a non-profit like Garden City Harvest, so that it continues to 
be run the way it is, is fine, but please do not sell it for housing. 
A properly-funded school system offers more community benefit than the “community benefit” option. Please go 
with option B. 
I think Mount Jumbo could be used to help the community. Letting River of Life buy it and expand community 
help to East Missoula. (Food Bank, school summer lunch program, and other outreaches) 
With options 2 and 3, Cold Springs would be sold. It was clear from the presentation, the superintendent and 
Board of Trustees member were unfavorable towards Cold Springs d/t projected maintenance costs. I have 
also heard from another Board of Trustees member that Cold Springs will be sold. This process feels incredibly 
similar to the past decisions of the district in which Cold Springs was moved and then again when our 
neighborhood was drawn out of the boundary. Decisions seem predetermined, and despite this process, lack 
transparency. I don't think that the numbers reflecting income from rental of Cold Springs are accurate bc the 
district is currently not filling space at Cold Springs d/t the survey, and there appears to be plenty of community 
interest in renting these spaces. I also think there are conflicting opinions on the state of the property. The 
paper materials/reports reflected better building conditions than what was presented at the meeting. The WGM 
group also pointed out the historical significance of the Cold Springs school on the tour, but I could not find that 
reflected in the handouts or acknowledged by the district employees during the meeting. A future Middle School 
was brought up several times in the meeting. I would like more clarification on this, because it was also brought 
up that the existing schools have capacity and that future district enrollment projections are down. Why would 



 

we make plans for another school if the need is not there or projected to be? The Cold Springs property 
generates income, fills community needs, and serves as a much needed green space in our community. 
I don’t want to see our old-school properties sold off just to be turned into multiplexes and condos. We should 
preserve the character and history of our community instead of trading it away for more high-density 
developments. 
For the soccer pitch in the Duncan Drive Property, I support giving or selling this to the City, to be managed as 
a soccer pitch by Parks and Rec. As to the PEAS Farm itself: the PEAS Farm is a priceless community 
resource that, if valued in Dollars alone, would miss the myriad of intangible cultural, educational, and health 
benefits it provides to those alive today, and those of future generations. Selling it for housing would be 
cancellation of sustainable legacy, and as we see today, cancellation is, well, un-American. If fiduciaries 
conclude it must be sold, this well-educated, creative and financially sophisticated community we call Missoula 
can and will rise to the challenge, perhaps facilitating acquisition by a non-profit like Garden City Harvest, so 
that Missoula can continue as the paradigm of 21st Century Quality of Life. Please eschew selling the PEAS 
Farm for housing. 
The Duncan Drive Property is far more than just land -- it is a vital community asset that strengthens health, 
education, and connection across Missoula. The soccer pitch provides an accessible space for recreation, 
youth and adult development, and community engagement, and should be preserved as such. I strongly 
support giving or selling this portion to the City, to be maintained by Parks and Recreation as a dedicated 
soccer pitch for the public.The PEAS Farm itself is an irreplaceable community resource. Its value cannot be 
measured in financial terms alone. It fosters hands-on education, cultivates healthy food systems, and 
connects people of all ages to the land and to one another. Selling this property for housing would result in a 
permanent loss of a unique and cherished community asset. If there is an opportunity for MCPS to sell the 
property to a nonprofit such as Garden City Harvest so that the farm can continue operating as it does today, I 
urge you to pursue that path.In addition, developing further housing density in this area would pose serious 
safety concerns. With only a single ingress and egress point, any significant increase in housing would create 
dangerous conditions for residents, emergency access, and overall traffic flow. It would be short-sighted and 
unsafe to pursue housing development in a location with such limited access.This decision is about more than 
property -- it is about honoring Missoula’s values and safeguarding spaces that serve the entire community, 
now and for generations to come. 
The soccer pitch and its maintenance at Duncan (organized by the Old Boys) is the best and most community 
building soccer activity in Missoula.  It represents the best of Missoula and its soccer community.  Family 
friendly and inclusive. There would be many very upset people in the community if the current arrangement 
were to change.   
 
Peas farm is also an important resource for the local community, representing some of the best Missoula has to 
offer. 
 
Both uses are inline with the MCPS mission. 
PEAS farm and the adjacent soccer field represent an asset for the entire region: the farm itself grows produce 
that benefits people from throughout the region and presents an ongoing educational opportunity for all on the 
benefits of local agriculture. Similarly, people from all corners of the city use the soccer field on a regular 
basis.If MCPS opts to divest all or any of the property, please look to some combination of Garden City 
Harvest, UM, and Missoula Dept. of Parks and Recreation to manage in a fashion similar to its current status. 
I hope MCPS deeds the soccer pitch at Duncan Dr. to The City of Missoula, to curate as is for community 
recreation and open space.  I hope Parks and Recreation manages the open space as a sports play field for 
city residents to enjoy, and the city to receive revenue via permitting and reservations.  Also, the PEAS Farm 
(adjacent to the Duncan property sports play field) is also an invaluable resource that benefits the community, 
especially in conjunction with the play fields as evident for as long as I have resided in Missoula by the joy I see 
and experience there when activities are occurring at both.  A festival feeling could be harvested with help from 
The City of Missoula, attracting even more healthy living habits in The Gateway to The Ratttlesnake.  Please 
consider arranging for transfer of the adjacent farm to a non-profit like Garden City Harvest, so that it continues 
to be run the way it is.and can become an even more valuable asset for The City of Missoula. 
The Peas farm and the Duncan drive property soccer field are large assets to this area and to so many people 
who live in this community. If it were sold to the city, to be continued as a park I would support that. Or if it were 
sold to garden city harvest to be continued as a park I would support that. Keep the green area that support 



 

people coming together and interacting and forging friendships and  alliances, and healthy lifestyles.  Building 
houses here will not further these interactions and nothing is  going to create real "affordable" housing in 
Missoula anymore. 
The Duncan Drive property which consists of the soccer pitch and the Peas farm are both an invaluable 
community and citywide resource as they exist today. I strongly advocate for these uses to be maintained. The 
City Parks And Rec has a strong interest in owning and managing the soccer pitch whereas an organization 
like Garden City Harvest could responsibly manage The Peas farm. 
The Duncan Drive property is beautiful and useful the way it is. It is what makes Missoula a special place, 
unlike Bozeman. I have lived in Missoula since 1960. 
The Duncan drive property serves so many different age groups and organizations and all value the beauty and 
usefulness of the field and farm 
The open space associated with Prescott is very important to the Lower Rattlesnake Neighborhood and could 
be used for after-school sports activities (e.g., basketball).  The building needs monetary investment. In the 
future the building could be used for day care, pre-kindergarten, and a base for outdoor activities on Mount 
Jumbo and Greenough Park. Another option would be an additional building for a life-long learning center and 
adult education. Selling the property just seems short-sighted. 
duncan field is an important resource as a field 
For the soccer pitch in the Duncan Drive Property, I support giving or selling this to the City, to be managed as 
a soccer pitch by Parks and Rec. As to the PEAS Farm itself, this decision should not be all about money: the 
PEAS Farm is an invaluable community resource that benefits the entire community in many ways. Selling it for 
housing would be a terrible decision. If there’s a way that MCPS can sell it to a non-profit like Garden City 
Harvest, so that it continues to be run the way it is, great, but please do not sell it for housing. 
Please do not sell the Duncan Field soccer pitch or community farm for housing.  Please consider selling the 
soccer field to the city to maintain it as the community asset that it is as a soccer field.  If it is possible to sell the 
farm property to a non-profit to continue operating indefinitely as a farm, please prioritize that. 
How exciting to think that we could have a middle school closer to the north end of town. Thank you for all your 
hard work! 
For the soccer pitch in the Duncan Drive Property, I support giving or selling this to the City, to be managed as 
a soccer pitch by Parks and Rec. As to the PEAS Farm itself, this decision should not be all about money: the 
PEAS Farm is an invaluable community resource that benefits the entire community in many ways. Selling it for 
housing would be a terrible decision. If there’s a way that MCPS can sell it to a non-profit like Garden City 
Harvest, so that continues to be run the ways it is, great, but please do not sell it for housing. 
I believe there is more possibilities for community impact with Mount Jumbo School with an option to sell. 
Better communication is needed. 
Recent years have seen an increase in young families  in the Lower Rattlesnake. Prescott School is the only 
school site in this neighborhood and offers the only open ground for activities like baseball, soccer, and other 
endeavors. Bussing the children from this neighborhood to a school that is so far out of the neighborhood that it 
precludes the ability to walk or bike to school disadvantages our children and families. That decision has also 
created all the congestion associated with the need for school bussing throughout the day. If the Prescott 
ground is sold, that open space is lost forever. If sold for housing, it would complicate existing and growing 
problems associated with traffic in a canyon area. 
Administration building:  The robotics team is a high quality program that offers kids critical opportunities to 
engage with STEM. This program requires a consistent and adequate meeting space.  If not this building you 
would need to be prepared to offer adequate space.  Taking away their space is akin to closing the football 
field.   
 
Dickenson: The lifelong learning program is amazing and I really hope this is something you don't dismantle.  
Providing these classes makes the whole community healthier and more engaged.  The building is well 
established to provide education opportunities to those 16 and above. I use it a few times every week for 
different classes that I find to be high quality and well attended.   
 
It is easy to take programs and buildings apart but very difficult to rebuild them after destruction. Please protect 
these important programs. 



 

Land sales or leases that could result in housing are most important to me. I prefer a plan that moves quickly 
rather than long projects getting mired in years of additional planning while costs to MCPS rise and housing 
scarcity continues in Missoula. 
Even though mount jumbo school looks good, the maintenance and major repairs facing it. Involve asbestos 
removal. 
And other hidden costs with the roof and heating and electric to try and fix that.And redo, to make it middle 
school appropriate and bring middle schoolers in by bus all the way here.Seems silly. There must be some nice 
land in missoula.That would make a better site for a brand new middle school. There's acreage at the 
fairgrounds and around sentinel.It seems like and that would be a little more centrally located.And you could 
have a brand new wonderful facility, which would be a gem for missoula. 
Properties to be sold should not be deed constrained, so they may be converted / used for housing, non-profit 
or entrepreneurial enterprise. 
Very in support of a solution that allows any or all of the Prescott land to be a park or playground. And maintain 
the Jumbo trail connection. 
I was astounded at the sheer number of people able to show up at 4pm on a Wednesday to share their 
thoughts (prescott property) clearly lots of strong emotional opinions ( often to suit personal experience and 
gain) I would love to see the next steps of these property plans to more heavily weigh the context of community 
need more than adjacent neighbors personal preferences. These are times for bold, creative, action. Would be 
awesome if the sale/partnership of these properties benefitted all Missourians, addressing ongoing education, 
affordable housing, and open space! 
Partnering with Front Step, MT Land Trust, or community organizations that provide housing, education, or 
community engagement is ideal. We love the park, the central location, and community engagement in the 
school but would love to have the space be usable. Thank you! 
For the two historic buildings, the admin building should be sold with stipulation that it be restored. Not 
necessarily for public education but for betterment of neighborhood. It will need to have a commercial 
component to make the restoration pencil out. For Whittier I think a sale to the current Head Start Program 
would be ideal. 
A long term lease would limit what the occupant could invest in the project, a sale would be better if the school 
district has no plans to reuse the property. 
Rezoning the Rattlesnake would add severe traffic safety issues. Rattlesnake basically is a one road in one 
road out corridor.  Wildland fire, earthquakes, flooding, etc., would make the Rattlesnake more of a death trap 
for many or most residents and recreationists if the area is rezoned for high density housing. 
I bought my home here in E Msa 16 years ago when my kids were middle-school age.  Over the years, I've 
seen more and more school-age kids in this community, and I'm pretty sure that others here would like to see 
Mt Jumbo reopened for these families.  I know I certainly would.  We all know that neighborhood schools bring 
neighborhoods together, and safely walking a few blocks to school,.far as I'm concerned, is invaluable for a 
number of reasons.  I hope that the district (where I was educated, Franklin and Hellgate HS) will find enough 
demand to reopen our school.  The admin building on 6th St is a community treasure, and I would love to see it 
designated as a historic building and continue as a PUBLIC building for community benefit. 
The Cold Springs addition was from Coal Strip and never meant to be permanent. It has always been 
substandard with no foundation, years without hot water and built with questionable materials. We suffered the 
deaths of both a teacher and a principal from that wing from Cancer. The replacement for the principal also 
developed Cancer. Please tear it down. 
I have a strong preference for smaller, neighborhood schools versus larger regional schools like we have at the 
middle and high school levels especially. I would love to see properties such as Prescott and Mount Jumbo 
being used to provide a local, hopefully more responsive education option for adolescents in those 
neighborhoods especially. 
The Missoula community should gift the Whittier building to head start. Head Start is a HUGE community asset, 
and the kids who go to Head Start almost all go on to be MCPS kids. In Head Start, they get more of what they 
need so they arrive ready to succeed in school. And they have a long record of being amazing neighbors, 
willingly letting folks use the playground for movie nights, dog parties, and lots of play and recreation in a very 
dense area. 
 
I don't know for sure, but I bet the district was allocated the property by the community when it established 
Whittier as a neighborhood school on the Northside many years ago. In other words, I bet the district didn't 



 

have to "buy" it. We don't *have* to "make money" off it, now. 
It will be a savings to the district anyway, just not to have to pay for maintenance on Whittier (and a huge 
challenge for Head Start to figure out how to do so, since Head Start can't run levies or sell bonds for 
maintenance.) We shouldn't expect a program that offers free preschool to our most vulnerable families to do a 
capital campaign to buy a building. The Missoula community should gift the building to Head Start. 
School funds and support are provided by the community.  We continue to support bond issues and mill levies 
to maintain and improve public education.  The properties belong to all of us - and our community values 
should be paramount. 
Please upgrade The Lifelong Learning Center.  It is a unique gem for our city and provides very valuable 
training, education and social opportunities to hundreds of people everyday. 
The lifelong learning center means so much to so many missoulians of all ages. We are a community of 
people, friends, family and educators. It’s would detrimental to the mental, emotional and physical health of too 
many to sell this building and take away the center, for some, especially older individuals, this is their place, 
maybe their one outing. But for all of us, this is our happy place. 
Our district is in dire need of another middle school. The three middle schools in Missoula are overcrowded and 
improperly staffed, supplied and maintained.  
 
We are already in the position of having full grade levels at all three schools, even with added teachers. 
Students should be able to attend their neighborhood schools, and right now there either isn't one that exists if 
you live on the north side of the river, or you can't attend because they are full.  
 
There are currently teachers at both CS Porter and Washington without enough supplies, seats or technology 
for their students. We are also struggling with high behavioral needs. If MCPS added another middle school to 
serve the North-East side of town, it would solve many of the issues facing out current middle school model. 
There is a reason that there are multiple active lawsuits in the middle schools and and that there was high 
turnover in the middle schools last spring. For example, CS Porter has over 20 new employees in the building. 
When the schools are crowded beyond capacity (There are classes of 30-34 students, look into it!) it is near 
impossible to guarantee safety and learning for all.  
 
Additionally, our current facilities were not constructed to support this number of people. For example, CS 
Porter has 2 restrooms per grade level with 3-4 working toilets. Our facilities are being used heavily, yet the 
amount of maintenance has not increased, they arent even cleaned every day. We have had the same issues 
with drinking fountains; things break and they aren't fixed in a timely manner, or they just get removed and are 
never replaced.  
 
It would greatly benefit our community to add another middle school to Missoula, and it appears that we have 
the properties to do so. Let's make changes and do better! 

 



  MISSOULA COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Properties Plan 

 

APPENDIX A.4  
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT SUMMARIES 

Community Partners Virtual Learning Session  
Robotics Team Learning Session 
Community Engagement Summary  
Dickinson Building Learning Session  
Fort Missoula Learning Session  
Prescott Building Learning Session 
Seeley-Swan Learning Session  

 
  

 
 



MCPS Properties Plan 
Community Partners Learning Session 
Summary and Highlights by Building 
and Partner 
July 9, 2025 

Session Overview 

Event Information 
The Community Partner Virtual Learning Session was conducted as part of the MCPS 
Properties Plan process. Invitations to participate were extended to non-profit community 
partners who are currently leasing one of the building properties being studied in the MCPS 
Properties Plan. The virtual learning session was held on May 27, 2025. Participants were able 
to verbally share their insights on the call, share their insights via a virtual “whiteboard” tool, and 
provide written responses to background information via email.  
 
Attendance included MCPS Properties Plan Consulting Team Members: Max Grebe, Kate 
Dinsmore, and Rachel Huff-Doria; MCPS Planning Committee Members: Micah Hill, MCPS 
Superintendent, Burley McWilliams, Director of Facilities and Operations and Jenny Walsh, 
MCPS Board Trustee; and community partner organization leaders at Child Start, Inc, Garden 
City Harvest, United Way of Missoula County and Missoula Child Care Advantage (MCCA), 
Cancer Support Community Montana, Friends of the Children, and Missoula Youth Football. 
Studio M was not able to participate but provided written responses. 

Learning Session Purpose 
● Share the purpose, process, and context of the MCPS Properties Plan  
● Learn about community partner’s connection to the property  
● Understand current use, challenges, and constraints of their programs, as it relates to 

the property 
● Explore the future vision and needs for the program 



Whittier Building 

Child Start, Inc. 

Partnership Background: Child Start, Inc. has maintained a 50-year partnership with MCPS, 
with 30 years as the sole tenant of the Whittier Building. The organization operates a federally 
funded Head Start program serving children ages 3-5. 

Current Educational Use: The program serves 120 children in Missoula County (nearly 500 
people including families) and operates as a "living laboratory" for early childhood development. 
Child Start coordinates with MCPS through IDEA implementation, participates in IEP 
development, and facilitates kindergarten transitions. They utilize all sections of the building 
from 7:45 AM - 5:00 PM Monday-Friday. 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space: 

Space Usage: Child Start operates comprehensive early childhood programming in the 120+ 
year-old building, with full utilization of all available space. The organization maintains the entire 
facility to federal Head Start standards and coordinates shared spaces with MCPS IDEA staff 
for inclusive services. 

Education Connection: The program serves families at or below federal poverty guidelines, 
providing critical kindergarten readiness services. They collaborate extensively with MCPS on 
special needs identification and transition services, creating a direct pipeline for student 
success. 

Community Connection: The low-cost lease arrangement ($1,000/month) represents nearly 
30% of required federal in-kind contributions, enabling comprehensive family support services. 
The partnership reflects mutual understanding of a shared mission to ensure children reach 
their potential. 

Current Space Needs and Challenges: 

Infrastructure and Maintenance: 

● Building Age: 120+ year structure requiring ongoing lead/asbestos remediation 
● Recent Investment: $409,082.50 in flood recovery renovations paid by Child Start 
● Maintenance Model: Child Start covers utilities, janitorial, security, yard care, and repairs 

under $500 
● Major Systems: Cost-sharing agreement for roof, sewer, boiler repairs 

Operational Constraints: The aging building requires continuous infrastructure updates, with 
Child Start taking responsibility for environmental compliance and safety improvements while 
maintaining historical building character. 



Future Vision & Opportunities: 

Proposed Infrastructure Improvements: 

● Plumbing system updates for 3rd floor bathroom and kitchen 
● Laundry service installation 
● Security entrance replacements maintaining historical context 
● Potential modular classroom additions with additional federal funding 

Educational Expansion: Child Start seeks to maintain long-term tenancy at Whittier, with 
potential program expansion if additional federal funding becomes available. 

Community Partnerships: The organization requests continued low-cost lease arrangements 
given substantial capital investments and maintenance responsibilities, with aspirational 
consideration of building transfer given historic investment levels. 

 

Duncan Drive Property 

Garden City Harvest (PEAS Farm) 

Partnership Background: Garden City Harvest has operated the PEAS Farm since 2002 
under a sublease arrangement where MCPS leases to the City of Missoula, who subleases 10 
acres to Garden City Harvest at no cost. The current 40-year lease runs through 2055. 

Current Educational Use: The PEAS Farm serves as a sustainable farm and outdoor 
classroom, hosting 2,500 MCPS students annually on educational field trips. Garden City 
Harvest provides all transportation costs and delivers curriculum aligned with MCPS standards. 
They also maintain 8 outdoor learning centers at MCPS elementary schools. 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space: 

Space Usage: The 10-acre site operates as the largest of Garden City Harvest's 22 locations, 
functioning March-November with year-round on-site caretaking. The property includes 
comprehensive farm infrastructure: straw bale barn, greenhouses, hoop houses, root cellar, tool 
shed, office, paved parking, livestock facilities, orchard, and well. 

Education Connection: Beyond MCPS field trips, the farm partners with University of Montana 
Environmental Studies for hands-on sustainable agriculture semesters. The operation produces 
15,000 pounds of food annually for food bank and senior food pantry distribution. 

Community Connection: The no-cost lease enables Garden City Harvest to provide free 
educational services to MCPS that would otherwise require charging fees. The mutual support 
model allows both organizations to fulfill their missions without cash exchange. 



Current Space Needs and Challenges: 

Infrastructure and Maintenance: 

● Self-Sustaining Operations: Garden City Harvest funds and maintains all farm structures 
and improvements 

● Facility Investment: Complete farm infrastructure developed and maintained at 
organization expense 

● Minor Constraints: Potential future need for additional well capacity 

Operational Efficiency: The farm operates with minimal challenges, demonstrating successful 
long-term sustainable agriculture practices and educational programming. 

Future Vision & Opportunities: 

Proposed Infrastructure Improvements: 

● Long-term vision includes tiny house installation for caretaker housing 
● Barn conversion to expand agricultural programming capabilities 
● Continued infrastructure maintenance and enhancement 

Educational Expansion: Garden City Harvest seeks to maintain the 40-year lease arrangement, 
continuing to provide free educational services to thousands of MCPS students while operating 
sustainable agriculture demonstrations. 

Community Partnerships: The organization emphasizes the critical importance of no-cost land 
access to their ability to serve MCPS students and the broader community food security 
mission. 

 

Cold Springs Building 

United Way of Missoula County and Missoula Child Care Advantage 
(MCCA) 

Partnership Background: United Way operates under a 5-year lease for one wing of Cold 
Springs, subleasing space to six independent childcare businesses. The partnership represents 
innovative collaboration in addressing community childcare needs. 

Current Educational Use: The remodeled wing houses six independent childcare businesses 
serving up to 92 children, operating 7 AM - 6 PM weekdays. The program specifically addresses 
infant and toddler care shortages, a critical community need supporting working families with 
young children. 



Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space: 

Space Usage: Seven newly remodeled rooms accommodate the childcare network, with 
providers utilizing playground and gym spaces. The arrangement includes family programming, 
on-site health screenings, and community events. 

Education Connection: The childcare businesses fill a crucial gap in infant/toddler care, 
supporting workforce development by enabling parents to work while children receive quality 
early childhood education. United Way coordinates with MCPS on kindergarten readiness 
assessments. 

Community Connection: The lease rate structure enables affordable childcare options, with 
sublease terms honoring the original MCPS lease. The model creates sustainable childcare 
businesses while maintaining affordability for families. 

Current Space Needs and Challenges: 

Infrastructure and Maintenance: 

● Recent Investment: Complete wing renovation funded through grants and donations 
● Maintenance Sharing: $50,000 contingency fund for repairs, mostly used for PTAC unit 

replacement 
● Building Systems: MCPS funded security and fire alarm upgrades throughout building 

Operational Constraints: 

● Licensing Regulations: Six businesses cannot interact, limiting collaborative 
programming 

● Space Capacity: Some rooms feel cramped at maximum capacity (15 kids in 740 sq ft) 
● Equipment Limitations: Outdoor equipment not age-appropriate for current infant/toddler 

population 

Future Vision & Opportunities: 

Proposed Infrastructure Improvements: 

● Expansion into additional vacant wing space 
● Age-appropriate outdoor equipment installation 
● Continued building system upgrades and maintenance 

Educational Expansion: Most childcare businesses operate at maximum capacity with interest in 
expanding services. United Way receives inquiries about additional early intervention services 
co-location. 



Community Partnerships: The partnership demonstrates successful public-private collaboration 
in addressing community childcare needs while maintaining building utilization and revenue 
generation. 

Cancer Support Community Montana 

Partnership Background: Cancer Support Community Montana rents space at Cold Springs, 
providing health and wellness programming for cancer patients and families. 

Current Educational Use: The organization utilizes 3,800 square feet across two floors for 
specialized programming including gardening, cooking, nutrition, exercise, yoga, and 
mindfulness services for cancer patients. 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space: 

Space Usage: Programs operate primarily Monday-Friday with occasional weekend activities, 
serving community members dealing with cancer diagnoses and treatment. 

Education Connection: Provides critical health education and support services, complementing 
medical treatment with holistic wellness approaches and community connection. 

Community Connection: Serves a specialized population with unique space and accessibility 
needs, filling healthcare gaps in comprehensive cancer support services. 

Current Space Needs and Challenges: 

Infrastructure and Maintenance: 

● Building Age: Facility requires ongoing updates and improvements 
● Accessibility Issues: Multi-level building creates challenges for clients with health 

limitations 

Operational Constraints: The dated building infrastructure poses accessibility challenges for the 
organization's client population with varying health and mobility needs. 

Future Vision & Opportunities: 

Facility Improvements: Accessibility enhancements would improve service delivery to clients 
managing cancer treatment and recovery challenges. 

Studio M Dance Studio 
Partnership Background: Studio M has been leasing space from MCPS since August 2020, 
after losing their previous rental space during the COVID-19 shutdown. They occupy part of the 
Cold Springs building that had been previously abandoned, with another section under 
renovation for daycare use. 



Current Educational Use: Studio M operates a dance studio serving 200+ families in the 
Missoula community and surrounding areas, with the majority being MCPS families. The 
organization provides dance programming to children throughout the community. 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space: 

Space Usage: The studio utilizes multiple rooms within their wing of the building, operating 
dance programs that serve the broader Missoula educational community. 

Education Connection: Serves primarily MCPS families, providing arts education opportunities 
that complement school programming while filling gaps in dance instruction. 

Community Connection: Families appreciate the connection to the historic school building, with 
many parents having attended school in the same building where their children now take dance 
classes. The community values the renewal and repurposing of the space rather than new 
construction. 

Current Space Needs and Challenges: 

Infrastructure and Maintenance: 

● Major Tenant Investments: Studio M has funded extensive renovations including new 
electrical wiring for air conditioning in 4 rooms, wall removal to combine spaces, new 
electrical outlets, window replacements, flooring upgrades after flooding, painting, 
lighting improvements, and HVAC installations 

● Maintenance Responsibility: Organization handles most building maintenance on the 
aging structure, with MCPS providing only minor plumbing work, some lighting repairs, 
and initial pest removal 

● Utility Sharing: Monthly lease based on square footage with shared utility, insurance, 
and alarm system costs among tenants 

Operational Constraints: 

● Space Limitations: Program has outgrown current space as enrollment continues to 
increase 

● Parking Challenges: Inadequate parking for program needs 
● Climate Control Issues: Heating and cooling challenges in the old building 
● Safety Concerns: No exterior lighting on east side creates dangerous conditions during 

winter evening hours 
● Ongoing Maintenance: Consistent maintenance issues requiring attention 

Future Vision & Opportunities: 

Proposed Infrastructure Improvements: 

● Expansion to occupy entire wing of building to create comprehensive dance complex 



● New bathroom facilities 
● Larger rooms with improved insulation 
● Additional parking capacity 
● Enhanced outdoor lighting for safety 

Program Expansion: Studio M seeks to expand their space allocation within the building to 
accommodate growing enrollment and program demand. 

Partnership Sustainability: The low lease rate is critical to operations, as dance studios require 
extensive square footage and expenses can easily outweigh profits. The organization is seeking 
continued below-market lease rates as they have made significant investments in building 
improvements. 

 

Mount Jumbo Building 

Friends of Children 

Partnership Background: Friends of Children operates professional mentoring and after-
school programming for at-risk youth, serving 48 children and 250 total people including 
families, with planned expansion to 64 families in 2025. 

Current Educational Use: The organization occupies 7,000 square feet (19% of building) 
providing professional mentoring, after-school activities, and family programming. They create 
"second home" environments for children with highest risk factors and lowest protective factors. 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space: 

Space Usage: Daily utilization of office and program space with coordinated gym usage (shared 
with police department co-tenant) and access to outdoor green spaces for programming. 

Education Connection: Nearly all served students attend MCPS schools aged 4-10 years, 
creating direct educational continuity and support for academic success. Programming focuses 
on building protective factors and reducing risk exposure. 

Community Connection: The organization benefits significantly from open classroom 
environments, gymnasium access, and outdoor green spaces that enable diverse programming 
approaches. 

Current Space Needs and Challenges: 

Infrastructure and Maintenance: 

● Heating System: Old and unreliable system creating operational difficulties 



● Deferred Maintenance: Substantial building maintenance needs 
● Limited Office Space: Constrains administrative operations 
● ADA Accessibility: Building accessibility issues limit programming options 

Operational Constraints: 

● Rent Increases: 89% increase over two years creating financial strain 
● Lease Terms: Lack of multi-year lease options reduces operational stability 
● Co-tenancy Issues: Police department training activities create disruptions and safety 

concerns 

Future Vision & Opportunities: 

Infrastructure Improvements: 

● Reliable heating system installation 
● ADA accessibility enhancements 
● Expanded office space for growing staff and programming 

Program Expansion: Planned growth to serve 64 families requires consistent, predictable rent 
structure and improved facility reliability to support expanded programming. 

Partnership Stability: Organization seeks consistency and predictability in rent structure and 
lease terms to support ongoing growth and community impact. 

 

Old Administration Building 

Missoula Youth Football 

Partnership Background: Missoula Youth Football utilizes storage space in the former 
administration building, serving 600 children grades 3-8 through flag football (3rd-4th grade) and 
tackle football programs, filling gaps since MCPS doesn't offer youth football. 

Current Educational Use: The organization provides youth athletics programming, including 
new girls' football programs beginning fall 2024. Storage space enables equipment distribution 
to teams and coaches across the program. 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space: 

Space Usage: Utilizes 99% of available space across 3 rooms primarily for equipment storage, 
representing their most stable location after previously operating from storage unit alleys. 

Education Connection: Serves 600 youth with athletic programming that builds teamwork, 
physical fitness, and character development while filling service gaps in MCPS programming. 



Community Connection: The facility provides good parking and location access for equipment 
distribution, enabling efficient program operations across multiple teams and age groups. 

Current Space Needs and Challenges: 

Infrastructure and Maintenance: 

● Minimal Issues: Only non-working air conditioning system mentioned as concern 
● Storage Efficiency: Current space utilization maximizes available storage capacity 

Operational Constraints: The organization faces minimal property-related operational 
constraints, indicating successful space-program alignment. 

Future Vision & Opportunities: 

Program Continuity: Organization expresses contentment with current arrangement while 
indicating willingness to downsize if necessary, with preference to maintain current location 
stability. 

Flexibility: Demonstrates adaptability to changing space needs while maintaining program 
delivery to hundreds of youth athletes. 

 

Key Findings Across Properties 

Mission Alignment 

Partner organizations support MCPS's educational mission through early childhood 
development, agricultural education, youth development, family support services, and 
community health programming. 

Community Benefit 

Partners provide significant community value through educational programming, property 
maintenance investments, gap-filling services, and community economic development. 

Partner Investment in Infrastructure Many community partners invest in the buildings that 
they are using. Child Start invested over $400,000 in flood recovery, Garden City Harvest 
maintains all farm infrastructure, and United Way funded complete wing renovations. 

Innovative Partnership Models The arrangements demonstrate creative public-private 
collaboration - from sublease structures that enable affordable childcare to no-cost land access 
that allows free educational programming. These models maximize community benefit while 
maintaining property utilization. 



Recurring Challenges 
Infrastructure and Maintenance Burden Nearly every property faces significant infrastructure 
challenges stemming from building age and deferred maintenance. Issues include unreliable 
heating systems, accessibility problems, remediation needs, and aging building systems 
requiring costly updates. 

Financial Sustainability Pressures Multiple partners face escalating costs - Friends of 
Children experienced an 89% rent increase over two years, while partners like Child Start 
shoulder major capital investments alongside ongoing operational costs. It is unclear if MCPS or 
community partners would take on any major future infrastructure needs. 

Space Capacity Constraints Several partners operate at maximum capacity with demand for 
expansion. United Way's childcare partners want to expand, Studio M needs additional space, 
Friends of Children plans to serve 64 families (up from 48), and multiple organizations need 
additional space for growing programs. 

Lease Uncertainty and Stability Partners consistently seek longer-term lease arrangements 
and predictable cost structures to enable strategic planning and program growth. Short-term 
leases create operational uncertainty that limits organizational development. 



MCPS Pro p e rt ie s  Pla n  

Administration Building and Robotics 
Team Learning Session Summary  

July 7, 2025  

Session Overview 

Event Information 

The Robotics Team Learning Session was conducted as part of the MCPS Properties Plan 
process. Learning session intake was conducted through a call with MCPS Properties Plan 
Consulting Team Member Rachel Huff-Doria and Susan Sullivan, a mentor and leader at MCPS 
Robotics Team on May 30, 2025, and through a virtual meeting with Robotics leaders and 
MCPS Properties Plan Consulting Team Members Kate Dinsmore and Max Grebe on June 11, 
2025.  

Learning Session Purpose: 

• Share the purpose, process, and context of the MCPS Properties Plan  
• Learn about the Robotics Team's connection to the Administration Building  
• Understand current use, challenges, and constraints of the robotics program as it relates 

to the building  
• Explore the future vision and needs for the program 
• Examine potential for expanded robotics programming in Missoula 

Background Information: 

The MCPS Robotics Team operates as a year-round program participating in FIRST (For 
Inspiration and Recognition of Science and Technology) competitions. The program feeds from 
grade school programs throughout town into the high school level. The team currently uses 
space in the Administration Building but faces significant space constraints that limit their ability 
to expand programming and serve more students. 

MCPS Robotics Program Overview 



The Robotics Team serves 70-80 students when fully operational. It includes Robotics 
Competition teams (currently the only FRC team in Montana), First Lego League (FLL) 
programs, and Tech Challenge (FTC) programs. It offers a strong STEM career pipeline and 
operates as part of Montana's growing tech hub initiative supported by state leadership. 

Session Key Findings 

Context and Questions on MCPS Properties Plan 

The robotics coaches expressed concern about restrictions on space usage and uncertainty 
about the district's plans for renting out portions of the Administration Building. There was some 
confusion about which spaces would remain available for the robotics program versus being 
rented to outside parties. 

Understanding Administration Building Space and 
Connection 

Current Educational Use 

The robotics team utilizes multiple floors of the Administration Building: 

• First Floor: Industrial robot construction (2x2 size robots), shop space with CNC 
machines, building and training areas  

• Second Floor: Design work and computer-aided design (CAD) teams  
• Third Floor: Meeting space for large groups (70-80 people), granted space for Middle 

School Lego League team 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space 

Space Usage 

The program operates year-round with varying intensity:  

• Daily meetings for several weeks at start of school year  
• Weekly meetings during regular programming  
• Summer camp 
• Summer break period for coach and student recovery  
• Competition preparation and robot reveals requiring large spaces 



Current Space Needs and Challenges 

Infrastructure and Operational Constraints 

• Insufficient Space: Cannot accommodate 70-80 students comfortably in current 
configuration and summer camp has a waitlist  

• Ventilation Issues: Shop area lacks adequate ventilation for CNC machine operation 
• Noise Conflicts: Loud manufacturing equipment conflicts with quiet needs of CAD and 

business teams  
• Meeting Space Limitations: The group has to use external venues for large community 

gatherings and robot reveals 

Competition and Training Limitations 

• Can only build half-size practice field, limiting scrimmage hosting capability  
• Unable to host official competitions or large-scale events  
• Introductory meetings exceed current space capacity 

Future Vision & Opportunities 

Leaders envisioned using the full Administration Building or gaining access to a larger space to 
allow the Robotics Team to more fully develop.  

Proposed Space Improvements 

• Dedicated Spaces: Small rooms for different team aspects and multiple teams 
• Equipment Housing: Space for 3D printers, CNC machines, and other equipment 
• Full-Size Practice Field: Ability to build regulation competition field for scrimmages. An 

ideal space would be 55’L x 26’W x 10’H. A half-size field at 30’L x 30’W could also 
work. The current available space is 1/3 of a full-size field.  

Leaders believed that space improvement would allow them to expand the education value they 
offer and develop stronger community partnerships. Leaders would prefer to be in a space that 
is centrally located within the community and not focused on one school because the program is 
available to the entire district.  

Educational Expansion 

• Increased Capacity: Serve more of the 70+ interested students  
• Bridge Programming: Connect middle school FLL teams with high school FRC 

programs  
• Multiple Teams: House up to 10 FTC programs that could operate in Missoula 



Community Partnerships 

• Centralized Hub: Bring scattered Missoula robotics teams into single facility. Space 
located on a bus line is desirable. 

• Collaboration Space: Provide venue for inter-team cooperation and competition 
• Scrimmage Hosting: Serve as regional competition and practice venue 
• Tech Hub Integration: Support Montana's growing technology sector workforce 

development 

Funding 
Robotics is financially supported through fundraisers. The program raised about $50,000 
last year and is working to get more long-term partnerships in place. MCPS provided 
~$5,000 in funding last year. If Robotics were to have a competition space, the program 
could host competitions which would reduce the reliance on fundraisers because travel 
costs would be reduced.  

Closing and Next Steps 

This learning session summary and highlights will be shared with Robotics leaders for accuracy 
and transparency. The information will be shared and discussed with the Planning Committee 
and referred to for the MCPS Properties Plan.   
 

 



MCPS Properties Plan  

Community Engagement Summary -  August 1, 2025  

Executive Summary  

This report outlines the community engagement strategy and activities for the Missoula 
County Public Schools (MCPS) property planning project. The engagement approach is built 
on four foundational principles, developed by the Planning Committee, and encomp asses a 
diverse range of community members and leaders across multiple phases of community 
input and collaboration.  

Community Engagement Principles  

The MCPS community engagement strategy is guided by four core principles that ensure 
meaningful and effective engagement:  

1. Transparent Process  

The district commits to maintaining transparency throughout the project by ensuring 
community members understand the purpose, process, and parameters of the initiative. 
Information about the process and project will be kept open and accessible to the publi c. 

2. Valuing Community Input and Engagement  

We seek to ensure each community member feels heard throughout the process, even 
when a specific desired outcome may not be achieved. The district will track all input 
received, including minority opinions that may not be reflected in final planning decisi ons. 
Community engagement will occur early in the process when feedback can have the 
greatest impact on planning outcomes.  

3. Transformative Engagement Opportunities  

The district will provide community members with new and meaningful information about 
the project purpose, process, current state of properties, school district needs, and diverse 
community perspectives. Multiple opportunities for dialogue and feedback wil l be 
integrated throughout the engagement process.  



4. Government Agency and Community Partner Collaboration  

The approach will consider community needs, assets, and opportunities for collaboration 
holistically. The district will actively engage other public agencies to expand possibilities for 
positive community impact.  

Implementation Framework  

Engagement Strategy  

The engagement strategy employs multiple communication channels and methods to 
ensure broad community participation:  

● Digital su rveys th rough  listservs an d em ail con tacts 
● In -person  listen in g session s for  targeted groups 
● Public open  houses for  com m un ity-wide par ticipation  
● Profession al m eetin gs an d presen tation s for  developm en t an d busin ess 

com m un ities 
● In dividual m eetin gs for  governm en t par tn ersh ip developm en t 

En gagem en t Tim elin e 

Understanding Needs & Priorities   
Apr il- Ju ly 20 25 
Activities: Com m un ity su rvey, learn in g session s, stakeholder  m eetin gs 
Goals: Gather  in pu t on  com m un ity n eeds, iden tify par tn ersh ip oppor tun ities, an d in form  
the Board of progress an d public perspectives. 
 
Exploring Alternative Plans  
August-Septem ber  20 25 
Activities: Open  houses (ten tatively Sept 15–19), com m un ity discussion s, proper ty tours 
Goals: Share an d discuss plan  altern atives, explore bu ildin g con dition s, an d gather  
feedback on  how proposals m eet distr ict n eeds. 
 
Finalizing the Plan  
October -Beyon d 
Activities: Com pletion  of the Proper ties Plan , final presen tation  to the Board of Trustees 
Goals: Presen t recom m en dation s, h igh ligh t com m un ity in pu t, an d determ in e the fu tu re  of 
each  proper ty. 

 



Engagement Summary  

The engagement summary includes key activities for focused stakeholder groups.  

MCPS Decision-Makers  

Board of Trustees  

● Engagement Goal:  Keep leadership informed of purpose, progress, public input 
range, and input utilization  

● Key Activities:   
○ Board of Trustee representation on the Planning Committee  
○ Properties Plan survey  
○ Updates at Board of Trustees meeting -  July 15, 2025 

MCPS Community  

Staff, teachers, students, families, tenants  

● Engagement Goal:  Gather input on priorities, needs, and opportunities for MCPS 
properties and buildings while understanding the value and connection to 
properties among key MCPS groups using the properties  

● Key Activities:  
○ Proper ties Plan  su rvey distr ibu tion  across MCPS com m un ity 
○ Com prehen sive Learn in g Session s an d wr itten  question  in take  with  cu r ren t 

proper ty users (May- Jun e 20 25) 
■  Lifelon g Learn in g Cen ter  -  May 6, 20 25 (In -person ) 
■  Agr icu ltu re/FFA/Big Sky High  School -  May 28, 20 25 (In -person ) 
■  Seeley Swan  High  School -  May 7, 20 25 (Vir tual 1-on -1) 
■  Child Star t, In c -  May 27, 20 25 (Vir tual group) 
■  Garden  City Harvest -  Peas Farm  -  May 27, 20 25 (Vir tual group) 
■  Missou la  Ch ild Care Advan tage (Un ited Way) -  May 27, 20 25 (Vir tual 

group) 
■  Missou la  Football Club -  May 27, 20 25 (Vir tual group) 
■  Fr ien ds of the Ch ildren  -  May 27, 20 25 (Vir tual group) 
■  Can cer  Suppor t Com m un ity Mon tan a -  May 27, 20 25 (Vir tual group) 
■  Missou la  Robotics Club -  Jun e 9, 20 25 (In -person ) 
■  Studio M -  Ju ly 31, 20 25 (Written  respon ses) 

MCPS Extended Community  

Youth  organ ization s, par tn er  in stitu tion s, n eigh borhood coun cils, com m un ity groups an d 
the public, as a  whole. 



● Engagement Goal:  Understand community priorities, needs, and opportunities for 
MCPS properties  

● Key Activities:  
○ Proper ties Plan  su rvey distr ibu tion  th rough  Neighborhood Coun cil listserv 
○ Rattlesn ake Neighborhood Coun cil a tten dan ce / en gagem en t a t request-  

Jun e 24, 20 25 
○ Seeley Lake Com m un ity Foundation  -  Ju ly 1, 20 25 (Vir tual 1-on -1) 
○ Lower  Rattlesn ake Neighborhood Coun cil a tten dan ce -  Ju ly 29, 20 25 

Public Partners  

Govern m en t an d agen cy par tn ers  

● Engagement Goal:  Collaborate  with  com m un ity par tn ers an d other  governm en t 
agen cies to con sider  possible  par tn ersh ips to m eet Distr ict n eeds. 

● Key Activities:  
○ Public Par tn er  On goin g Dialogue an d Meetin gs -  Ju ly 15 -  Aug 1, 20 25 

■  Public par tn er  par ticipation  in cludes: City of Missou la, Missoula  
Coun ty, Missoula  Parks an d Recreation  Depar tm en t, Missoula  
Redevelopm en t Agen cy, an d the Un iversity of Mon tan a  

Looking Ahead  

By en gagin g diverse stakeholders th rough  m ultiple  phases an d var ious m ethods, the 
distr ict a im s to en su re that com m un ity voices are  heard an d in tegrated in to proper ty 
plan n in g decision s that will serve the broader  Missou la  com m un ity's education al an d civic 
n eeds. Com m un ity par tn ers will be re- en gaged in   Septem ber  to review plan  altern atives 
an d explore how option s m ay align  with  the iden tified n eeds of the MCPS com m un ity. 



MCPS Properties Plan 
Dickinson Building - Learning Session 
Summary and Highlights 

Updated July 7, 2025 
 
Session Overview 
 

Event Information 
The Dickinson Building Learning Session was held on May 6, 2025 at the Lifelong 
Learning Center. Attendance included: Lifelong Learning Center Leaders: Jodie 
Rasmussen, Adult Education Director, Charlene Nyberg, Adult Education 
Supervisor, Renee Bentham, Academic Success Program Department Chair; 
MCPS Properties Plan Consulting Team Members: Max Grebe, Kate Dinsmore, 
and Rachel Huff-Doria; and MCPS Planning Committee Members: Micah Hill, 
MCPS Superintendent and Keegan Witt, MCPS Board Trustee.  

 

Learning Session Purpose 

• Share the purpose, process, and context of the MCPS Properties Plan. 
• Learn more about how the Dickinson Building is in current use, including what is 

functional in the space, relevant updates, what value and connection is created from the 
space with individuals in the program. 

• Learn more about the needs and priorities for space, including potential future needs of 
MCPS Adult Learning Division. 
 

Background Information: 
The Lifelong Learning Center (LLC) is the MCPS Adult Education Division housed 
in the Dickinson Building. The LLC serves students 16 years and older and offers 
workforce training, academic essentials, an array of community classes, and career 
training in the Missoula area.   

 
LLC's Academic Success Program (ASP) serves students who did not complete 
High School, ESL students, and adults needing career or academic assistance to 
get ready for college, trade schools, or apprenticeships.   



 
The ASP program serves MACO District 11 (Missoula, Ravalli, Mineral counties) 
with WIOA Title II Adult Education Funds through a performance-funded 
competitive RFP.  The program has several funding sources, including High School 
and Elementary permissive levies, fee-for-service programs, federal and state 
grants, other grants, and fee-based classes.   

 
In FY25 to date, the LLC Academic Success Program has graduated 110 students 
with High School Equivalency diplomas. The program has seen a 26% increase in 
students this year, and has served 585 students, including 199 ESL students, and 
139 16-18-year-old students who dropped out of high school. LLC’s workforce and 
community programs continue to grow and average 12,000 student registrations 
and over 1,600 classes per year. 
 
Funding is challenging with uncertainty around federal grants and maintaining the 
building. 
 
MCPS Adult Learning Division Overview 
“Hero” Video about Lifelong Learning Center 
LLC Statistics 
MCPS Properties Plan Overview 
MCPS Properties Plan Overview Document 

Session Key Findings 

Context and Questions on MCPS Properties Plan 

The consulting team and planning committee reviewed the MCPS Properties Plan 
purpose, scope and timeline that can also be found here. 

LLC staff shared that they feel this is an opportunity to demonstrate the value they 
provide as part of MCPS. They shared that past conversations about transforming 
the Dickinson building into a “middle school”, charging them rent, or moving the 
program to locations like Mount Jumbo, which is not centrally located or easily 
accessible for students, has created uncertainty for them. 

Understanding Dickinson Building Space and Connection  

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space 

Space Usage 

The Adult Learning Division operates with extended hours (5am-10pm, six days a week). 
Evening use is at capacity and reveals how the building adapts to working adults' schedules. 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1asI0Wkh0wxGuKDCsnwhtdjWVGZacgQm7?usp=drive_link
https://docs.google.com/document/d/19wLm173ysZOnG_y-tsGXcDhP89NdhJlG/edit#heading=h.2yqtjqdu5rsy
https://1drv.ms/w/c/4a294f3bd86c3614/EZ_y0Osh8R5PmAyVaPv6KJMBXnycWR5Wu9Tc-B-PMu6kQg?e=Ta0N0I
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan


Weekend programming serves diverse community needs through activities ranging from 
computer and digital literacy classes, HiSET and GED testing, and community classes, to 
on-site workforce training programs and clinical hours. 
 
An Accessible Central Location 

The Dickinson Building's central location emerged as a valuable asset, serving as an 
accessibility anchor for adult learners. The building’s position on bus lines and its 
pedestrian-friendly setting lowers transportation barriers that may prevent adult students 
from accessing education. 
 
Building Features that Support Community 
 
The building's design promotes academic focus and community building through certain 
features: 
 

● Single level which supports ADA accessibility 
● Flexible classroom space with folding walls allows instructors to 

combine classes for collaborative learning and projects 
● Quiet academic wings provide focused learning environments 
● Common student areas foster community connections and safety 
● The gym provides a large space for an array of events and purposes, 

including GED/ HiSET graduation, community Active Shooter and self-
defense training from the police department, health and wellness classes, 
and acting as a polling place for Missoula County Election 

● Integrated service spaces streamline collaboration with partner organizations 
like the Human Resource Council, the Job Service, and Summit Career 
Training 

Quotes on Building Features and Use: 

“We serve students in the pre-release program. This space allows us to have 
organizations, like HRC that work with youth, enroll them right here in our space.” – 
LLC Staff Member 

“There’s a common student area that promotes community. People get to know each 
other - they feel safe. Some students have not known success in education. Some 
students from other parts of the world, have not known safety. Safety is an important 
part of the program.” – LLC Staff Member 

Co-Location Benefits 

The building's proximity to key community services (Job Services, HRC, pre-release center, 
Vocational Rehab) creates a "hub effect" where students, and parents of K-12 students who 
are taking English as a Second Language (ESL) courses can access multiple services with 



reduced transportation challenges. 
 
Investments in Specialized Programming and Space 

LLC has made investments and partnerships with industries that enable specialized 
programming and equipment: 

● Healthcare Clinicals simulation space with permanent equipment donated by local 
businesses allows career exploration and prepares students for industry-recognized 
certifications and credentials 

● Multi-use classrooms accommodate diverse programs from ESL to wellness, 
cooking, sewing, computer, and medical certifications 

● Standardized Testing room was created to have the required security features, 
including observation windows and secure servers for GED, HiSET, Pearson 
Vue, Medical Certifications (Dental, Phlebotomy, MA, CNA, EKG, Limited RAD 
Tech), Intuit, and other standardized testing. 

● Some of the other investments made to the Dickinson building with Adult 
Education funds include: updated electrical to accommodate classroom needs 
such as; computer labs, classroom computers, kilns and stoves; updated 
network, phone and PA system (now over 15 years old and needs updated 
again) plumbing repair and updating in some rooms, updated lighting in some 
rooms; asbestos removal: carpet and laminate flooring in most rooms; repaired 
and refinished gym and 130 fitness room floor: paint in most of the building 
interior spaces; classroom remodels to multi-use spaces; exhaust fans for 
multiple rooms; updated security system and cameras; installation of building 
wide Wifi; AC units in most rooms; remodeled front office for customer service 
and safety; buried downspouts and installed sumps in parking lot to reduce icy 
conditions and accidents; ADA parking upgrades; expanded parking lot with 
added lighting and increased shoulders for safety in parking lot.  

Current Space Needs and Challenges 

Infrastructure Limitations 
The building's aging infrastructure creates ongoing operational challenges: 

● Original 1960 boiler system is failing and needs to be replaced within two years at an 
estimated cost of over one million dollars. The failing boiler system has caused major 
temperature regulation challenges, leaks that have led to mold and moisture issues, and 
loud noises that disrupt instruction. 

● The parking lot has been reworked to prevent safety hazards, and needs additional 
investment to seal and restripe parking spaces for ADA parking 

● Inadequate electrical systems supply limit functionality and are outdated for example, 
many rooms have lights that are turned on and off by flipping breakers in the breaker 
box. 

● Asbestos is everywhere in the building, from the tile flooring to the ceiling tiles, and is 
costly to mitigate to make building improvements 



● Plumbing is original and failing; there are lead and cast iron pipes that are crumbling, 
causing drainage problems and backups. 

● The fire system no longer functions reliably and needs to be replaced 
● AC units in 6 rooms are 25 years old and need to be replaced 
● Windows are the original glazed single pane with aluminum frames, which don't properly 

open/close affecting classroom comfort 
 
Capacity Constraints 

The building has reached capacity during peak times, particularly during evening hours (5:30-
8:30 PM) creating waiting lists for popular programs, and for key multi-use classroom spaces 
(ex: Sewing and cooking are offered in the same space.) 

Multi-use classroom spaces that hold large, specialized equipment, result in LLC 
staff needing to expend time and energy moving large equipment (ex: plumbing, 
drywall materials) in and out of spaces. 
 
Technology Infrastructure 

Limited and outdated network capacity and wiring and inadequate server space 
 
Future Vision & Opportunities 

● Shared trade center concept: Rather than duplicating expensive equipment 
across multiple schools, LLC staff members proposed a centralized trade 
center managed by LLC that could serve both high school students and 
adult learners. 

● Integration and recognition with MCPS: LLC leaders shared that the 
program is growing and there are opportunities to support additional MCPS 
initiatives, such as supporting educator and staff professional development 
– and for LLC to be recognized as an integral part of MCPS that is part of 
the shared core purpose of engaging all students in a high-quality 
education that empowers, inspires, and prepares each student from cradle 
to career. 

● Outdoor space: LLC does not heavily utilize the existing playground and 
field; however, the green space is used by the nearby community. 

● Integrated Service Hub: LLC staff members envision a larger building and specific 
spaces to support: 

○ Trade, workforce, Academic Success Program, and community classes. 
○ More space, particularly in the evenings, is needed to accommodate demand for 

the growing Academic Success Program and community classes. 
○ Co-locating additional agencies and services, such as child care and refugee 

support services, that would strengthen community partnerships 



Closing and Next Steps 
This learning session summary and highlights were shared with Lifelong Learning 
Center participants for accuracy and transparency. LLC participants offered 
corrections, further context, and additional information that has been incorporated into 
this summary. The information will then be shared and discussed with the Planning 
Committee and referred to for the MCPS Properties Plan. 

LLC leaders were also invited to share and participate in an online survey that is open 
to the public on the MCPS Properties plan site. The planning team will aim to keep 
LLC leaders informed of building alternatives, as they are developed, and coordinate 
with LLC leaders on the September open house events.  

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan


MCPS Properties Plan  
Fort Missoula Property - Learning Session 
Summary and Highlights 
 
July 9, 2025 
 
Session Overview 
 
Event Information 
The Fort Missoula Property Learning Session was held on May 24, 2025 at the Agriculture 
Center. Attendance included: MCPS Agriculture Program leaders and teachers, FFA Alumni 
leaders, parents of current and graduated FFA and 4-H students, and community members; 
MCPS Properties Plan Consulting Team Members: Max Grebe, Kate Dinsmore, and Rachel 
Huff-Doria; and MCPS Planning Committee Members: Micah Hill, MCPS Superintendent, Burley 
McWilliams, Director of Facilities and Operations and Jenny Walsh, MCPS Board Trustee. 

 

Learning Session Purpose:  

• Share the purpose, process, and context of the MCPS Properties Plan. 
• Learn about the FFA or Agriculture Department's connection to the property 
• Better understand the history and stories related to the property 
• Understand current use, challenges, and constraints of the agricultural program as it 

relates to the property 
• Explore the future vision and needs for the program 

Background Information:  

The MCPS Ag Center operates on approximately 50 acres of land given to MCPS by Fort 
Missoula in 1970 for educational purposes. The original farm center operated at Fort Field until 
the mid-1990s when operations moved to the current location. The Fort Field has been used as 
irrigated pasture for livestock since 1970. The property includes the main Ag Center and the 
Fort Field (17 acres), which serves as irrigated pasture for the cattle and sheep herds. The 
program operates as a vertically integrated farm where animals are bred, born, fed, processed, 
and sold on-site. 



MCPS Ag Center Program Overview 

• Connected communities include: Missoula FFA Alumni (~120 members), Ag Center 
teachers,  Advisory Board, and Stakeholders (community members, non-profit 
organizations, and local businesses) 

• 2024 economic impact: Alumni contributed $122,000 directly to students; students 
generated $90,000 from farm-based projects; program contributed $182,000 in 
economic development to the community 

• Student financial literacy: Students manage AET (Agricultural Experience Tracker) 
records, including P&L statements, cash flow, and asset tracking 

• 2024 Economic Impact  
• MCPS Ag Ed Department Presentation 

MCPS Properties Plan Overview 

• MCPS Properties Plan Overview Document 

Session Key Findings 
 

Context and Questions on MCPS Properties Plan 
 
The consulting team and planning committee reviewed the MCPS Properties Plan purpose, 
scope and timeline that can also be found here. 
 
Participants asked a number of questions and shared concerns with the planning team. The 
primary concern is losing the agricultural land (the Fort Missoula property) that supports the 
program. Participants also asked why this property was included in the plan. District officials 
shared that the property receives inquiries from various groups about wanting to purchase or 
use it. The purpose of this planning process is not a predetermined sale, but an information-
gathering effort to help trustees make informed long-term decisions about property use. 
 

There were additional questions and discussion about how this process could further support 
the ag program, such as an opportunity for long-term protection and conservation easements or 
additional investment in the property if other land is sold.  

https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/home
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1LEwmuCVIcnsUWoN9ZPoAbPvPg9BpEjPm/edit?slide=id.p1#slide=id.p1
https://1drv.ms/w/c/4a294f3bd86c3614/EZ_y0Osh8R5PmAyVaPv6KJMBXnycWR5Wu9Tc-B-PMu6kQg?e=Ta0N0I
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan


Understanding Fort Missoula Property Space and Connection  

Current Educational Use 

Ag leaders shared that the Fort Missoula property represents fertile ground, producing over 80% 
of grazing for cattle and sheep herds. The property serves as a "living laboratory" where 
students engage in: 

• Animal husbandry and rotational grazing systems 
• Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) projects 
• Grant writing and farm management 
• Vertically integrated agricultural operations 

Current Use, Impact, and Connection with Space 

Space Usage 

The Ag Department uses the Fort Missoula property as highly productive irrigated pasture 
essential for rotational grazing. They noted the importance of recovery time – like athletic fields, 
the land requires periods of non-use for regeneration. On the property they currently use wheel 
lines and hand lines for irrigation; pivot irrigation systems are planned.  Individual students can 
access multiple acres for crop production projects 

Educational Impact 

The program has achieved national recognition, with students winning national FFA contests in 
the last five years. The department and facilities include: 

• The largest meat processing facility in the state for educational purposes 
• Comprehensive animal science and agricultural education programs 
• Career pathway development (veterinary science, agronomy, agricultural business) 

Community Connection 

Community members will often walk the trails and observe the animals and farming operations. 
Additionally, the students contribute to local economy through livestock sales and agricultural 
projects. 

Current Space Needs and Challenges 

Infrastructure and Maintenance 

• Self-Sustaining: Program receives $7,000 from district; sustains operations through 
grants and farm revenue 



• Fence Maintenance: Annual repairs needed due to public park interface 
• Equipment: Maintains tractors, water lines, and livestock facilities independently 

Minor Community and Park Conflicts 

Because of the proximity to Fort Missoula Park, there are occasional conflicts with recreational 
users, including fence damage from climbing. The Ag Department also receives “welfare check” 
calls from concerned community members who are less familiar with livestock operations. 

Operational Constraints 

Ag leaders shared that without access to this property, the program would lose: 

• Sheep and beef cattle programs 
• Rotational grazing capabilities 
• Student project opportunities 
• Economic contributions to community 

Future Vision & Opportunities 

Proposed Infrastructure Improvements 

• Pivot Irrigation: Donor funding secured for one pivot; conservation district partnership for 
second pivot 

• Water Rights: School district holds legal water rights for improved irrigation 
• Soil Quality: Fort Field contains the best soil on the property for agricultural production 

Educational Expansion 

• Regenerative Agriculture: Program embraces progressive farming methods 
• Individual Student Projects: Capacity to support multi-acre student enterprises 
• Career Development: Pipeline for agricultural careers, including recent graduate 

pursuing advanced degrees in agronomy 

Community Partnerships 

• Grant Writing: Successful track record of securing $100,000+ grants 
• Industry Connections: Strong relationships with local farmers, ranchers, and agricultural 

businesses 
• Conservation Partnerships: Collaboration with conservation districts for infrastructure 

improvements 



Closing and Next Steps 

This learning session summary and highlights will be shared with Ag leaders for accuracy and 
transparency. The information will be shared and discussed with the Planning Committee and 
referred to for the MCPS Properties Plan. 

Participants were invited to complete the online survey available on the MCPS Properties Plan 
website and encouraged to share additional information or letters of support via email to the 
planning team. 

 

 



MCPS Properties Plan 
Prescott Property – Rattlesnake Meetings 
June 24, 2025 Rattlesnake Transportation Meeting 

July 29, 2025 Lower Rattlesnake Leadership Team Meeting 

Session Overview 

Event Information 

Kate Dinsmore attended the June 24, 2025 Rattlesnake Transportation Meeting that was 
attended by approximately 20 residents. The purpose of the meeting was to brainstorm the 
future of the Prescott School property. Kate Dinsmore and Rachel Huff-Doria attended the July 
29, 2025 Lower Rattlesnake Leadership Team meeting to provide an update on the MCPS 
Properties Plan and discuss the Prescott School property. 

June 24, 2025 Session Key Findings 

Neighborhood Vision for Prescott Property  
● Want the space to be occupied 

○ Pre-k, Parks and Rec, adult learning, training for daycare operation, learning labs 
● Open space is important to the neighborhood  

○ It’s a popular sledding hill 
○ The flat area is valued because there isn’t a lot of flat open space in the 

neighborhood 
● Community center 

○ When the building was a school, it acted as a community center 
● Housing in same footprint as school 

○ Want teachers to be able to afford to live in the same district they teach in 
● Education use 
● Adaptive reuse of the building to support the public availability and use of the open 

space 

Concerns about the Property 
● Once the property is no longer in public ownership, it’s gone 
● Playground is not in great shape, but there’s a lot of potential 
● Property is slowly deteriorating and don’t want the property to continue to deteriorate 



● Maintenance concerns for open space 
○ Sidewalks aren’t shoveled 

Potential Partnership/Funding Options 
● Friends of Prescott group: includes about 40 people that are willing to volunteer and are 

dedicated to the property 
● Neighborhood SID 
● City Open Space funds 
● Utilize building for adaptive reuse project to pay for open space 

July 29, 2025 Session Key Findings 

Potential Property Uses for Prescott Property  
● Rec Space 
● Community Center 
● Child & Adult Recreation 
● Swimming Pool 
● Home Resource/MUD annex 

 
Goals for Property 

● Want to maintain as open space and keep property open to the public 
● Don’t want it to be private residential use, but teacher housing would be acceptable 

utilizing the existing building. Don’t want to see a development like at the Lincoln School. 
● Conservation easement or mechanism that ensures the property won’t be subdivided. 

Closing and Next Steps 
An update on the MCPS Properties Plan will be provided at the Lower Rattlesnake Annual 
Meeting the week of October 20th.  

 



MCPS Properties Plan 
Seeley-Swan Property - Learning 
Session 
July 23, 2025 

Session Overview 

Event Information 

Virtual 1 on 1s took place with the current Principal of Seeley Swan High School and the 
Director of the Seeley Lake Community Foundation on May 7, 2025 and July 1, 2025. The 
purpose of the meetings were to better understand the current use and future vision for the 
Seeley-Swan Property and nearby community. The meetings were led by Rachel Huff-Doria on 
the MCPS consultant team. 

Learning Session Purpose 

● Share the purpose, process, and context of the MCPS Properties Plan  
● Learn about current community use of the property including school, recreational 

activities and partnerships  
● Understand community priorities and concerns regarding property development 

Background Information 
The Seeley Lake property encompasses significant acreage north of the football fields and 
includes various recreational amenities that serve both the school district and broader 
community. The property features multiple recreational uses and connects to surrounding 
natural areas, making it a valuable community asset. 

Current property features include: 

● 18-hole disc golf course spanning the entire property 
● Walking trail along the creek (installed by Community Foundation) 
● Discus cage for athletic programs 
● ATV access point to DNRC property 
● Natural green space and creek frontage 



Session Key Findings 

Understanding Current Property Use and Connection 

Current Recreational Use 

Disc Golf Course The 18-hole disc golf course represents a significant community asset that 
attracts users from across the United States. The course: 

● Extends throughout the property, starting at the south end of the football field  
● Is maintained through summer tournaments organized by local teachers 
● Draws regional and national visitors, contributing to local tourism 
● Provides year-round recreational opportunities for community members 

Walking Trail System The creek-side walking trail serves as an important community 
recreational resource: 

● Installed by the Community Foundation several years ago 
● Used regularly by community members 
● Extends from the main road to the creek property boundary 
● Provides accessible recreation for residents of varying fitness levels 

Athletic Facilities The discus cage serves essential safety functions for school athletic 
programs: 

● Provides the only safe location for discus throwing outside of the football field 
● Supports track and field programs at the high school level 
● Ensures student and spectator safety during athletic events 

Community Access and Transportation 

The property serves as a popular ATV access point to DNRC lands, supporting recreational 
access to public forests and trails. This use connects the school property to broader recreational 
opportunities in the region. 

Current Property Needs and Challenges 

Infrastructure Considerations 

There are several infrastructure challenges that impact potential development: 

● Previous soil testing showed high nutrient levels that significantly increase septic system 
costs and restrictions 

● Sewer infrastructure limitations make housing development cost-prohibitive without city 
sewer extension 



● The property's distance from existing city services creates additional development 
challenges 

Transportation and Connectivity 

Community members identified transportation infrastructure needs: 

● Past community interest in bike path connectivity from Highway 83 to Airport Road 
● Existing bike path from highway to high school is too narrow and steep to continue 
● Alternative routing through the property could support community connectivity goals 

Future Vision & Opportunities 

Housing Development Potential 

Workforce Housing Needs Community members identified significant local housing 
challenges: 

● Critical need for affordable housing for teachers, school staff members, and essential 
community workers 

● Forest Service personnel face similar housing shortages 
● Market-rate housing prices exceed affordability for public sector employees 
● Previous housing discussions occurred approximately 5 years ago but were suspended 

due to infrastructure costs 

Infrastructure Dependencies Future housing development depends on resolving sewer 
infrastructure challenges: 

● City sewer extension could make development economically viable 
● High school is too distant to connect to the sewer system 
● Soil conditions require specialized septic solutions that significantly increase costs 
● Infrastructure improvements could reduce per-unit development costs to more 

manageable levels 

Recreational Facility Expansion 

Community Pool Concept The Lions Club has expressed interest in developing a full-size 
indoor pool facility, though it is viewed as ambitious given funding and infrastructure challenges. 

Outdoor Classroom Development Plans exist for expanding outdoor educational 
opportunities: 

● Proposed outdoor classroom near the walking trail 
● Could utilize western portion of the property 
● Connects to existing trail system and natural features 



Multi-Use Pathway Development 

Community interest exists in developing multi-use pathways that could serve both recreational 
and transportation needs while maintaining the area's natural character. 

Community Engagement Considerations 

Engagement Fatigue 

Community members expressed concern about engagement processes that raise expectations 
without delivering tangible outcomes: 

● Previous planning processes have generated community excitement but limited follow-
through 

● Residents feel "surveyed out" and want to see concrete action before investing time in 
additional planning 

● Multiple agencies conducting separate engagement processes create burden on the 
Seeley community 

Realistic Expectations 

When engaging with the broader community, it was emphasized the importance of: 

● Clear communication about what changes are realistically possible 
● Honest discussion of funding and implementation timelines 
● Recognition of existing successful uses that should be preserved 
● Understanding of local capacity and resources for supporting new initiatives 

Closing and Next Steps 
This learning session summary and highlights will be shared with participants for accuracy and 
transparency. The information will be shared and discussed with the Planning Committee and 
referred to for the MCPS Properties Plan.   
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Building Tour and Input Session Summary 

The public was invited to attend one or all of the Building Tour and Input Sessions to share and 
discuss property options, explore building conditions, and gather feedback on how proposals meet 
the District's Core Purpose. 

MCPS leadership, Planning Committee Members, and the Consultant Team provided building 
tours, answered and asked questions, and engaged in dialogue with community members. 

Attendance 

Over 200 people attended a Building Tour and Input Session. Representation included MCPS Board 
Trustees, MCPS leadership, Planning Committee members, members of the public who also 
represented nearby members of the community, property  neighbors, MCPS families, MCPS 
alumni, and interested stakeholders from public agencies, non-profit organizations, businesses, 
and development.   

Range of Community Sentiment and Feedback 

There was a range of diverse viewpoints expressed, including: 

• Primary concern and interest is for the local / nearby / in use property 
• Desire for more indoor public or accessible spaces  to accommodate community and 

neighborhood needs 
• Strong community ownership of and desire to retain access to property green spaces and 

parks 
• Feelings of loss, and some distrust, from the closing of former neighborhood schools 
• Public land should remain permanently available to the public  
• Properties are a high cost for the public to maintain, and increasing taxes is undesirable  
• A growing understanding of MCPS financial constraints and how funding for schools work 

Whittier Building - September 15, 2025 

• Desire to see Child Start continue to operate in this space 
• The importance of the Park and green space for the community – “the heart of the 

Northside” 
• Strong community interest in use of and caring for space 

Administration Building - September 15, 2025 

• Some desired to see Robotics Club to continue to operate in this space 



• Others desired to see Robotics Club have dedicated space that meets their needs, 
including geographical location needs (does not have to be Administration) 

• General enthusiasm over seeing what the Administration Building could become or be used 
for 

Cold Springs Building - September 16, 2025 

• Desire to see existing community programs, in particular child care continue to operate in 
this space 

• Feelings of community loss that there is no longer a community school at Cold Springs; and 
that this neighborhood feels overlooked    

• Importance of Park and green space to nearby community due to lack of connectivity to 
park spaces 

• Strong community interest in use of and caring for space 

Dickinson Building - September 16, 2025 

• Desire to see LLC continue its operation 
• Curiosity about partnering with LLC or using the Property as a joint space for other 

community initiatives; ex: UM and Indigenous learning and gathering space 

Prescott Building - September 17, 2025 

• Importance of Park and green space to nearby community 
• Importance of historical significance of building and property 
• Desire from some to see a return of a community school 
• Misconception that decisions have already been made about property, and that it is being 

coordinated in tandem with City zone / code reform work 
• Strong split opinions on the need for housing / desire to not have housing on this property  
• Desire to have a local or public meeting space in the neighborhood 
• Strong community interest in use of and caring for space 

Mount Jumbo Building - September 17, 2025 

• Desire to see “Friends of the Children” continue to operate in this space  
• The importance of the Park and green space for the community  
• Desire to access the gym; noted lack of indoor activities 
• Desire to have a local or public meeting space that is within the community 
• Strong community interest in use of and caring for space 
• Nearby development and community input in process 
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Outlook

MCPS Properties Plan

From Court Z <courtney71186@icloud.com>
Date Wed 5/21/2025 9:14 AM
To Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi,

I think it’s great that you are taking input on what to do with these buildings.

I think all buildings that are in prime Missoula real estate: anything from reserve street to university and
south hills to Northside should be sold and the money should go back into the community in the form of
stopping tax levies and mills. The buildings on the outskirts of town should be utilized for family low
income housing without renovation.

I don’t believe we serve the communities housing shortage or the un houses by providing low/no
income housing in prime real estate locations as it results in us ultimately serving less people in need
and most of our working class citizens are being pushed to the outskirts of town while our city subsidizes
river front housing. It’s just not good for the city and ultimately serves less people. The value in realestate
is the location sell these buildings and use the money to reduce taxes and to invest in buildings out on
mullan and west Broadway for low/no income citizen housing and bus lines. This will ultimately serve
more people in need and help reduce housing costs for the housed as well.
Daycares are for profit local businesses and the city should not be competing with these businesses.
However creating a zero barrier childcare voucher for existing day cares and offering childcare at some of
our WIC locations would be instrumental to single and struggling parents.

The average Missoulian is paying 6k in property taxes a year on their home, to give you an idea of how
much that is we payed $12500 on our principle last year. We need to adjust these numbers and stop
levying and millage. The city does not operate within their budget and the states new property tax bill is
going to reduce the budget down even more. We need to be ahead of this  and start cutting costs. We
do not need more parks, we need less spending especially as we enter these very uncertain economic
times ahead. Though I do appreciate how beautiful and incredible you have made Missoula parks and
trails, just don’t think this is the time for it.

Thank you
And please keep me informed on future meetups on the issue. I have a lot of ideas and am very excited
for all you are doing for the great city of Missoula and its citizens.
Keep up the good work and thank you again for asking for input! It means a lot to us!

Courtney Zehring
458.225.4826



Outlook

Re: The Administration Building

From Missoula Robotics <team3216@gmail.com>
Date Wed 6/4/2025 4:38 PM
To Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Cc Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>; rachelhuffdoria@gmail.com <rachelhuffdoria@gmail.com>; Max D. Grebe

<maxg@lpwarchitecture.com>; Burley McWilliams <bmcwilliams@mcpsmt.org>; Micah Hill
<mhill@mcpsmt.org>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Dear Kate and Engage team -

Thank you so much for your prompt response and your desire to set up a meeting to learn more about
the vision for the Missoula Robotics Center in the former administration building.

My name is Susan Sullivan. I am a mentor and administrative assistant for the team. The best time for
us to meet with your group would be Monday, June 9th, after 4 PM. Our coaches and mentors would
be available during this time because it is our last meeting of the year before we scatter for the
summer.

If that time does not work, I am available almost any time until June 13th before I leave for two
months. You will get fewer of us at another time, but we will make it work as well as we can. Hopefully,
Monday, June 9th, after 4 PM works for your team.

Thank you again - we look forward to setting up this important meeting.

Susan
541-520-3567

On Wed, Jun 4, 2025 at 1:09 PM Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Hi,

 

Thanks for the information on the Missoula Robotics Team. We would like to set up a meeting to learn
more about your space needs. What’s your availability for a meeting in the next few weeks? We can
set up a virtual meeting. Our team has already completed a walkthrough of the building, so we are
familiar with the space.

 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


Thanks,

Kate

 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Missoula Robotics <team3216@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 3, 2025 4:35 PM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>; Missoula Robotics <team3216@gmail.com>
Subject: The Administration Building

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Dear Properties Plan Team -

 

The Missoula Robotics Team currently occupies minimal space within the robotics building. The
purpose of this email is to bring awareness to our team and what we do for students. We can offer
so much more than what we do today if we are allowed to utilize more of the space within the
building. 

 

Please see the attached detailed overview for why we think we could utilize the space well. Please
reach out for a time that we can walk through the building with you so we can describe in person
what opportunities exist for the future if we were allowed more space. 

 

Here are some key points:

 

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/
mailto:team3216@gmail.com
mailto:Engage@wgmgroup.com
mailto:team3216@gmail.com


Property Use: Administration Building

 

 
 
The former MCPS Administration Building is currently used by the Missoula Robotics Team
(MRT) and an MCPS FIRST LEGO League (FLL) team, part of a globally recognized STEM
program (FIRST).
 

 

 
 
This co-location has already proven valuable: younger students are mentored by high school
students, and program continuity from elementary through high school is strengthened.
 

 

 
 
The building offers a central, non-school-specific location that increases accessibility
and equity across the entire district.
 

 

Need for Permanent Robotics Space

 
 
Robotics in Missoula has outgrown its temporary, piecemeal spaces. The administration
building is an ideal, underused facility that could become a permanent home for district-wide
robotics programs.

 

 
 

A dedicated robotics center would allow for:

·          

·          

·         Growth of existing programs.

·          



·          

·          

·          

·          

·         Greater outreach to underserved student populations.

·          

·          

·          

·          

·          

·         Long-term planning, equipment maintenance, and mentor continuity.

·          

·          

·          

·          

·          

·         Hosting local and statewide robotics scrimmages, workshops, and community
STEM events.

·          

District Goals Alignment

 
 
FIRST robotics programs build real-world skills in leadership, engineering, teamwork,
and problem-solving — all essential to college and career readiness.

 

 
 
 
 
These programs are aligned with current workforce development needs and Montana’s
Headwaters
Tech Hub designation, preparing students for STEM careers in Missoula and beyond.



 

 

Community Benefit and Partnerships

 

 
 
Robotics programs partner with local employers, STEM organizations, and initiatives.

 

 
 
 
 
Robotics teams actively engage with the community by providing
robot
demonstrations at school STEAM nights (Paxson and Chief Charlo Elementary) and
public events like the Western Montana Fair, sparking interest in STEM for hundreds of local
families.

 

 
 
 
 
A central robotics facility strengthens community collaboration, builds mentorship pipelines,
and supports Montana’s long-term economic goals.
 

 

Equity and Inclusion

 

 

A permanent, central robotics space serves students district-wide, ensuring equal access

across schools and demographics.

 

 
 
 
 



Robotics provides a safe, inclusive, and inspiring space where all students — regardless

of background or academic level — can thrive.

 

Smart Use of Existing Property

 

 

The administration building already serves this purpose effectively and with minimal

renovation.

 

 
 
 
 

Continued use maximizes value for the district, avoids costly new construction, and meets

current educational needs without displacing other programs.

 

Thank you for your time, and we hope to hear from you soon!

 

--

The Missoula Robotics Team
Team Website - missoularobotics.org
Team Email - team3216@gmail.com

Socials - linktr.ee/missoularobotics

 

 

--

The Missoula Robotics Team
Team Website - missoularobotics.org

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.missoularobotics.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188448885%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Hz%2BX%2FrMd0P3ovI0o9NQjY%2F8AezIxxnoGucIyTSn7Lm4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fmissoularobotics.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188468531%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=N3XI80KdpV4INQz1V2hXi5Pf9aVmGgkkqG4BCsYtYcA%3D&reserved=0
mailto:team3216@gmail.com
mailto:team3216@gmail.com
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinktr.ee%2Fmissoularobotics&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188482031%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=SsLw8Ny7Hu1l%2ByMeK6ARJ3RPVXmVaX9L1Vjkm4meZmo%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinktr.ee%2Fmissoularobotics&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188495258%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pCzhRo8USOt3KjgP9vrc1IMC5%2BC%2B6hW2KdJqCguem7g%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.missoularobotics.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188512208%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=J0khju8fz%2F%2FC4B%2BJ2tjILHTHkapLYGpXsaHiviGwej4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fmissoularobotics.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188524899%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=5BQ90yNOvPvbANZeG6rQJ%2FjI3tP3KqwSK3DPuaz2uFk%3D&reserved=0


Team Email - team3216@gmail.com
Socials - linktr.ee/missoularobotics

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinktr.ee%2Fmissoularobotics&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188537570%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=trMMbedcFTagq2OuwsjTuu0NUvx1MnRQxlQRvS60pv0%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinktr.ee%2Fmissoularobotics&data=05%7C02%7CEngage%40wgmgroup.com%7C83464134b87f45af543a08dda3b8892d%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638846735188550445%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=k3U0dlvDeUv35feMm3e7P9L2f2EIsiQrN%2FqsZSAnrms%3D&reserved=0
mailto:team3216@gmail.com
mailto:team3216@gmail.com


Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Fri 6/6/2025 4:12 PM
To John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>; Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

Hi John,
 
Thank you for your interest in the project. When we finalize the schedule for the open houses, we will
post the schedule on the website and will send out an email to everyone that provided their email as part
of the survey.
 
For other meetings, the best resource is the Missoula County Public Schools calendar that’s available
online. Missoula County Public Schools / Calendar
 
The MCPS Properties Planning Committee has been meeting monthly to work on this project. We are
not going to have committee meetings over the summer so the next meeting will be in August. We are
likely to provide an update at a Board of Trustees meeting in either June or July, but we haven’t finalized
a date yet so checking the meeting agendas online is your best option to track when the project will be
discussed.
 
If you have any specific questions, you can always reach out to me for an update.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2025 11:28 AM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: MCPS Properties Plan
 

https://www.mcpsmt.org/Page/2#calendar1/20250606/month
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi,
 
I’m interested in following this as it progresses (I responded to the survey). Can you (is this something you do?)
add me to a mailing list that notifies me of upcoming events, including but not necessarily limited to, open houses
and MCPS meetings when it is on the agenda?
 
I see the timeline on the right of MCPS Properties Plan | Engage WGM Group . Just want to know when and where
the events are scheduled.
 
Thanks
 
John Oetinger
1500 Sunflower Dr
Missoula MT, 59802, USA
406-370-7583
johnoetinger@outlook.com
 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com


Outlook

Missoula Robotics Follow Up

From Missoula Robotics <team3216@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/12/2025 5:37 PM
To Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>; Micah Hill <mhill@mcpsmt.org>; Burley McWilliams

<bmcwilliams@mcpsmt.org>; Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>; Max D. Grebe
<maxg@lpwarchitecture.com>; rachelhuffdoria@gmail.com <rachelhuffdoria@gmail.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Dear Engage Team -

Thank you so much for making time for us yesterday afternoon. What a pleasure it was to get to
know you somewhat and understand the passion that you have for this difficult project. It means a lot
that you have an interest in learning more about what we offer students and the district, and we are
willing to talk more if the need arises. Here is what I promised in follow up:

1. I mentioned that there is nothing like FIRST that prepares students for their life after high school.
Here is a short video from FIRST that describes the benefits and you will see the competitions, as
well as the different levels of the program, explained better than I did yesterday. Missoula is
fortunate to have all levels offered currently, and we can do even better if we have a dedicated
space for robotics.

2. We also discussed the Regional Tech Hubs as it relates to Missoula and Montana. Here is a link
for more information. Sometimes this kind of stuff gets buried in all of the other news, but it is of
critical importance to the future of our communities. It is vital that the school district and our
team partner as best we can to fill the pipeline for this growth with students who are ready to
meet that future for Missoula and Montana. 

3. In addition, I thought you might enjoy this 3-minute video of our team in the Boise competition.
We are team 3216 on the right side of the screen with red bumpers. I think you should turn up
the volume to hear the announcer. These competitions often have a "pick and place" task, and
this year, we learned that the object to place would be a PVC pipe, which was called coral, on the
structure, which was called a reef. From the first weekend in January, we had a few weeks to
design, fabricate, assemble, and program a robot to do that task. For the first 15 seconds, you
will see the robot without a driver - that is the autonomous period, and it is just programming
that enables task completion. After that, there is a 2 person drive team working together to
perform the task for the rest of the video. We are working with two other teams in random
alliances throughout the qualification rounds of the competition. We had our best year ever,
placing 

Even though I will be gone for a while this summer, please reach out should you think of anything else
you need from us.

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fyoutu.be%2FK_PuWjr7qcM&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C77538351a0e0473025eb08ddaa0a1ec4%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638853682646892600%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZvPQbWk0OLxhc5qi00cHSVlzsInD0cxInhBZZHu2ZVU%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.eda.gov%2Ffunding%2Fprograms%2Fregional-technology-and-innovation-hubs&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C77538351a0e0473025eb08ddaa0a1ec4%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638853682647016968%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=aFK7qyxXPuwTx2muowVwQ3vt3wQoETEQKrCyqJKx8Mo%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3De_uV5fhtwwE%26feature%3Dyoutu.be&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C77538351a0e0473025eb08ddaa0a1ec4%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638853682647035147%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=FIL4jVkfyoNcl6aY5B1sImZgcosvXqQld%2BXoLGNrybk%3D&reserved=0


If you have time, stop by the fairgrounds pavilion on August 5th between noon and 2 to see all three
levels of FIRST teams who currently utilize the administration building.

Good luck with the arduous task ahead. It is incredibly complicated to decide the best use of the
spaces for the programs that exist. I hope that our short time together gave you the opportunity to
begin to understand what we offer the district students.

Susan Sullivan, 
on behalf of 

The Missoula Robotics Team
Team Website - missoularobotics.org

Team Email - team3216@gmail.com
Socials - linktr.ee/missoularobotics

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinktr.ee%2Fmissoularobotics&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C77538351a0e0473025eb08ddaa0a1ec4%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638853682647082183%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ex%2Bk3sZU1ajbK6YNO12qRCwpO%2BgMavHg3JuZlu%2BoVqc%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Flinktr.ee%2Fmissoularobotics&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C77538351a0e0473025eb08ddaa0a1ec4%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638853682647097697%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Q0m4Ng4mK3TUB1TMlilNk0lqR4ePoDqP%2BL7hXsj%2BsrU%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.missoularobotics.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C77538351a0e0473025eb08ddaa0a1ec4%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638853682647051065%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7lD1oU40NAt3ynarhleZsADElC9bK9DFA6IbbA1j0Tw%3D&reserved=0
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fmissoularobotics.org%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C77538351a0e0473025eb08ddaa0a1ec4%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638853682647066776%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=M9%2FCHxOviCkKugElElrMrImrLnV5d2xlKugEGUdYddU%3D&reserved=0
mailto:team3216@gmail.com
mailto:team3216@gmail.com


Outlook

Prescott School thoughts

From tc / la <sombra@mail.centric.net>
Date Wed 6/25/2025 7:50 AM
To Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

I was at the June 24 meeting about the future of Prescott School. Here are my thoughts and concerns:
it's hard to predict the future. Use Mount Jumbo School and the old Lincoln School as examples.
Please maintain the Prescott property in MCPS ownership. Seek out state or federal grants to cover the
costs of demolishing the current building. Once that property is in private ownership it cannot be used
for public benefit. thanks, tom cook, lower Rattlesnake



Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 8/26/2025 9:30 AM
To Watson, Vicki <vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu>

Hi Vicki,
 
At a high level, MCPS is trying to figure out how to best utilize and get value out of the properties while
meeting the mission of MCPS to educate students. The challenge is that the buildings included in this
study need a lot of maintenance. Mostly, that maintenance has been deferred so that funds could be
used in the buildings actively being used for K-12 education. There currently is no funding identified for
major expenses such as new boilers and roofs.
 
In some cases, the buildings are located in areas where it makes sense for MCPS to retain the property
to have flexibility to accommodate future growth and school capacity. In other cases, the property
doesn’t meet the needs for a contemporary school and isn’t in a location where growth is anticipated.
We’ve put together a range of options and will be looking for community feedback. The options range
from selling properties to maintaining properties. It just depends on the specific property.
 
We have had discussions and continue to have discussions on utilizing some of the buildings as
community centers. The challenge is that there isn’t an entity that has the capacity and funding to run a
community center. This could be a wonderful solution for the community if there is a partner available.
 
With this round of public engagement, we’re sharing ideas and asking for feedback, but we’re still open
to other ideas from the community. However, I’m trying to keep the plan realistic so that the
recommendations can be implemented. I don’t want to put the idea out there for a community center
without a partner identified, but we can recommend using an RFP process to restrict the sale of a
property to a mission-aligned developer.   
 
Thanks for your input and let me know if you have any additional questions.
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Watson, Vicki <vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 9:38 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Thanks, Kate. Is Missoula County proposing to sell these properties?
or is it asking for suggestions to maximize public use of the buildings?
Many of them seem like they could be good neighborhood community centers.
Vicki Watson
 



From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 2:38 PM
To: Watson, Vicki <vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu>
Subject: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions
 
MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions - Save the Date
 
Join us September 15-17 for community input opportunities on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
Missoula County Public Schools invites you to attend any or all of six “Building Tours and Input
Sessions” to provide feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
What to Expect 

Guided tours of each building 
Learn about current building conditions and usage 
Review proposed plan alternatives for all 14 properties 
Share your feedback and participate in discussion 

 
Schedule 
Monday, September 15 

3:30 - 5:30 PM: Whittier Building - 1001 Worden Ave, Missoula, MT 59802 
6:00 - 8:00 PM: Administration Building – 215 S 6th Street West, Missoula, MT 59801 

Tuesday, September 16 
3:30 - 5:30 PM: Cold Springs Building - 2625 Briggs St, Missoula, MT 59803 
6:00 - 8:00 PM: Dickinson Building (Lifelong Learning Center) - 310 S Curtis St, Missoula, MT
59801 

Wednesday, September 17 
3:30 - 5:30 PM: Prescott Building - 1100 Harrison St, Missoula, MT 59802 
6:00 - 8:00 PM: Mount Jumbo Building - 735 Michigan Ave, Missoula, MT 59802 

 
About the MCPS Properties Plan 
MCPS owns 14 properties that include parcels of land and buildings that are vacant, underutilized, or
currently rented to other organizations. To determine how these properties can best serve our district's
growing needs, the Board of Trustees has initiated a comprehensive planning process. 
 
The planning is led by WGM Group, Inc. and a Planning Committee of Board Trustees, MCPS leaders,
and community partners. Together, they will provide recommendations to the Board on the best possible
use for each property—which may include maintaining current usage. 
 
Our goal is to ensure all properties support MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all students in high‑quality
education that empowers, inspires, and prepares each child for their future. 
Additional information on the project is available at: https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-
plan.  
 
Property assessments for each building and property will be available on the project website September
15, 2025. To supplement the Building Tours and Input Sessions, an online participation opportunity will
be available from September 15 - October 10, 2025. Comments are welcome at any time during the
project. 
 
Questions? Contact engage@wgmgroup.com or call (406) 728-4611. 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
mailto:engage@wgmgroup.com
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


 



Outlook

FW: Info on MCPS review

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 8/26/2025 9:30 AM
To Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: A Evenden <boulderdraw@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 4:51 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: Info on MCPS review
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Thank you so much Kate.  I appreciate you taking the time to visit with me this afternoon.  I'll let
you know if I have any great ideas re. resources for Prescott.  
 
One thing that would be helpful to know are the cost estimates for the following, when you have
them:
 
1) total value of Prescott Property if to be sold
2) cost of deferred maintenance projects - boiler and roof repairs
3) ballpark cost to renovate building (understanding that would depend on anticipated use)
 
Best to you,
Angie
 
On Mon, Aug 25, 2025 at 10:26 AM Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Hi Angie,
 
Thanks for calling this morning. Your email was in my junk folder, so I didn’t see it until today. We have
drafts of the property assessments and options for the properties that are in the process of being
finalized. They will be available on the project website on September 15th. The Building Tours and
Input Sessions will be held September 15th through 17th. There will be an opportunity to respond to
the property assessments and options for the properties on the website from September 15th to
October 10th.
 
I’ve attached more information on the Building Tours and Input Sessions. Please share this
information with your neighbors and friends. We’ll be sending this information out via email through
several channels this week.
 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


If you have additional questions, please give me a call.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 
From: A Evenden <boulderdraw@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2025 2:10 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Info on MCPS review
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hello Kate,
 
I am interested in details on the planning process you are engaged with concerning the
Missoula County School District vacant properties review.  I am a home owner adjacent to
Prescott school and am deeply concerned about the future of this property.  I provided input
through the online MCPS survey earlier this summer and am interested in seeing the property
be retained for public use as an educational facility and green space for the neighborhood.  I
have been a home owner here for 35 years.
 
My questions for you.  Would you please provide a copy to me of any detailed report that you
have put together on the 14 properties, including Prescott.  The info on the website is so
skeletal it is not clear what the range of input received is.  I assume that there is a full report
that is available to the public for review, since this effort is publicly funded.
 
What are the planned dates for presenting the results of the survey and gatherings in which
you are seeking additional input.  I would like to put those on the calendar, especially with
respect to Prescott.
 
Please add my email above to the mailing list for this effort so that I am notified of all
opportunities for participation in a timely manner.  The meeting that was held earlier this
summer on very short notice on the Prescott School grounds was not widely announced.
 
Finally, is there an opportunity to speak with you directly about Prescott. Please let me know.
 
Thank you for your assistance,
 
Angie Evenden

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/
mailto:boulderdraw@gmail.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 8/26/2025 2:05 PM
To David Brooks <missoulabrooks@gmail.com>

Hi David,
 
We’ll be available to discuss all 14 properties at each of the 6 events. We wanted to give people an
opportunity to see the condition of the buildings, so we chose to host these meetings at those locations.
The intent is to talk about all the properties at all the locations. If you’re only interested in the Duncan
Drive and Rattlesnake properties, you can choose to attend whichever meeting is most convenient for
you.
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: David Brooks <missoulabrooks@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2025 2:02 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
Will there be similar informational tours of the other 8 properties
on the list, since this set of tours only covers 6 of the 14? I am
especially interested in the more open space-type
properties like Duncan Dr. and Rattlesnake.
 
Thank you,
David
 
On Mon, Aug 25, 2025 at 2:38 PM Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions - Save the Date
 
Join us September 15-17 for community input opportunities on the MCPS Properties
Plan. 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


Missoula County Public Schools invites you to attend any or all of six “Building Tours and
Input Sessions” to provide feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
What to Expect 

Guided tours of each building 

Learn about current building conditions and usage 

Review proposed plan alternatives for all 14 properties 

Share your feedback and participate in discussion 
 
Schedule 
Monday, September 15 

3:30 - 5:30 PM: Whittier Building - 1001 Worden Ave, Missoula, MT 59802 

6:00 - 8:00 PM: Administration Building – 215 S 6th Street West, Missoula, MT 59801 
Tuesday, September 16 

3:30 - 5:30 PM: Cold Springs Building - 2625 Briggs St, Missoula, MT 59803 

6:00 - 8:00 PM: Dickinson Building (Lifelong Learning Center) - 310 S Curtis St,
Missoula, MT 59801 

Wednesday, September 17 

3:30 - 5:30 PM: Prescott Building - 1100 Harrison St, Missoula, MT 59802 

6:00 - 8:00 PM: Mount Jumbo Building - 735 Michigan Ave, Missoula, MT 59802 
 
About the MCPS Properties Plan 
MCPS owns 14 properties that include parcels of land and buildings that are vacant,
underutilized, or currently rented to other organizations. To determine how these properties
can best serve our district's growing needs, the Board of Trustees has initiated a
comprehensive planning process. 
 
The planning is led by WGM Group, Inc. and a Planning Committee of Board Trustees, MCPS
leaders, and community partners. Together, they will provide recommendations to the Board
on the best possible use for each property—which may include maintaining current usage. 
 
Our goal is to ensure all properties support MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all students in
high‑quality education that empowers, inspires, and prepares each child for their future. 
Additional information on the project is available at: https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-
properties-plan.  
 
Property assessments for each building and property will be available on the project website
September 15, 2025. To supplement the Building Tours and Input Sessions, an online
participation opportunity will be available from September 15 - October 10, 2025. Comments
are welcome at any time during the project. 
 
Questions? Contact engage@wgmgroup.com or call (406) 728-4611. 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
mailto:engage@wgmgroup.com


M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 9/2/2025 8:51 AM
To msweet@bresnan.net <msweet@bresnan.net>

Hi Mike,
 
The survey summary includes a section specific to Toole Park. It was difficult to isolate comments to
specific properties so some of the statements in the summary could be related to other properties.
Microsoft Word - MCPS Survey Results Summary
 
We will release more information including the property assessment and the draft options for the
properties on 9/15. This property is needed for Hellgate use for PE and football so the options will
include maintaining the use of the property to meet those needs.
 
We’ll be available to discuss every property at each of the building tours and input sessions. If you’re
planning to attend and are only interested in Toole Park, you can choose to attend the session that is
most convenient for you.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: msweet@bresnan.net <msweet@bresnan.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 30, 2025 11:27 AM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi – I see the tours coming up.  Is there any information available on discussions to date around
the Toole Park property?   I was just curious as to what community input has been received by

https://hdp-us-prod-app-wgm-engage-files.s3.us-west-2.amazonaws.com/1517/5468/7058/MCPS_Survey_Results_Summary.pdf
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


WGM for this property on which it will base its recommendations.
 
Thanks,
Mike Sweet



Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 9/2/2025 8:56 AM
To Renee Valley <millcreekr@hotmail.com>

Hi Renee,
 
Thanks for your interest in the project. The sessions will be an open house style so you can show up at
any point during the allotted time for each property. The tours will be guided so if you want to look
around the building, you should arrive at least 30 minutes prior to the end of the session.
 
Generally, you can show up at the main entrance to the building and we’ll be set up inside. We’ll have
signs outside to direct you. We’ll also be adding additional information to the website including diagrams
for each building to show you where you need to go. I’m hoping to have those on the website this week,
but at the latest, they will be posted on 9/8.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Renee Valley <millcreekr@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 30, 2025 1:02 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hello, thank you for inviting me to the building tours and input sessions. Do we just show up at each
building/site at the appointed time, front of building? I am interested in several of the buildings and hope
to make these informative tours.
 
Renee Valley
 
From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 2:38 PM
To: millcreekr@hotmail.com
Subject: MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions
 
MCPS Properties Plan - Building Tours and Input Sessions - Save the Date
 
Join us September 15-17 for community input opportunities on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
Missoula County Public Schools invites you to attend any or all of six “Building Tours and Input
Sessions” to provide feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
What to Expect 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:millcreekr@hotmail.com


Guided tours of each building 
Learn about current building conditions and usage 
Review proposed plan alternatives for all 14 properties 
Share your feedback and participate in discussion 

 
Schedule 
Monday, September 15 

3:30 - 5:30 PM: Whittier Building - 1001 Worden Ave, Missoula, MT 59802 
6:00 - 8:00 PM: Administration Building – 215 S 6th Street West, Missoula, MT 59801 

Tuesday, September 16 
3:30 - 5:30 PM: Cold Springs Building - 2625 Briggs St, Missoula, MT 59803 
6:00 - 8:00 PM: Dickinson Building (Lifelong Learning Center) - 310 S Curtis St, Missoula, MT
59801 

Wednesday, September 17 
3:30 - 5:30 PM: Prescott Building - 1100 Harrison St, Missoula, MT 59802 
6:00 - 8:00 PM: Mount Jumbo Building - 735 Michigan Ave, Missoula, MT 59802 

 
About the MCPS Properties Plan 
MCPS owns 14 properties that include parcels of land and buildings that are vacant, underutilized, or
currently rented to other organizations. To determine how these properties can best serve our district's
growing needs, the Board of Trustees has initiated a comprehensive planning process. 
 
The planning is led by WGM Group, Inc. and a Planning Committee of Board Trustees, MCPS leaders,
and community partners. Together, they will provide recommendations to the Board on the best possible
use for each property—which may include maintaining current usage. 
 
Our goal is to ensure all properties support MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all students in high‑quality
education that empowers, inspires, and prepares each child for their future. 
Additional information on the project is available at: https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-
plan.  
 
Property assessments for each building and property will be available on the project website September
15, 2025. To supplement the Building Tours and Input Sessions, an online participation opportunity will
be available from September 15 - October 10, 2025. Comments are welcome at any time during the
project. 
 
Questions? Contact engage@wgmgroup.com or call (406) 728-4611. 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
mailto:engage@wgmgroup.com
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
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Outlook

RE: MCPS admin building info

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Fri 9/12/2025 2:35 PM
To Nels Hefty <nels.hefty@gmail.com>

Hi Nels,
 
We just updated the website a few minutes ago to include a lot more information. You’ll see property
assessments and the proposed options for the property.
 
There will be a building tour for the Admin building Monday from 6-8 pm. Building Tours and Input
Sessions | MCPS Properties Plan | Engage WGM Group
 
We don’t have floor plans for the Admin building. Since it was built so long ago, we weren’t able to find
floor plans.
 
In two of the options for the Admin building, we’re proposing selling the property or a long-term lease.
Based on feedback over the next month, we’ll be working with the planning committee to form
recommendations that will be taken to the Board of Trustees for a decision. We’ll then put together an
implementation plan.
 
Thanks for your interest in the project.
 
Kate
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Nels Hefty <nels.hefty@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2025 12:11 PM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: MCPS admin building info
 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/building-tours-and-input-sessions
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/building-tours-and-input-sessions
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hello,
I saw your website at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
Could you send me any basic info, perhaps including floor plans and similar, of the old MCPS
admin building at 215 6th Street?
Is there any current plan for use or sale of the building?  
Are they still trying to figure out what to do with it?
Any and all info would be appreciated.
Thanks,
Nels Hefty
 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan


Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Thu 9/18/2025 1:22 PM
To Joyce Brobeck Dege <alpindaz@bigsky.net>

Hi Joyce,

Thank you for the feedback. Did you see the additional information on the options for each property on the
website? Here's a link in case you missed it.
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/properties-plan-options

Or are you still looking for more information? If you are looking for more information, could you give me some
examples of what details would be helpful to you?

Also, the project includes an implementation plan that is a later step in the project. That level of detail hasn't been
developed yet, but it is part of the project.

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joyce Brobeck Dege <alpindaz@bigsky.net>
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 4:45 PM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: MCPS Properties Plan

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

I made a comment on my original survey that needs a minor revision. The comment was about

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/properties-plan-options
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


rezoning in the Rattlesnake corridor as a safety issue. I should have stated to the district planning
committee that IF they choose to sell the property for high density housing because of rezoning, they
will be adding to an already sketchy safety evacuation problem.
Also, I did not choose one of the three options on the first page, because the choices were too
generalized without specific concerns for individual properties. My choice would be “leave as is”
without additional income until more specific options are provided as a choice.
Thank you for carefully considering the character and history of our neighborhood when deciding the
long term outcome.



Outlook

RE: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 9/23/2025 8:36 PM
To J Carter <MMMJCBC@msn.com>

The last question of the survey is an open-ended question where you can provide additional thoughts.
You can also directly email me written comments if you want to provide additional input.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: J Carter <MMMJCBC@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 6:44 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

This survey does not allow normal human comment. Options for answers are narrowly structured to only
allow “yes/no” answers. I’ve run a number of public hearings and surveys. This one is a classic to avoid
substantive input.
Sent from my iPhone
 

On Sep 23, 2025, at 3:16 PM, Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Dear Community Members, 
 
Help shape the future of MCPS properties. We need your input on how 14 district-owned
buildings and properties can best serve our students and MCPS community. 
 
TAKE THE SURVEY - CLOSES OCTOBER 10 
Following last week's successful building tours, we've launched an online survey to gather
broader community feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
Complete the Survey: MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY | MCPS PROPERTIES
PLAN | ENGAGE WGM GROUP
 
This survey is different from our spring survey and takes just a few minutes to complete.
Survey closes October 10, 2025. 
 
ABOUT THE PROPERTIES PLAN 
MCPS owns 14 properties that include vacant or underused buildings currently rented to
other organizations. We're developing a comprehensive plan to determine how these
properties can best support student success and meet our district's future needs. 
 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey


Your input will help inform recommendations to the Board of Trustees on the future use of
these properties. 
 
GET INVOLVED 

1. Complete the online survey (closes October 10) 
1. Review property plan options at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-

plan/properties-plan-options 
1. Learn more by reading the Property Plan Information Guide at

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide 
1. Share with others in your network 

 
Help inform how these properties can best serve MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all
students in a high-quality education that empowers, inspires and prepares each student for
their future. 
 
Survey deadline: October 10, 2025 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

<WGM_banner_d922236b-c768-40f1-b664-41d0c469805a.png>
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Outlook

RE: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 9/23/2025 8:42 PM
To Stacey Duncan <shollings@me.com>

Hi Stacey,
 
As far as Linda Vista, it’s not decided how the City or County would use it. I know Parks is interested in
having a larger park so that seems to be the direction it’s headed. We’re at the point in the process
where we’ve determined there is interest from the City in the property, but there are a lot of discussions
that still need to take place to figure out the details.
 
On your other question, are you saying that you think the building and playground should be treated
separately? So, the building could be sold, and the playground area could remain as a neighborhood
park? I’m not sure I’m understanding your question.
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Stacey Duncan <shollings@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 3:31 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hey Kate,
Looks like this property is keeping you busy. I do have a question about some of the properties. 
For example the Linda Vista property. Many families utilize that space for recreation, walks etc.
it would be ok to go to the City to manage for parks and extend Marilyn park. However I would
hate to see it sold for more homes or a building. 
When it comes to some of the buildings I do agree with some of the sale choices. However I
feel that the properties shouldn’t be combined with existing building. Can you help me clarify
this in my head?
 
Thanks so much. 
 
Have a great day,
 
~Stacey
 

On Sep 23, 2025, at 3:13 PM, Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


 
Dear Community Members, 
 
Help shape the future of MCPS properties. We need your input on how 14 district-owned
buildings and properties can best serve our students and MCPS community. 
 
TAKE THE SURVEY - CLOSES OCTOBER 10 
Following last week's successful building tours, we've launched an online survey to gather
broader community feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
Complete the Survey: MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY | MCPS PROPERTIES
PLAN | ENGAGE WGM GROUP
 
This survey is different from our spring survey and takes just a few minutes to
complete. Survey closes October 10, 2025. 
 
ABOUT THE PROPERTIES PLAN 
MCPS owns 14 properties that include vacant or underused buildings currently rented to
other organizations. We're developing a comprehensive plan to determine how these
properties can best support student success and meet our district's future needs. 
 
Your input will help inform recommendations to the Board of Trustees on the future use of
these properties. 
 
GET INVOLVED 

Complete the online survey (closes October 10) 
Review property plan options at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-
plan/properties-plan-options 
Learn more by reading the Property Plan Information Guide
at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide 
Share with others in your network 

 
Help inform how these properties can best serve MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all
students in a high-quality education that empowers, inspires and prepares each student for
their future. 
 
Survey deadline: October 10, 2025 
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

<WGM_banner_d922236b-c768-40f1-b664-41d0c469805a.png>
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Outlook

RE: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Wed 9/24/2025 1:08 PM
To Julia Ellison <juliaellison60@gmail.com>

Hi Julia,
 
Thanks for the comment. The key difference between Options 2 & 3 is that in Option 2 selling the
properties generates income to cover expenses of the properties prioritized for continued MCPS use
while in Option 3 additional investment from the community is needed to maintain the buildings and allow
for investment in additional facilities and amenities. Within Option 3, many of the property-specific
options allow for a proposal process with the sale or long-term lease which would likely reduce the
income generated from the project. In Option 3, maximizing the return is balanced with community
needs.  
 
The options for the PEAS Farm are intended to allow the PEAS Farm to continue to operate as it
currently does. We have had conversations with Garden City Harvest, the City of Missoula, Missoula
County, and the University of Montana about the PEAS Farm. Garden City Harvest is interested in a
different ownership structure that would provide long-term stability.
 
Let me know if you have additional questions. Feel free to give me a call if I didn’t address your
concerns.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Julia Ellison <juliaellison60@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2025 6:00 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Good Morning,
I don't understand why the options are the same for all locations.  Why not keep the properties
that break even, and cost the district nothing, in their current situation.  Other properties that
cost the district to operate could be looked at differently.  For example, the PEAS farm does not
cost the district anything to operate.  Leave it alone.  Some of the old schools are expensive to
maintain.  Look at them in a different light.  
Julie Ellison
 
On Tue, Sep 23, 2025 at 3:15 PM Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Dear Community Members, 
 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


Help shape the future of MCPS properties. We need your input on how 14 district-owned
buildings and properties can best serve our students and MCPS community. 
 

Take the Survey - Closes October 10 

Following last week's successful building tours, we've launched an online survey to gather
broader community feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
Complete the Survey: MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY | MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN |
ENGAGE WGM GROUP
 
This survey is different from our spring survey and takes just a few minutes to complete.
Survey closes October 10, 2025. 
 

About the Properties Plan 

MCPS owns 14 properties that include vacant or underused buildings currently rented to
other organizations. We're developing a comprehensive plan to determine how these
properties can best support student success and meet our district's future needs. 
 
Your input will help inform recommendations to the Board of Trustees on the future use of
these properties. 
 

Get Involved 

Complete the online survey (closes October 10) 

Review property plan options at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-
plan/properties-plan-options 

Learn more by reading the Property Plan Information Guide at
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide 

Share with others in your network 
 
Help inform how these properties can best serve MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all
students in a high-quality education that empowers, inspires and prepares each student for
their future. 
 
Survey deadline: October 10, 2025 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com
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Outlook

RE: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Wed 9/24/2025 1:15 PM
To PamelaAnn Frasier <summershoesmt@gmail.com>

Hi PamelaAnn,
 
Following last week’s building tours, we’re collecting feedback on the survey over the next couple of
weeks. We’ll then meet with the Planning Committee to determine recommendations which will then go
to the MCPS Board of Trustees for approval. At this time, there isn’t another in-person meeting
scheduled outside of the Board of Trustees meeting.
 
We are working on updating the structural information on Cold Springs to provide more clarity. As soon
as we have it updated, it will be posted on the project website.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: PamelaAnn Frasier <summershoesmt@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 3:30 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate, thanks, I think I am up to date. Please alert me of I am not. Also I would like to be
updated on safety concerns specifically Cold Springs and the " not permanent " addition. Will
there be an in person meeting soon? I would like to speak. 
 
On Tue, Sep 23, 2025, 3:17 PM Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Dear Community Members, 
 
Help shape the future of MCPS properties. We need your input on how 14 district-owned
buildings and properties can best serve our students and MCPS community. 
 

Take the Survey - Closes October 10 

Following last week's successful building tours, we've launched an online survey to gather
broader community feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
Complete the Survey: MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY | MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN |
ENGAGE WGM GROUP
 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey


This survey is different from our spring survey and takes just a few minutes to complete.
Survey closes October 10, 2025. 
 

About the Properties Plan 

MCPS owns 14 properties that include vacant or underused buildings currently rented to
other organizations. We're developing a comprehensive plan to determine how these
properties can best support student success and meet our district's future needs. 
 
Your input will help inform recommendations to the Board of Trustees on the future use of
these properties. 
 

Get Involved 

Complete the online survey (closes October 10) 

Review property plan options at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-
plan/properties-plan-options 

Learn more by reading the Property Plan Information Guide at
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide 

Share with others in your network 
 
Help inform how these properties can best serve MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all
students in a high-quality education that empowers, inspires and prepares each student for
their future. 
 
Survey deadline: October 10, 2025 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com
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Outlook

MCPS Property Discussion

From Karissa Trujillo <karissa@homeword.org>
Date Wed 9/24/2025 2:54 PM
To Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi all,
I hope this email finds you well as fall has begun but missed the memo I want sweater weather… I met a
few of you at the Prescott Building and was wondering if anyone would have time for a quick coffee to
chat more about what you all are hearing and some ideas we have for affordable housing in a remodeled
school building. I recognize you all are busy, so if this isn’t a good use of your time or an appropriate
time, that’s perfectly acceptable.
Let me know and thanks so much for your time,
Karissa
 

 

Karissa Trujillo (she, her)
Executive Director

Phone:    (406) 532-4663 x12
Email:     karissa@homeword.org
Address: 1535 Liberty Ln., Ste 116A
               Missoula, MT 59808
Website: www.homeword.org
 

          
 
Homeword uses sustainable methods to strengthen Montana communities by teaching homebuyer education and financial skill building and
creating safe, healthy homes people can afford. 
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Outlook

RE: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Fri 9/26/2025 2:21 PM
To Watson, Vicki <vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu>

Hi Vicki,
 
Thanks for your comments. The option for selling the Duncan Drive property is to work with Garden City
Harvest, the City of Missoula, and/or Missoula County so that either GCH, the city, or county could own
the property to provide more permanence for Garden City Harvest since MCPS isn’t getting any financial
value out of the property. Selling the property to a developer is not being considered.
 
MCPS is committed to providing a space for all of their programs. There could be a shift in location for
programs, but another space would be provided for the program.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Watson, Vicki <vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu>
Sent: Friday, September 26, 2025 1:32 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate – I tried to fill out the survey but just got lost in its complexity.
While I can see merit in Option 3 overall vision (sell some properties to gain funds to upgrade others),
I am concerned that the Duncan Drive property (including PEAS farm) is listed as an item for sale.
While I would not be opposed to selling it to Garden City Harvest – it is not clear that this is what would happen.
If a developer offered more than GCH – would the PEAS farm go to the developer?
 
I also think the property that supports the ag program at Big Sky High is very valuable.
And I was impressed with the program going on in the old Administration building – which I would hate to see
booted out.
 
And the Lifelong Learning Center is a valuable community asset that I would like to see continue operating.
 
Vicki Watson
 
 
 

From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 3:13 PM
To: Watson, Vicki <vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu>
Subject: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:vicki.watson@mso.umt.edu


Dear Community Members, 
 
Help shape the future of MCPS properties. We need your input on how 14 district-owned buildings
and properties can best serve our students and MCPS community. 
 
TAKE THE SURVEY - CLOSES OCTOBER 10 
Following last week's successful building tours, we've launched an online survey to gather broader
community feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
Complete the Survey: MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY | MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN |
ENGAGE WGM GROUP
 
This survey is different from our spring survey and takes just a few minutes to complete. Survey closes
October 10, 2025. 
 
ABOUT THE PROPERTIES PLAN 
MCPS owns 14 properties that include vacant or underused buildings currently rented to other
organizations. We're developing a comprehensive plan to determine how these properties can best
support student success and meet our district's future needs. 
 
Your input will help inform recommendations to the Board of Trustees on the future use of these
properties. 
 
GET INVOLVED 

Complete the online survey (closes October 10) 
Review property plan options at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/properties-
plan-options 
Learn more by reading the Property Plan Information Guide at
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide 
Share with others in your network 

 
Help inform how these properties can best serve MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all students in a
high-quality education that empowers, inspires and prepares each student for their future. 
 
Survey deadline: October 10, 2025 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/properties-plan-options
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/properties-plan-options
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


Outlook

Connecting on MCPS Properties Plan Feedback

From Rachel Huff-Doria <rachel@rhd-llc.com>
Date Thu 10/2/2025 10:06 AM
To daesteves@yahoo.com <daesteves@yahoo.com>
Cc Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi David,

My name's Rachel and I'm working with MCPS and WGM on the MCPS Properties Plan. Thanks for
offering your feedback. I want to share more information, in case it is helpful. 

The primary purpose of the survey is to understand more about the community's desire for an overall
preferred approach to holding and maintaining properties that are not used as primary Prek-12
spaces. 

So, we do want to understand if the community is willing to invest more in retaining properties not in
current Prek-12 primary use. We are not taking it for granted that many community members are
currently finding value in these properties and may want to retain them, even if it means increased
cost or limited use. However, we want to be transparent that there are significant deferred
maintenance costs with many of these properties. We are proposing different solutions for how the
MCPS and the community, as a whole, can feasibly retain the most benefit. If you feel like we missed
the mark, we're still open to that feedback.

If you're interested in answering the survey, I'll also share:
1. While we’re asking you to select an option, if there are properties where you would like to modify

a property-specific option, please let us know in the last question of the survey or send us an
email at engage@wgmgroup.com.

2. If you don’t like any of the options presented, you can select next and skip that question. You
are not required to answer any of the questions.

Again, thanks for your feedback.

Rachel

--
Schedule a 30 minute meeting with me here.

mailto:engage@wgmgroup.com
https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcalendar.app.google%2FkgEZsPapLnT94fYz8&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7C0b3c1eb1f635426c9dd008de01cd90c0%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638950179606401696%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=evJOyhwzjcCRen%2FhEr%2F0oXWUIWpYXt8Vz3hj4jeVNrw%3D&reserved=0


Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Sat 10/4/2025 2:50 PM
To Foresman, Kerry <kerry.foresman@mso.umt.edu>

Hi Kerry,
 
The property at 3160 Paul Lane is owned by Missoula County. I’m not sure why a driveway is shown on
the property. This is speculation, but my guess is that those are hand drawn into the County’s database
and they saw the trail and interpreted it as a driveway. Since there isn’t a curb cut in that area, it doesn’t
appear to be an actual driveway. From conversations with the County, I’m not aware of any activity going
on or plans for this property.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Foresman, Kerry <kerry.foresman@mso.umt.edu>
Sent: Saturday, October 4, 2025 8:07 AM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

I would like to understand what the status is of the property adjacent to the 5-acre parcel
of land in consideration in the Linda Vista Subdivision shown below. It indicates that this
is county owned land but it also shows a hypothetical driveway in to the middle of this
parcel with a street address of 3160 Paul Lane. Thank you.
 
Kerry Foresman
 

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


                     



Outlook

RE: Save Linda Vista Park

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Mon 10/6/2025 10:45 AM
To Stephanie Trudeau <brown550@hotmail.com>

Hi Stephanie,

Thank you for your comment.

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Stephanie Trudeau <brown550@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 4, 2025 3:23 PM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Save Linda Vista Park

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Greetings!

I was born and raised in the beautiful Linda vista area. Going to this park has been something I have
done since I was a kid. I now have the amazing opportunity of bringing my daughter here, to run the
trails and look for deer sheds. It’s been our go to to let our dogs run and have great outdoor time.
Seeing it be developed would just be heartbreaking. I understand Missoula is growing but how can
you have generational things if we just keep getting rid of them.

I hope you can take this into consideration.

Thank you,

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


Stephanie



Outlook

Survey

From Mary Kincaid <marymtmx@gmail.com>
Date Mon 10/6/2025 10:43 AM
To Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

That you for reaching out for community input. 

I took the survey and would like to modify my response. After reading the clarification on the Duncan
Drive property, I believe it would be best for the District to sell or co-own that property. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to communicate. 

Mary Kincaid
marymtmx@gmail.com
(406) 212-3093

mailto:marymtmx@gmail.com


Outlook

RE: Regarding MCPS Properties: Linda Vista

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Mon 10/6/2025 11:07 AM
To catalinadeonisfox <catalinadeonisfox@proton.me>

Hi Catalina,
 
Thanks for your comment. The intent with providing overall options for all the properties, rather than
breaking down the options by property, was to get a general sense of the community’s preference for an
approach to these properties. The options work together for all the properties and don’t hold up if there
are too many changes to them. We were also trying to manage the length of the survey, so we chose not
to do a breakdown of each option for each property. We recognize that all the properties are unique and
there isn’t a one-size-fits-all solution that’s appropriate.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: catalinadeonisfox <catalinadeonisfox@proton.me>
Sent: Friday, October 3, 2025 2:57 PM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Regarding MCPS Properties: Linda Vista
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Dear MCPS: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to take the MCPS property survey. I understand the need for the school district
to think about how to best ensure its financial sustainability. The properties are very different, thus, I'm a little
concerned about how grouping them together could skew the survey results and confine respondents to a
narrower way of thinking and responding.
 
For the Linda Vista property, I walk through the park every day, and I see many neighbors doing the same. I
think you will encounter strong resistance if this property is sold with the possibility of "development." It is a
cherished space, and we will work to keep it accessible and beautiful for everyone who desires to be in this

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


space. We don't have many open, public spaces in the neighborhood. It's a unique area that draws many
people. We kindly request that MCPS avoid doing anything that would put the property in developers' hands,
thus preventing us from honoring this space as a community and as neighbors. Thank you. 
 
Best wishes, 
 
Catalina de Onis
April Lane, Linda Vista neighborhood
 
"...another world is not only possible, she is on her way....On a quiet day, if I listen very carefully,
I can hear her breathing." -Arundhati Roy
 
"Estudiemos y preparemos nuestra generación para las luchas futuras, que se avecinan."/"Let
us study and prepare our generation for the future struggles that are coming.” -Luisa Capetillo
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.

https://proton.me/mail/home


Outlook

MCPS property-Linda Vista

From Joanna Kreitinger <joanna.kreitinger@protonmail.com>
Date Mon 10/6/2025 2:28 PM
To Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi there!

We’re Linda Vista residents and want to express our strong interest in keeping the Linda Vista MCPS
space by Marilyn Park as a community space. If MCPS cannot keep the space, we would love for it to
be adjoined to the Marilyn Park. It gets used in connection with the park by a high number of
community members, by the wild horses in the neighborhood, deer, wild flowers and is a cherished
space.

Please help prevent it from being developed: Thanks for your consideration. 

Joanna

Joanna Kreitinger, PhD
m: 406.599.0808
Sent from mobile please excuse typos and brevity

Sent from Proton Mail for iOS.

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fproton.me%2Fmail%2Fhome&data=05%7C02%7Cengage%40wgmgroup.com%7Ca9b4473ab6984cc7cc6008de0516dafe%7C70b7c49eeafa4568af41840fc342ec78%7C0%7C0%7C638953792896465416%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=oaY%2FPbXZAuk%2Bdem9dKk4tA0AK5%2FEaZNBWTLplBp74Ck%3D&reserved=0


Outlook

RE: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 10/7/2025 8:35 AM
To David Brooks <missoulabrooks@gmail.com>

Hi David,
 
To clarify, there are two properties in the upper Rattlesnake that are under consideration. The
Rattlesnake property is the one shown below just south of Rattlesnake Drive that is north of the soccer
fields used by Hellgate and the Duncan Drive property includes the PEAS Farm and soccer field
maintained by the City. Hope that helps our assessments and the options make more sense.
 

 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: David Brooks <missoulabrooks@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 7, 2025 7:23 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 



[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Thank you, Kate. In completing this second survey, I am
wondering what became of the first survey that many of us
completed about these properties. Were they actually used in
developing the options? The lumping of the properties into three
options without much nuance to each property (likely a
necessary move to avoid the whole thing being far more
confusing, as you point out) seems like a decision made by
MCPS, not something borne of the previous survey.
 
More importantly, in filling out this iteration of the survey, I
noticed that for the Rattlesnake Property the plans
mischaracterize that property by saying that: "These options are
for the northern portion of the property that is unused. These
options do not affect the existing sports fields." It is, of course,
completely false that the northern portion is unused. In fact, as
a Garden City Harvest PEAS Farm, the northern half gets far
more use than the sports fields. More importantly, the PEAS
Farm, northern portion, provides unequivocally more
educational value, MCPS's mission, than the sports fields. I am
not saying that sports have no educational value. Sports put me
through college and are now doing the same for my daughter.
Sports teach the kind of endurance and discipline that makes
for exceptional classroom learning, not to mention life skills. But
the PEAS Farm is one of Missoula County's most unique and
increasingly rare outdoor classrooms that provides an array of
educational experiences for everyone from grade-schoolers to
retirees. I provided detail on all of this in the initial survey and,
to some degree, in the current survey, so I won't drone on about
it to you here. I just wanted to point out the highly biased
statement about the Rattlesnake Property in the survey, which,
whether intentional or not, will lead to respondents disregarding
the value of that property because it is labeled as "unused." 



 
On the financial side, the northern portion of the Rattlesnake
property certainly brings in more revenue than the sports fields.
Garden City Harvest leases the northern half. I am unaware of
any citizen's group of aged soccer players or dog walkers or the
local community that pays the county a lease for the sports
fields. Nonetheless, the entire property should be put in
conservation easement. 
 
Thank you for the consideration,
David
 
On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:44 PM Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Hi David,
 
You can skip that question if you don’t like any of the options. You’re not required to answer any of the
questions so you can select next and move on to the next question. The last question in the survey
allows for a written response where you can provide comments on options specific to each building or
you can send me an email with your thoughts on each property.
 
The intent with providing overall options for all the properties, rather than breaking down the options
by property, was to get a general sense of the community’s preference for an approach to these
properties. The options work together for all the properties and don’t hold up if there are too many
changes to them. We were also trying to manage the length of the survey, so we chose not to do a
breakdown of each option for each property. We recognize that all the properties are unique and there
isn’t a one-size-fits-all solution that’s appropriate.
 
Thanks for your interest in the project. Feel free to email or call if you would like to discuss the project
in more detail.
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: David Brooks <missoulabrooks@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 11:30 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: Your Input Needed MCPS Properties Plan Survey
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:missoulabrooks@gmail.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


I have not done the survey because it is a bit blunt. It does not
allow me to select different options for different properties.  I
think that some properties should follow the existing approach
(#1), some be managed for the financial sustainability
approach and others for the education and community
investment approach. 
 
And, I am not familiar enough with the use, community interest
and such of some properties to weigh in on their future. 
 
Being forced to select option 1, 2, or 3, lacks the nuance this
process deserves.
 
Thanks,
David Brooks
 
On Tue, Sep 23, 2025 at 3:12 PM Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Dear Community Members, 
 
Help shape the future of MCPS properties. We need your input on how 14 district-owned
buildings and properties can best serve our students and MCPS community. 
 

Take the Survey - Closes October 10 

Following last week's successful building tours, we've launched an online survey to gather
broader community feedback on the MCPS Properties Plan. 
 
Complete the Survey: MCPS PROPERTIES PLAN SURVEY | MCPS PROPERTIES
PLAN | ENGAGE WGM GROUP
 
This survey is different from our spring survey and takes just a few minutes to complete.
Survey closes October 10, 2025. 
 

About the Properties Plan 

MCPS owns 14 properties that include vacant or underused buildings currently rented to
other organizations. We're developing a comprehensive plan to determine how these
properties can best support student success and meet our district's future needs. 
 
Your input will help inform recommendations to the Board of Trustees on the future use of
these properties. 
 

Get Involved 

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/MCPS-properties-plan-survey


Complete the online survey (closes October 10) 

Review property plan options at https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-
plan/properties-plan-options 

Learn more by reading the Property Plan Information Guide at
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide 

Share with others in your network 
 
Help inform how these properties can best serve MCPS's Core Purpose: to engage all
students in a high-quality education that empowers, inspires and prepares each student for
their future. 
 
Survey deadline: October 10, 2025 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/properties-plan-options
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/properties-plan-options
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan/mcps-information-guide
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


Outlook

RE: Prescott

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 10/21/2025 12:02 PM
To Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com>
Cc Rachel Huff-Doria (rachel@rhd-llc.com) <rachel@rhd-llc.com>

Hi Peter,
 
Thanks for the email. I caught a bad cold, so it’s taken me a bit to get back to you. I appreciate you
continuing the discussion and working to find a solution. I believe you’re aware that we’ve been talking
with Angie Evenden and there’s a meeting set up from 11am-12pm on Wednesday, October 29th to
discuss the property with a small group of people from the neighborhood. You’re welcome to
attend that meeting. We’re still finalizing the location.
 
Also, my understanding is that a project update is still on the agenda for the Lower Rattlesnake
Neighborhood Council annual meeting on 10/29. I am available to attend the meeting, but I’m
not sure if we should keep the project update on the agenda. My concern is that there really are
not any project updates since the building tour. We’ve just been collecting comments, and our
next committee meeting isn’t until 10/31 so no decisions or significant progress has been made.
Based on the turnout at the building tour, there could be a lot of contentious comments and
questions that take up more time than you have allotted on your agenda. I’m not sure it’s going
to be productive because I’m not going to have answers which could be frustrating. I think it
would be good to let the neighborhood know that we’re continuing to have conversations and no
decisions have been made yet. We can provide more updates as we finalize the project
schedule.
 
As I said, I am available to attend the meeting, but I want to make sure that it still feels like it
makes sense and fits within your agenda. Let me know how we can best communicate with the
neighborhood, so they are informed on the project.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


From: Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 7:54 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Fwd: Prescott
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Oct 16, 2025 at 7:43 AM
Subject: Prescott
To: <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.co>, <rachel@rhd-llc.com>
 

Dear Kate and Rachel,
 
I am on the Lower Rattlesnake Neighborhood Council Leadership Team, and I have met with
you on a couple of occasions.  Prescott has been a neighborhood issue ever since the public
school closed its doors a decade ago.  I hope that you and the School Board Committee can
come up with a good plan.  It seems pretty clear that something will have to change; the
question is how.  The Neighborhood is clear that we would like to keep the green space open
and useful for after-school and neighborhood uses.  We are hoping that the School District will
retain ownership of the open space or perhaps the neighborhood might be able to find a buyer willing to
contribute the area to the City for a park.
 
The Prescott building is the big question- dismantle or refurbish.  Perhaps the building is too far
gone for refurbishing, but putting in a new building might be just as expensive.  Right now, I
don't think we know.  Regardless, MCPS needs to bring in funding from the property, but as
Option 3 states: "utilize a proposal process to find a use aligned with MCPS and the
community." I believe there are two options: either the School District refurbishes or rebuilds or
the property is sold to a builder who either refurbishes or rebuilds.
 
Here are several options for a new or refurbished building put forth by the Neighborhood.
 
(1) Build a small number of low-income homes

(2) Refurbish the building or put a new building in place for teacher apartments.  Maybe this could be
done instead of low-income housing (of course new teachers might fit the low-income bracket), and
might fit the School Board purpose better. 

(3) Use the building for pre-K education if the State funds it

(4) Lease building for a charter school

(5) Use building for a community center paying the MCPS with money from a Special Improvement District tax
 
 It would be great if we could have one or more meetings with the School Board subcommittee and WGM to
discuss these options and find a way forward that benefits both Missoula schools and the neighborhood.  Perhaps
Homeword will have ideas for funding and could be included in the discussions.

mailto:lesica.peter@gmail.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.co
mailto:rachel@rhd-llc.com


 
Thank you for considering,
Peter Lesica



Outlook

Rattlesnake Property

From Terri Roach <terriroach@hotmail.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 2:50 PM
To talong@mcpsmt.org <talong@mcpsmt.org>; Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

This communication is in regard to the undeveloped property north of the Hellgate High School Soccer
Fields in the Rattlesnake neighborhood which is under consideration for sale. In reviewing information
about this property, it appears that it may be sold as it is not needed by the school district. It also
appears that it will not be used for additional parking as there is no access to the land from Rattlesnake
Drive or Rattlesnake Court. However, more parking for the soccer fields is very much needed due to the
number of vehicles that park along both sides of Lincoln Hills Drive during soccer games (despite “No
Parking at Any Time” signs). Lincoln Hills Drive is an emergency route to Lincoln Hills and Mount Jumbo.
The information on the website about the soccer fields indicates that more parking spaces could be
added to the south of the fields (some of which is now grass). If the land to the north of the fields is sold,
or if other properties are sold, we ask that strong consideration be given to increasing the number of
parking spaces south of the soccer fields, as a safety issue. We thank you in advance for your attention to
this matter. (Ms. Long, would you mind forwarding this correspondence to the appropriate person?)
Sincerely,

Terri Roach, Co-Chair
Upper Rattlesnake Neighborhood Council Leadership Team
Sent from my iPad



Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Project

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Fri 10/31/2025 5:02 PM
To Rebecca Kerscher <rkersch13@gmail.com>
Cc Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

Hi Rebecca,
 
Thank you for your comments. This will be shared with the project planning committee and the Board of
Trustees.
 
Have a great weekend,
Kate
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Rebecca Kerscher <rkersch13@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 29, 2025 1:22 PM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: MCPS Properties Project
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Dear Members of the Missoula County Public Schools Board, WMG Properties and MCPS Administration,

 

I am writing to express my strong support for preserving the Missoula Agricultural Center, including the 20-acre
Fort Field parcel, which is currently under review. This land is not only essential to the success of the Agricultural
Education program, but also a vital resource for students, educators, and our community.

 

The Ag Ed Center’s 80+ acres serve as a living classroom where students from ALL high schools and other
programs gain hands-on experience in sustainable agriculture, animal science, natural resource management, and

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


environmental stewardship. These experiences cannot be replicated in a traditional classroom and students in
multiple disciplines benefit from this classroom: Agriculture, Environmental Science, Biology, Natural Resources,
and Career & Technical Education. Students learn responsibility, science, and leadership through direct
engagement with the land. . . skills that prepare them for meaningful, high-demand careers in Montana’s most
important and growing agricultural and environmental sectors.

 

The 20-acre Fort Field plays a critical role in rotational grazing, a regenerative practice that improves soil health,
reduces erosion, and teaches students how to raise livestock sustainably. Losing access to this parcel would
significantly limit the program’s ability to model responsible land stewardship and diminish the real-world learning
that makes Missoula Ag Ed program one of the most progressive in the state and nation.

 

Beyond its educational value, the Ag Ed Center enriches our entire community. It preserves open space in a
growing city, offers habitat for wildlife, provides a scenic agricultural buffer for the neighborhood, and fosters
partnerships among students, families, and local producers. The farm represents Missoula’s deep agricultural
roots while preparing students to lead in a sustainable future.

 

As a parent and community member, I have seen firsthand how this program changes lives. My daughter has
found purpose and confidence through the Ag Center and FFA. I have watched many students, not just my own,
thrive because they can apply science and critical thinking directly in this invaluable outdoor classroom.

 

The Agricultural Center and its land are NOT surplus property. They are essential educational infrastructure and a
symbol of Missoula’s commitment to experiential, career-oriented, and environmentally responsible learning.
Once this land is lost, it can never be replaced.

 

I urge you to continue supporting and protecting the entirety of the Ag Education Center, including the “Fort
Field” so it can remain a thriving educational and community asset for generations to come.

 

Thank you for your time, leadership, and dedication to our students and schools,

 

With appreciation,

Rebecca Kerscher, DVM

1118 Lincolnwood Rd

Missoula, MT 59802

Missoula community member, veterinarian, and MCPS parent

rkersch13@gmail.com

mailto:rkersch13@gmail.com


Outlook

RE: Prescott

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 11/18/2025 7:36 PM
To Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com>

Hi Peter,
 
Daycare facilities have specific requirements. The Cold Springs building received about a $500,000
grant during Covid to improve the building to accommodate those requirements for the  daycare spaces.
I don’t know all the requirements, but I believe they have to have a bathroom within each daycare space.
I’ve also been told that daycares are not a lucrative business so expecting daycares to take on building
renovations is not a reasonable expectation. A funding source would need to be identified.
 
Have you been able to have any other meetings since meeting with MCPS?
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2025 7:59 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Prescott
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
I just read this article from Montana Free Press (Roof issues at former elementary school force
Missoula daycares to relocate).  Is daycare an option for Prescott?  I know that Prescott needs
work, but maybe daycare could be a future option.
 
Peter

tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/
https://montanafreepress.org/2025/11/17/roof-issues-at-former-elementary-school-force-missoula-daycares-to-relocate/?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Newspack%20Newsletter%20%28257054%29&utm_source=2
https://montanafreepress.org/2025/11/17/roof-issues-at-former-elementary-school-force-missoula-daycares-to-relocate/?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Newspack%20Newsletter%20%28257054%29&utm_source=2


Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Mon 12/8/2025 4:59 PM
To John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>

Hi John,
 
The meeting on the 13th is a public meeting. It’s a regularly scheduled Board of Trustees meeting. It’s an
overall project update to the board on the project. It’s intended as an opportunity for trustees to give
input prior to the draft plan being released. We do not have recommendations yet. We’re still working
through the process. We’ll likely discuss the recommendations at the meeting on the 13th, but they won’t
necessarily be final at that point.
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, December 8, 2025 4:23 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
I just saw your email with dates. Thanks.
We’ll definitely comment online February 23 - March 16, but in addition, is the Jan 13 meeting open to the public,
and would it be appropriate to comment in person then?
Can you reveal what you are recommending, and what the trustees are thinking, pertaining to the Duncan soccer
pitch?
 
Thanks
 

From: John Oetinger
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2025 3:48 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 
thanks
 

From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2025 2:32 PM

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


To: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 
Hi John,
 
We’re working through the details of the schedule for the next steps. I’ll send out an email when we have
the schedule set.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2025 1:39 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
Is there a date set yet for when WGM will be presenting their recommended plan to the Board of Trustees?
I’ve been monitoring the timeline on the right MCPS Properties Plan | Engage WGM Group and don’t see that
specified yet.
 
Thanks
 

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 11:06 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 
Got it. thanks
 

From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 10:40 AM
To: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 
Hi John,
 
There is no requirement to spend money from a property sale within a specific amount of time. In option
2, we included starting an investment fund with the proceeds from selling properties so that interest can
accumate. The intent is to have that available as a funding source for future needs indefinitely.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, October 6, 2025 10:28 AM

mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com


To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
If a property is sold, and I am not referring only to the Duncan property with this question, does the money
received have to be spent within a specific amount of time?
For example: a property that is deemed to not be a good site for a future school gets sold for $5M to a developer
for housing. Does that $5M have to be spent within 1 year, or some other amount of time, on a property that is
deemed by the Trustees to be a suitable future school location?
 
This question does not have any bearing on how we feel about the Duncan property, or any other property. Just
want to understand the process.
 
Thanks
 

From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 1:14 PM
To: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 
Hi John,
 
Thanks for introducing yourself yesterday and coming to the meeting. We’ll get a clarification out on the
survey and I’m glad you pointed that out.
 
The process moving forward is that we’ll review the information from the survey and meetings after the
survey closes on 10/10. Using that feedback, we’ll work with the project planning committee to form
recommendations. These are expected to go the Board of Trustees in late fall. Once the
recommendations are approved, we’ll put together an implementation plan that is planned to go the
Board of Trustees in the winter. Once the implementation plan is adopted, that’s the end of our contract
with MCPS. The Board of Trustees meetings are public meetings, and they take public comment.
 
Depending on the feedback we get over the next few weeks, we may do additional outreach if we feel
like it’s needed. There’s a possibility that the schedule could shift a little, but that’s still to be determined.
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 11:19 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
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mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


Hi Kate,
 
Thanks for chatting yesterday about the Duncan Property, while at Prescott.
I found the link to the new survey at the bottom of one of the previous emails, but sending again, emphasizing
that might be a good idea.
 
What are next steps?
I see in the timeline MCPS Properties Plan | Engage WGM Group that October and beyond is to present to the
Board. Will this be at public meeting(s), with opportunity for public comment?
After that, WGM will have completed their portion of the consulting project, and I’ll need to watch MCPS Board’s
website for future dates and developments, right?
 
Thanks
 
 

From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 4:32 PM
To: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 
Hi John,
 
We’ll be available to discuss all 14 properties at each of the 6 events. We wanted to give people an
opportunity to see the condition of the buildings, so we chose to host these meetings at those locations.
The intent is to talk about all the properties at all the locations. If you’re only interested in the Duncan
Drive property, you can choose to attend whichever meeting is most convenient for you.
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 2:51 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
I got the attached email today. These events seem to be specific to those 6 facilities. My specific interest is in the
PEAS Farm and Duncan soccer pitch; will there be a session specific to that coming up?
 
Thanks
John
 

From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Sent: Friday, June 6, 2025 4:12 PM
To: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>; Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:Engage@wgmgroup.com


 
Hi John,
 
Thank you for your interest in the project. When we finalize the schedule for the open houses, we will
post the schedule on the website and will send out an email to everyone that provided their email as part
of the survey.
 
For other meetings, the best resource is the Missoula County Public Schools calendar that’s available
online. Missoula County Public Schools / Calendar
 
The MCPS Properties Planning Committee has been meeting monthly to work on this project. We are
not going to have committee meetings over the summer so the next meeting will be in August. We are
likely to provide an update at a Board of Trustees meeting in either June or July, but we haven’t finalized
a date yet so checking the meeting agendas online is your best option to track when the project will be
discussed.
 
If you have any specific questions, you can always reach out to me for an update.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 
From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2025 11:28 AM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: MCPS Properties Plan
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi,
 
I’m interested in following this as it progresses (I responded to the survey). Can you (is this something you do?)
add me to a mailing list that notifies me of upcoming events, including but not necessarily limited to, open houses
and MCPS meetings when it is on the agenda?
 
I see the timeline on the right of MCPS Properties Plan | Engage WGM Group . Just want to know when and where
the events are scheduled.
 
Thanks
 

https://www.mcpsmt.org/Page/2#calendar1/20250606/month
tel:+1406-531-4735
tel:+1406-728-4611
https://www.wgmgroup.com/
mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com
mailto:Engage@wgmgroup.com
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan


John Oetinger
1500 Sunflower Dr
Missoula MT, 59802, USA
406-370-7583
johnoetinger@outlook.com
 

mailto:johnoetinger@outlook.com


Outlook

RE: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Tue 12/9/2025 2:31 PM
To Rachael Griess <rachaelgriess@yahoo.com>

1 attachment (268 KB)

Survey #2 Short Answer Resonses.pdf;

Hi Rachael,
 
Thanks for your question. I went back and reviewed the survey responses and the survey summary. I
agreed with your assessment and adjusted the summary that is on the project website. I apologize for
making that mistake.
 
The full record of the short answer responses is attached. All comments that we have received will be
included in the draft plan that’s released in February.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Rachael Griess <rachaelgriess@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, December 8, 2025 8:37 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi there!
 
Do you have a compiled list of the comments from the community survey regarding the Cold
Springs school? If so, I would like to review them. The summary points that I see listed currently
do not reflect any of the comments I have submitted or have heard from my neighbors.
 
Thanks,
Rachael Herynk

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer
 
On Mon, Dec 8, 2025 at 4:06 PM, Kate Dinsmore
<kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Good afternoon,

https://mail.onelink.me/107872968?pid=nativeplacement&c=US_Acquisition_YMktg_315_SearchOrgConquer_EmailSignature&af_sub1=Acquisition&af_sub2=US_YMktg&af_sub3=&af_sub4=100002039&af_sub5=C01_Email_Static_&af_ios_store_cpp=0c38e4b0-a27e-40f9-a211-f4e2de32ab91&af_android_url=https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.yahoo.mobile.client.android.mail&listing=search_organize_conquer
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


 

The upcoming schedule for the MCPS Properties Plan is now available.

 

January 13: Board of Trustees Meeting

MCPS Properties Plan update to the Board of Trustees.

 

February 23 - March 16: Draft MCPS Properties Plan Review

Draft MCPS Properties Plan will be available for public review and comment.
All comments will be provided to the Board of Trustees.
Changes made to the draft plan based on public comments will be made with
MCPS administrative approval prior to the Board of Trustees plan approval.

 

April 14: Board of Trustees Meeting

MCPS Properties Plan presented to the Board of Trustees for plan approval.

 

The project website has been updated with the upcoming schedule and a summary of the
property options survey that was completed in October.

 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan

 

Thank you for your interest in the MCPS Properties Plan.

 

 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 

https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


Outlook

FW: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule

From Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Date Mon 12/15/2025 11:05 AM
To Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>

 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Rachael Griess <rachaelgriess@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2025 9:41 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule
 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Kate,
 
Thank you for sending the survey responses and reviewing the summary. I appreciate your time
and efforts. However, I disagree with your summary and find bias in the language.
 
"Neighborhood lacks commercial uses". Our neighborhood is within 1-3 blocks of retail stores
(including coffee shop)..there is no lack of access to commercial use. When I reviewed the
responses, I found 1or 2 comments about a potential coffee shop, yet this is listed in the
summary. Meanwhile, there were many comments about support of current uses and
preservation of green/open space. Our neighborhoods desire for maintaining open space
(which we have very little of) was not mentioned in the summary. 
 
"Site has potential for redevelopment". Again, I see many comments for continued community
use, including open space, and many comments about ensuring this property remains for future
generations.  I also see many comments about historical building preservation, but this didn't
make it into the summary.
 
"Some nostalgic resistance to change". This language feels unfair, especially when compared to
the language used in other summaries. For example, summaries for the Rattlesnake properties
include "a strong desire to preserve open spaces" and "strong opposition for redeveloping" and
"desire for a neighborhood school". The survey responses regarding Cold Springs are very
similar to the survey responses for the Rattlesnake properties, and the sentiment of ensuring
access for future generations is the same. Yet the language is so different. It feels as though the
input regarding Cold Springs feels undervalued. This point about resistance to change hits the
hardest, because our neighborhood, for the last 10 years, has experienced change and loss-the
moving and closing of Cold Springs, being drawn out of the boundary, and now being subject to
redevelopment.  Despite the input we provide.
 



Please consider reexamining your language, the survey responses, and your summary.
 
Thank you,
Rachael Herynk
 

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer
 
On Tue, Dec 9, 2025 at 2:31 PM, Kate Dinsmore
<kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Hi Rachael,

 

Thanks for your question. I went back and reviewed the survey responses and the survey summary. I
agreed with your assessment and adjusted the summary that is on the project website. I apologize for
making that mistake.

 

The full record of the short answer responses is attached. All comments that we have received will be
included in the draft plan that’s released in February.

 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Rachael Griess <rachaelgriess@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, December 8, 2025 8:37 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi there!

 

Do you have a compiled list of the comments from the community survey regarding the Cold
Springs school? If so, I would like to review them. The summary points that I see listed
currently do not reflect any of the comments I have submitted or have heard from my
neighbors.

 

https://mail.onelink.me/107872968?pid=nativeplacement&c=US_Acquisition_YMktg_315_SearchOrgConquer_EmailSignature&af_sub1=Acquisition&af_sub2=US_YMktg&af_sub3=&af_sub4=100002039&af_sub5=C01_Email_Static_&af_ios_store_cpp=0c38e4b0-a27e-40f9-a211-f4e2de32ab91&af_android_url=https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.yahoo.mobile.client.android.mail&listing=search_organize_conquer
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
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mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com


Thanks,

Rachael Herynk

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer

 

On Mon, Dec 8, 2025 at 4:06 PM, Kate Dinsmore

<kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Good afternoon,
 
The upcoming schedule for the MCPS Properties Plan is now available.
 

January 13: Board of Trustees Meeting
MCPS Properties Plan update to the Board of Trustees.

 
February 23 - March 16: Draft MCPS Properties Plan Review

Draft MCPS Properties Plan will be available for public review and comment.
All comments will be provided to the Board of Trustees.
Changes made to the draft plan based on public comments will be made with
MCPS administrative approval prior to the Board of Trustees plan approval.

 
April 14: Board of Trustees Meeting

MCPS Properties Plan presented to the Board of Trustees for plan approval.
 
The project website has been updated with the upcoming schedule and a summary of the
property options survey that was completed in October.
 
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
 
Thank you for your interest in the MCPS Properties Plan.
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 

https://mail.onelink.me/107872968?pid=nativeplacement&c=US_Acquisition_YMktg_315_SearchOrgConquer_EmailSignature&af_sub1=Acquisition&af_sub2=US_YMktg&af_sub3=&af_sub4=100002039&af_sub5=C01_Email_Static_&af_ios_store_cpp=0c38e4b0-a27e-40f9-a211-f4e2de32ab91&af_android_url=https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.yahoo.mobile.client.android.mail&listing=search_organize_conquer
mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
https://www.wgmgroup.com/


From: Kate Dinsmore
To: Rachael Griess
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule
Date: Tuesday, January 6, 2026 1:54:05 PM
Attachments: image001.png

95bdf5ea-6c68-4170-89cf-6b00e8b0d541.png

Hi Rachael,
 
I updated the summary to include the desire to maintain the park/open space. The initial
summary was generated by AI which I like to use to summarize public comments because
there’s typically less bias. AI didn’t do a good job originally and I didn’t catch it, so I
appreciate you pointing it out. There’s always going to be bias in putting together these
types of summaries. I’ve been at all the public meetings, committee meetings, stakeholder
meetings, etc. so I’ve heard a lot of comments which I’m sure changes how I interpret the
comments. The tenor of the conversations and comments for each property have been
unique.
 
I can assure you that the Cold Springs community has been heard through the process and
that there’s recognition of the recent loss of Cold Springs as a neighborhood school. The
project committee met in December and is making the recommendation to keep the Cold
Springs property and continue to lease the property. This recommendation and
recommendations for other properties will be presented to the Board of Trustees in a
project update at the January 13th board meeting. The draft plan will be released on
February 23rd and will include additional details.   
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Rachael Griess <rachaelgriess@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 5, 2026 5:25 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Fw: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi there,
 
I sent the following email (below) a few weeks ago. I haven't heard back, so I figured I'd
reach out to ensure my email was received.
 
Thanks,
Rachael Herynk

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
mailto:rachaelgriess@yahoo.com
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----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Rachael Griess" <rachaelgriess@yahoo.com>
To: "kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com" <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Cc:
Sent: Fri, Dec 12, 2025 at 9:41 AM
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule
Kate,
 
Thank you for sending the survey responses and reviewing the summary. I appreciate
your time and efforts. However, I disagree with your summary and find bias in the
language.
 
"Neighborhood lacks commercial uses". Our neighborhood is within 1-3 blocks of
retail stores (including coffee shop)..there is no lack of access to commercial use.
When I reviewed the responses, I found 1or 2 comments about a potential coffee
shop, yet this is listed in the summary. Meanwhile, there were many comments about
support of current uses and preservation of green/open space. Our neighborhoods
desire for maintaining open space (which we have very little of) was not mentioned in
the summary. 
 
"Site has potential for redevelopment". Again, I see many comments for continued
community use, including open space, and many comments about ensuring this
property remains for future generations.  I also see many comments about historical
building preservation, but this didn't make it into the summary.
 
"Some nostalgic resistance to change". This language feels unfair, especially when
compared to the language used in other summaries. For example, summaries for the
Rattlesnake properties include "a strong desire to preserve open spaces" and "strong
opposition for redeveloping" and "desire for a neighborhood school". The survey
responses regarding Cold Springs are very similar to the survey responses for the
Rattlesnake properties, and the sentiment of ensuring access for future generations
is the same. Yet the language is so different. It feels as though the input regarding
Cold Springs feels undervalued. This point about resistance to change hits the
hardest, because our neighborhood, for the last 10 years, has experienced change
and loss-the moving and closing of Cold Springs, being drawn out of the boundary,
and now being subject to redevelopment.  Despite the input we provide.
 
Please consider reexamining your language, the survey responses, and your
summary.
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Thank you,
Rachael Herynk
 

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer
 
On Tue, Dec 9, 2025 at 2:31 PM, Kate Dinsmore
<kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Hi Rachael,

 

Thanks for your question. I went back and reviewed the survey responses and the
survey summary. I agreed with your assessment and adjusted the summary that is
on the project website. I apologize for making that mistake.

 

The full record of the short answer responses is attached. All comments that we have
received will be included in the draft plan that’s released in February.

 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Rachael Griess <rachaelgriess@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, December 8, 2025 8:37 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: MCPS Properties Plan Upcoming Schedule

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi there!

 

Do you have a compiled list of the comments from the community survey
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regarding the Cold Springs school? If so, I would like to review them. The summary
points that I see listed currently do not reflect any of the comments I have
submitted or have heard from my neighbors.

 

Thanks,

Rachael Herynk

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer

 

On Mon, Dec 8, 2025 at 4:06 PM, Kate Dinsmore

<kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Good afternoon,
 
The upcoming schedule for the MCPS Properties Plan is now available.
 

January 13: Board of Trustees Meeting
MCPS Properties Plan update to the Board of Trustees.

 
February 23 - March 16: Draft MCPS Properties Plan Review

Draft MCPS Properties Plan will be available for public review
and comment.
All comments will be provided to the Board of Trustees.
Changes made to the draft plan based on public comments will
be made with MCPS administrative approval prior to the Board of
Trustees plan approval.

 
April 14: Board of Trustees Meeting

MCPS Properties Plan presented to the Board of Trustees for
plan approval.

 
The project website has been updated with the upcoming schedule and a
summary of the property options survey that was completed in October.
 
https://engage.wgmgroup.com/mcps-properties-plan
 
Thank you for your interest in the MCPS Properties Plan.
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
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Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

 

https://www.wgmgroup.com/


From: Kate Dinsmore
To: catalinadeonisfox
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan Update
Date: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 10:57:55 AM
Attachments: image001.png

b1522d6b-34bf-4f2e-868b-1b5214e052d1.png

Hi Catalina,
 
There will be an opportunity for public comment tonight that is specific to the Properties
Plan.
 
For the Linda Vista property, both a sale and trade are possible outcomes. This will be
determined through a negotiation with the city that will occur after the completion of the
plan. The key principle (slide 18) was used in making this recommendation. I have a
meeting scheduled later this month with the city to verify this is accurate, but in previous
meetings with the city, the primary interest for the city in acquiring this property is to expand
the existing park.
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: catalinadeonisfox <catalinadeonisfox@proton.me> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 6:47 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: MCPS Properties Plan Update

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate, 
 
Thank you for this update. At tonight's meeting, will there be a space dedicated to public
comments during the section of the agenda that features the presentation of the Properties Plan?
I ask because it reads that the public comments at the start of the meeting are only for non-
agenda items. 
 
Also, having read the PowerPoint, for the Linda Vista Property (numbered slide 25), to clarify,  will
the BoT vote to either trade the property with the city or sell it by the April meeting? I'm unsure if
the planning committee has predetermined one of these options or if there will be deliberation
about whether trading or selling is the most appropriate action for this site. It seems the
conclusion already in place is that selling or trading will occur, regardless of perspectives from the
communities most impacted by and connected to this physical space.
 
Thank you, 
 
Catalina de Onis
 
"...another world is not only possible, she is on her way....On a quiet day, if I listen
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very carefully, I can hear her breathing." -Arundhati Roy
 
"Estudiemos y preparemos nuestra generación para las luchas futuras, que se
avecinan."/"Let us study and prepare our generation for the future struggles that are
coming.” -Luisa Capetillo
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
 
On Monday, January 12th, 2026 at 12:26, Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
wrote:

Good afternoon,
 
The MCPS Properties Plan is on the meeting agenda for the January 13, 2026
Board of Trustees meeting. The meeting is at 6:00 pm in Administration
Building A Boardroom, 909 South Ave. West (directly east of the
Fairgrounds). At this meeting, an update on the MCPS Properties Plan will be
presented and will include draft recommendations from the planning
committee for each property. There is general agreement of committee
member on these recommendations, except for Prescott which is still being
discussed. We are seeking feedback from the Board of Trustees at this
meeting. There will be no decisions made at this meeting.
 
The presentation with the draft recommendations is available for you to
review prior to the meeting. Below are links to the presentation on the project
website and the meeting packet on the MCPS website.  
 
Microsoft PowerPoint - MCPS Board of Trustees Update
Missoula County Public Schools - Meeting Information
 
The draft plan will be available for review and public comment from February
23 – March 16. The plan will be presented to the MCPS Board of Trustees for
approval on April 14.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com
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From: Kate Dinsmore
To: Joanna Kreitinger
Subject: RE: MCPS Properties Plan Update
Date: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 4:09:57 PM
Attachments: image001.png

42527f18-4afa-489a-83d3-2c0119b68aee.png

Hi Joanna,
 
For the Linda Vista property, the recommendation from the planning committee is currently
a sale and trade with the city. This will be determined through a negotiation with the city
that will occur after the completion of the plan. The key principle (slide 18) was used in
making this recommendation. I have a meeting scheduled later this month with the city to
verify this is accurate, but in previous meetings with the city, the primary interest for the city
in acquiring this property is to expand the existing park and have the property remain as
open space.
 
All email I receive will be part of the public comments that are part of the final plan, you can
provide public comment at the meeting tonight, and you can comment on the draft plan that
will be released on February 23rd.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Joanna Kreitinger <joanna.kreitinger@protonmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 2:02 PM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: Re: MCPS Properties Plan Update

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
If you are collecting community feedback on this plan, I’d like to include feedback.
 
I am reaching out to encourage strong consideration for the land currently owned by
MCPS along Marilyn Park in Linda Vista to be considered for Missoula’s open spaces. 
 
With Linda Vista and Miller Creek accommodating so much of Missoula’s housing
expansion and development, with much, much more coming our way, the preservation
of wooded areas used responsibly by Missoula residents and also by wildlife is
important. Sale and development cannot be undone.

mailto:kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com
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From spending many days at Marilyn Park over recent years, I’ve found that it is used by
many neighborhood residents as well as Missoula City and County residents. Residents
from outside our neighborhood, including summer camps, drive to this park and open
space. It’s a gem that is worth protecting as open space.
 
Are there steps residents can take to encourage this parcel’s adoption as an
open space?

Best regards,
Joana
 
Joanna Kreitinger, PhD
m: 406.599.0808

Sent from Proton Mail for iOS.

-------- Original Message --------
On Monday, 01/12/26 at 12:40 Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Good afternoon,
 
The MCPS Properties Plan is on the meeting agenda for the January 13, 2026
Board of Trustees meeting. The meeting is at 6:00 pm in Administration
Building A Boardroom, 909 South Ave. West (directly east of the
Fairgrounds). At this meeting, an update on the MCPS Properties Plan will be
presented and will include draft recommendations from the planning
committee for each property. There is general agreement of committee
member on these recommendations, except for Prescott which is still being
discussed. We are seeking feedback from the Board of Trustees at this
meeting. There will be no decisions made at this meeting.
 
The presentation with the draft recommendations is available for you to
review prior to the meeting. Below are links to the presentation on the project
website and the meeting packet on the MCPS website.  
 
Microsoft PowerPoint - MCPS Board of Trustees Update
Missoula County Public Schools - Meeting Information

https://proton.me/mail/home
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https://mcpsmt.diligent.community/Portal/MeetingInformation.aspx?Org=Cal&Id=145


 
The draft plan will be available for review and public comment from February
23 – March 16. The plan will be presented to the MCPS Board of Trustees for
approval on April 14.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com
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From: Kate Dinsmore
To: Engage
Subject: FW: good option
Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 10:03:56 AM
Attachments: 8013cd64-b00c-4b84-9d24-f6161477a1a9.png
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Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect • WGM Group

From: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 9:39 AM
To: Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com>
Cc: Jenny Walsh <jwalsh@mcpsmt.org>
Subject: RE: good option

 
Hi Peter,
 
The Helena Public School District used an RFP (request for proposal) process which is one
of the options we’ve been discussing. If MCPS decides to use an RFP process, MCPS will
determine the criteria to evaluate proposals which has not been discussed yet. With an
RFP process, any entity can submit a proposal and then that proposal will be evaluated
against the evaluation criteria.
 
If MCPS chooses an RFP process and there’s an entity that wants to turn Prescott into a
community center, then that could be a satisfactory outcome. The challenge is finding an
entity with funding for a community center that can also take on addressing the deferred
maintenance of the building.
 
You might reach out to Bozeman’s Emerson Center for Arts and Culture and the Helena
Public School District to see if they can provide more information.
 
 
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com
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From: Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 7:25 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>
Cc: Jenny Walsh <jwalsh@mcpsmt.org>
Subject: good option

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate,
 
Any chance for this option?
 
Could an old Helena elementary school become a new community center?
 
Peter
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From: Kate Dinsmore
To: Peter Lesica; Angie Evenden; Martha Newell; Jenny Walsh; Meg Whicher; Rachel Huff-Doria
Cc: Laura Fox; Janet Glassy; Elaine Shea
Subject: RE: Prescott
Date: Thursday, February 19, 2026 1:54:43 PM
Attachments: c3165d20-0f60-4f08-b567-b82830690ff4.png
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Hi Peter,
 
I’m glad you were able to initiate a conversation with Friends of Missoula Parks. At this
point, it would be best for the neighborhood representatives to meet with Ross and report
back to WGM and MCPS. We’re working on putting the finishing touches on the draft of the
plan that will be out on Monday. The implementation tasks include a process for writing the
RFP so there will be plenty of time to work through those details.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Peter Lesica <lesica.peter@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2026 11:47 AM
To: Angie Evenden <boulderdraw@gmail.com>; Martha Newell <mnewell@montana.com>; Jenny
Walsh <jwalsh@mcpsmt.org>; Meg Whicher <WhicherM@ci.missoula.mt.us>; Kate Dinsmore
<kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>; Rachel Huff-Doria <rachel@rhd-llc.com>
Cc: Laura Fox <lafox50@msn.com>; Janet Glassy <jjglassy@gmail.com>; Elaine Shea
<chickadeepc@gmail.com>
Subject: Prescott

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Dear Prescotters,
 
Ross Mollenhauer, the president of Friends of Missoula Parks, got back to me this
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morning (see attached).  We spoke for a little while.  He knows a lot more about this stuff
than I (and probably you) do.  He said that it is important that we have some input into
the RFP (request for proposal) before it goes out.  He agreed that we could have a
meeting.  I am hoping that I can set something up real soon because I am leaving town
on the 21st and the only days in the next month that Angie will be here are March 11th
and 12th.  I am hoping that Martha, Angie and I can meet with Ross on one of those
days.and it would be great if a WGM person and a School Board person could also
attend.  So please let me know ASAP and I'll try to set something up.
 
Peter



From: Kate Dinsmore
To: Engage
Subject: FW: Helena idea for school
Date: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 10:04:07 AM
Attachments: 50e03f8e-e2aa-4851-9bc1-de9a9f83f42f.png
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Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Kate Dinsmore 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 10:03 AM
To: angie boulderdraw <boulderdraw@gmail.com>; rachel@rhd-llc.com
Subject: RE: Helena idea for school

 
Hi Angie,
 
Thanks for sharing. The Helena Public School District used an RFP (request for proposal)
process which is one of the options we’ve been discussing. If MCPS decides to use an RFP
process, MCPS will determine the criteria to evaluate proposals which has not been
discussed yet. With an RFP process, any entity can submit a proposal and then that
proposal will be evaluated against the evaluation criteria.
 
If MCPS chooses an RFP process and there’s an entity that wants to turn Prescott into a
community center, then that could be a satisfactory outcome. The challenge is finding an
entity with funding for a community center that can also take on addressing the deferred
maintenance of the building. Bozeman’s Emerson Center for Arts and Culture and the
Helena Public School District might be able to provide more information to inform the
MCPS process.
 
 
From: angie boulderdraw <boulderdraw@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2026 9:53 AM
To: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>; rachel@rhd-llc.com
Subject: Helena idea for school
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[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Hi Kate and Rachel -
 
something like this could be a good solution for Prescott
 
https://montanafreepress.org/2026/01/19/could-an-old-helena-elementary-school-
become-a-new-community-center/
 
-=-angie
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From: Kate Dinsmore
To: Shauna Yellow Kidney
Subject: RE: No On Properties Proposal
Date: Monday, February 23, 2026 11:24:43 AM
Attachments: c5320bc2-64d8-4167-aa6c-35cba1416a1f.png

WGM_banner_d922236b-c768-40f1-b664-41d0c469805a.png

Hi Shauna,
 
Your comment will be included in the public involvement appendix of the plan. The public
review draft of the plan will be released later today. The public comment period for the draft
plan will be open through March 16th. You’re welcome to comment through the website or
by email during that time. Comments we receive will be logged along with the response to
the comment and shared with the Board of Trustees prior to the April 14th meeting where
the plan is scheduled for approval. All Board of Trustees meetings are open to the public
and have time available for public comment.
 

Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: Shauna Yellow Kidney <yellowkidneys@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 10:03 AM
To: Engage <Engage@wgmgroup.com>
Subject: No On Properties Proposal

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Kate, Max or Rachel,
 
I attempted to submit a response to the planning survey months ago and was emailed
back with a notification that it did not go through. I am unilateterally against the
development of our Missoula County Public Schools properties as proposed. Make use
of what you have! How do I file an official complaint on my right to oppose this?
 
I will be attending the Board of Trustees Meeting to voice my opinion and the concerns I
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have about current gross growth in Missoula that I find unacceptable.
 
Who oversees your team?
 
Shauna Yellow Kidney



From: Kate Dinsmore
To: Engage
Subject: FW: MCPS Duncan Property Valuation Feedback
Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2026 2:04:11 PM
Attachments: 5409785a-7176-4efd-9435-34105dad7e02.png
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Kate Dinsmore, PLA, SITES AP
Landscape Architect

M: 406-531-4735 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

From: John Oetinger <johnoetinger@outlook.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2026 10:59 AM
To: publiccomment@mcpsmt.org
Cc: Kate Dinsmore <kdinsmore@wgmgroup.com>; Dave Harmon (ecollama@msn.com)
<ecollama@msn.com>
Subject: MCPS Duncan Property Valuation Feedback

 

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

Dear MCPS Trustees,
 
The valuation of the 13 acre Duncan Property (PEAS Farm and Duncan Playing Field) should be
modified in the written plan provided by WGM and Sterling, before voting to approve the plan on
April 14.

The pdf named “Appendix B: Broker Opinions of Value”, dated Aug 2025, section B.2 states:

“….if rezoned under the City of Missoula, it would most likely fall into either R20 (lower

density) or RT10 (higher density) zoning. R20 zoning would allow fewer homes, likely resulting

in a lower property value. RT10 zoning would allow more homes, increasing its market

potential and price”.

The property was zoned R-R1 in January of 2026, as is noted in the “MCPS Properties Plan

Public Review Draft Part 1” pdf, pg79.

Sterling’s likely valuation, dated Aug 2025, of $3,680,000 is based on R20, and $4,250,000 is
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based on RT10, as is the suggested list price of $4.5M, all of which is therefore out of date and

inaccurate.

R-R1, which appears to be lower density than either R20 or RT10, means that if it were sold to

a developer, the price would likely be significantly lower than Sterling’s valuation.

“MCPS Properties Plan Public Review Draft Part 1” pdf, pg86 states “The first priority is to sell

or trade the property to Garden City Harvest, the City, the County, or the University of

Montana while maintaining the existing uses on the site”. WGM echoed this recommendation

during their presentation in Jan of 2026, and several of the trustees verbally reinforced this

intent at that meeting.
 
Therefore, if it were sold to group(s) that would maintain its existing use (probably zoned OP-1), the
sell price would probably not be over $1M, for the 13 acre Duncan Property.
 
MCPS should go back to WGM and Sterling and obtain two new valuations, one for R-R1 and one for
(probably) OP-1.
 
It’s important that when the trustees vote on this plan, that the plan include accurate information,
so we urge you to postpone the April 14 vote until this inaccuracy can be corrected.
 
There is no rush. Let’s get this right before voting on the plan.
 
These comments are provided by John Oetinger, spokesperson for the Missoula Old Boys Soccer
Group, that built the Duncan Playing Field, and that continue to use and maintain it.
 
Thanks
 
John Oetinger
1500 Sunflower Dr
Missoula MT, 59802, USA
406-370-7583
johnoetinger@outlook.com
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  MISSOULA COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Properties Plan 

 

APPENDIX A.7  
PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

 
 



Present 

Kate Dinsmore, Rachel Huff-Doria, Micah Hill, BurleyMcWilliams, Amy Shattuck, Pat McHugh, Jennifer Savage, 

Trevor Labowski, Jeff Avgeris, Jenny Walsh, Koen, Julie Lacey, Keegan Witt, Max, Walter Banziger 

 

Group discussion to agree on meeting structure 

Start/end on time 

Willingness to listen to opposing views 

Patience with the process / trust the process 

●​ Check your opinions at the door 

Ability to speak in draft, patience with incomplete thoughts 

Opportunity for everyone to participate 

Consideration of those who aren’t in the room 

Powerpoints and materials shared in a timely manner 

Be efficient - Be intentional - Stay out of the weeds 

●​ Accomplish what needs to be done within the allotted time 

Hybrid option - in person preferred 

 

Decision making process 

​ Consensus based 

●​ Agree 

●​ Reservations 

●​ Stand aside 

●​ Block-committee chooses to not have this option  

Can recommend action and note that it was not a unanimous recommendation.  Explanation not required. 

Speak with one voice.  Focus on robust/honest discussion. 

Find consensus to move forward while honoring the right of someone to stand aside 

 

Group exercise to define priorities, needs/uses 

Student Pre-K-12 Instructional   

●​ Safe, clean, and comfortable learning environment  

●​ Land for schools in future growth areas  

●​ CTE central location  

●​ Northern middle school  

●​ CTE discovery center for middle school  

●​ CTE discover center at high school  

●​ “Dirty” building Pre-K-5  

●​ Performing arts space  

●​ Middle school on northside  

●​ Arts facility  

Student Physical Education   

●​ Indoor athletics facility  

Student Housing  

●​ Student housing (mainly high school)  

Student Special Resources  

Student Activities  

●​ Robotics space  



●​ Performance hall space  

●​ Tennis court  

Student Athletics  

●​ Baseball field  

●​ Swimming pool  

Parking  

●​ Hellgate parking  

●​ Hellgate high parking  

Student Food Services  

●​ Porter cafeteria  

●​ Dedicated cafeteria at porter  

●​ Cafeteria space at certain schools  

Staff Housing  

●​ Staff housing  

●​ Seeley housing  

Staff Administrative  

Student/Staff Food Services  

Staff Building Services  

●​ Boilers/HVAC  

Community Housing  

Community Non-profit   

Community Daycare   

●​ Daycare for staff  

Community Recreation   

●​ Indoor rec facility  

Community For-Profit Business   

Community Adult Instructional  

Event/Conference Space  

●​ Conference and event space  

●​ Building rentals for conference  

Future Uses   

●​ Special education hub  

●​ CTE facility  

 

 

Guiding principles for community engagement -  

handout, small group discussion 

Readouts: 

​ Transparency of the process, understanding of the process 

​ People felt heard even if …  Balanced 

​ Learn new facts/information 

​ Opportunity to engage. dialog/feedback 

Challenge: 

​ Relay information to the public 

Strategy: 

​ Multiple access points for engagement 



 

Ultimate responsibility is to the district over individual people. 

Look at things holistically. 

Collaboration with public agencies. 

Make sure community resources reflect community values 

 

Guiding values & principles to decision making about best use of vacant properties 

​ Handout, small group discussion 

​ Readouts: 

​ ​ Impact: Properties provide the greatest benefit with focus on returns to student and  furthering 

the mission and vision of the district 

​ Family & community impact.  Families can raise future families 

​ ​ Community: Student learning - high priority within strategic plan 

Financial relief, community use (40% use is outside groups), educational opportunities 

We are one district, opinions are relevant  

​ ​ Change: Consider historic role, cost to maintain & upgrade, potential revenue and future use 

Tie to student outcomes and alternative use to the community 

Commingling -vs-silos 

Reducing duplication in services 

​ ​ Indicators: Does it directly impact student learning or indirect impact to district operations 

Reflect core roles in our mission at MCPS​  

​ ​ Principles: Impact to students.  Alignment with strategic plan, mission & vision 

Is it being used for its intended purpose 

Enables your kids to raise their kids here 

 

End Goal - Process 

●​ Assessment -vs- Plan 

●​ Financial insulation 

●​ Is this linear with an end or can it be updated periodically? 

●​ Community benefit…ie housing 

 

 



3/28 
 
Present 
Kate, Rachel, Micah, Burley, Amy, Pat, Jennifer Savage, Trevor, Denise, Koan, Jeff, Jenny, 
Julie, Keegan, Max, Walter 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
 
Review Support Tools: 
Thumbs up for committee agreements 
Thumbs up for decision making agreements 
Review and vote on corrected dates 

●​ All on the 3rd week of the month other than this meeting due to Spring Break 
○​ Micah 10/17 - MEA, Moved to 10/24​  

●​ Approved, None opposed 
 
Review and Discuss Public Engagement Strategy 

●​ Public engagement will begin after April meeting 
●​ Messaging needs to be finalized by then, one on one meetings upcoming 
●​ 1st round of public meetings - Focusing on needs and priorities of the community 
●​ Small group breakout sessions 

○​ Could add to the engagement plan - Engage a diverse population 
○​ Transparency - difficulty getting central messaging out 

■​ Review city website as a model 
■​ Ensure community members are understood - action oriented 

○​ Define what the communication plan looks like 
○​ Avoid people feeling blindsided 

●​ Theme: transparency & communications - how. 
○​ Active and purposeful engagement 
○​ Need for a feedback loop 
○​ Say some version of “We are here for the good of children not just to satisfy 

community desires”   
■​ There is the opportunity for collaboration with the community but the 

ultimate goal is what is best for the children.  The board will make the final 
decision based on all feedback. 

●​ Do you have information on how to connect with specific stakeholders or stakeholder 
groups?  Provide your contact information for each one you can help facilitate. 

○​ Micah - lean on personal relationships 
○​ Ask Andrea Davis & MDP  to help facilitate outside of personal interactions 

(developers) 
○​ Next meeting will provide more feedback based on this exercise 

 
 
 



Decision Framework Part 1 
●​ Priorities 

○​ Top  
■​ Student k-12 Instruction 
■​ Student Special Resources 
■​ Student Physical Education 
■​ Student Activities (extracurricular) 
■​ Student Athletics (extracurricular) 

○​ Mid 
■​ Future uses 
■​ Staff housing 
■​ Event conference space 
■​ Community adult instructional 

○​ Bottom 
■​ Staff building services 
■​ Staff food services 
■​ Student housing 
■​ Parking 
■​ Community recreation 
■​ Community non-profit 
■​ Community daycare 
■​ Community for profit 
■​ Community housing 

 
Undeveloped Properties 

●​ Tooele Park 
○​ Mutual Agreement 1981 w/ City 
○​ Primary use HHS education 
○​ No parking, no competition 

■​ Transient issues, needles, dog messes 
○​ Walter, Micah see opportunity.  Possible Parks & Rec partnership 

■​ Include neighborhood council in discussion 
●​ Seeley Swan HS Undeveloped land 

○​ Multiple wells and septic systems 
●​ Ft Missoula Vo Ag 

○​ Conservation group plan for irrigation 
○​ Ag center summer grazing 
○​ Ag community highly engaged 

●​ Rattlesnake 
○​ Currently used by HHS soccer, softball and baseball teams 
○​ Not sufficient parking, traffic nightmare 

●​ Rimmel Rd 
○​ Not much known (gift/purchase) 

●​ Linda Vista 



○​ Poor access 
○​ Gifted by Twite, verbally offered to buy it back 
○​ Determined not useful for a school 
○​ Possible trade location 

●​ Duncan Drive Peas Farm 
○​ Leased to the city, sub leased to Garden City Harvest through 2054 
○​ Operational farm - 3 year termination notice requirement 
○​ Our students do have educational opportunities through this 
○​ Difficult neighbor  

 
Next month: 
What role will MCPS play in future management of these properties? 
 
 



In Attendance: 
Burley, Micah, Trevor, Max, Vinny, Jennifer, Pat, Koan, Rachel, Kate, Julie, Walter 
 
Recap priorities and needs from previous meeting 
Review project messaging and survey 
Familiarize committee with developed properties 
Get committee insight on feasibility and risk 
 
1. Getting Started 
- Welcome 
- Reconnect 
- Meeting Purpose and Agenda 
 
2. Facility Priorities and Needs 
​ Explanations of suggestions: 
​ Centralized CTE center to better serve MS & HS students.  Centralization will better 
serve more students with higher caliber facilities and better time management. 

“Dirty” elementary - Hands on learning center  
 
3. Project Messaging, Survey, Listening Sessions 
​ Verbiage edits - physical properties are being reviewed, not programs 
​ ​ ​   Underutilized properties instead of “surplus properties” 
​ ​ ​   Add something about some properties may remain unchanged. 
​ Review MCPS Stakeholder Map 
​ 3rd listening session “Open”, possibly add a Seeley session 
 
4. Overview of Developed Properties 

●​ Cold Springs 
○​ 6.74 acres 
○​ Multiple uses currently. Childcare, dance, cancer support, boxing 

●​ Dickinson 
○​ 5.74 acres 
○​ Adult education.  Heavily utilized​  

●​ Administration 
○​ 1.5 acres, dual zoning 
○​ Previous “Historical Building” conversation. 
○​ Residence hall? 
○​ Can it ever serve an academic purpose? 

●​ Whittier 
○​ 1.16 acres, zoned residential 
○​ Headstart 

●​ Prescott 
○​ 2/09 acres +.32 acres owned by Prescott PTA 
○​ Lots of community interest 



●​ Mount Jumbo 
○​ 5 acres,  
○​ Multiple uses currently. MPD, Friends of the Children 
○​ Lots of community interest 

 
5. Guiding Framework Part 2 
- Feasibility and Risk 

●​ Take and review results of best use surveys.  Focus on comfortability in selling 
properties vs redevelopment. 

 
6. Public Comment 
 
7. Close 
 



In Attendance: 

Burley, Micah, Trevor, Max, Vinny, Jennifer, Pat, Koan, Rachel, Kate, Julie, Walter 

 

Recap priorities and needs from previous meeting 

Review project messaging and survey 

Familiarize committee with developed properties 

Get committee insight on feasibility and risk 

 

1. Getting Started 

●​ Welcome 

●​ Project Updates 

●​ Jefferson 

●​ Public Launch of Project & Survey 

●​ Outreach 

○​ Learning Sessions 

 

2.Property Review Methods 

●​ Property Location 

●​ Property Size 

●​ Rating systems 

 

3. Property Review Exercise 

​ Review each property and mark the value matrix for each property 

●​ Review how each property is performing today based on the matrix 

○​ Is the property depreciating in value? Do you need to invest in the property to make it functional? Is there 

deferred maintenance? 

○​ Does the property directly or indirectly enhance student learning opportunities to meet the core needs? Is 

the property in an appropriate location and a size that could support a pre-k-12 school or secondary 

instructional space? 

○​ Is the property contributing to meeting the Core Purpose of MCPS? 

○​ Is the property appreciating in value? Is the property well maintained? 

 

Review where growth is happening and projected in Missoula in relation to where each property is located. 

 

4.Property Reviews based on matrix and community growth.⭐ Positive 🚧Neutra ⛔ Negative 

●​ Cold Springs 

○​ 6.74 acres 

○​ Multiple uses currently. Childcare, dance, cancer support, boxing 

○​ Location: 

○​ Site Access: Approaches from 3 sides 🚧 

○​ Income Generation: ⭐ 

○​ Building Condition: 

○​ • School House: 🚧 

○​ • North Wing: ⛔ 

○​ • West Wing: ⛔ 

○​ • South Gym:🚧 

○​ Mechanical:🚧 

○​ Plumbing:🚧 

○​ Fire Sprinkler: None ⛔ 

○​ Electrical Power:🚧 

○​ Electrical Lighting: 🚧 



○​ Communications: 🚧 

○​ Safety & Security: 🚧 

○​ Structural: No Major Issues🚧 

 

●​ Dickinson 

○​ 5.74 acres 

○​ Adult education.  Heavily utilized​  

○​ Location: ⭐ 

○​ Site Access: Satisfactory – 2 sides🚧 

○​ Income Generation:🚧 

○​ Building Condition: 

○​ • Main Building: 🚧 

○​ • North Addition:🚧 

○​ • East Addition:🚧 

○​ Mechanical: ⛔ 

○​ Plumbing:🚧 

○​ Fire Sprinkler: None ⛔ 

○​ Electrical Power:⛔ 

○​ Electrical Lighting:🚧 

○​ Communications:🚧 

○​ Safety & Security:🚧 

○​ Structural : No Major Issue🚧 

○​  

●​ Administration 

○​ 1.5 acres, dual zoning 

○​ Youth Football Robotics, Storage 

○​ Site Access:⭐ 

○​ Lot Size: 1.5 ac⛔ 

○​ Location:⭐ 

○​ Income Generation: 🚧 

○​ Building Condition: 

○​ • Main Building: Shell 🚧 Interior⛔ 

○​ • South Addition: ⛔ 

○​ Mechanical: ⛔ 

○​ Plumbing:⛔ 

○​ Fire Sprinkler: None ⛔ 

○​ Electrical Power:🚧 

○​ Electrical Lighting:🚧 

○​ Communications:🚧 

○​ Safety & Security:🚧 

○​ Structural: No Major Issue🚧 

 

●​ Whittier 

○​ 1.16 acres, zoned residential 

○​ Headstart 

○​ Site Access: Good 

○​ Lot Size: 1.16 ac⛔ 

○​ Location:⭐ 

○​ Income Generation: 🚧 

○​ Building Condition: Shell 🚧 Interior ⛔ 

○​ Mechanical: 🚧 



○​ Plumbing:🚧 

○​ Fire Sprinkler: Present ⭐ 

○​ Electrical Power:⛔ 

○​ Electrical Lighting:🚧 

○​ Communications:🚧 

○​ Safety & Security:🚧 

○​ Structural: No Major Issues🚧 

 

●​ Prescott 

○​ Site Access:⛔ 

○​ Lot Size: 2.41 ac ⛔ 

○​ Location:⛔ 

○​ Income Generation:⛔ 

○​ Building Condition: Shell 🚧 Interior⛔ 

○​ Mechanical: ⛔ 

○​ Plumbing:⛔ 

○​ Fire Sprinkler: None ⛔ 

○​ Electrical Power:⛔ 

○​ Electrical Lighting:⛔ 

○​ Communications:⛔ 

○​ Safety & Security:⛔ 

○​ Structural: No Major Issues🚧 

 

●​ Mount Jumbo 

○​ 5 acres,  

○​ Multiple uses currently. MPD, Friends of the Children 

○​ Site Access: Access 3 sides🚧 

○​ Lot Size: 5.073 ac ⛔ 

○​ Location:🚧 

○​ Income Generation:⭐ 

○​ Building Condition: 🚧 

○​ Mechanical: 🚧 

○​ Plumbing:⭐ 

○​ Fire Sprinkler: None ⛔ 

○​ Electrical Power:🚧 

○​ Electrical Lighting:🚧 

○​ Communications:🚧 

○​ Safety & Security:🚧 

○​ Structural: No Major Issues🚧 

 

●​ Jefferson 

○​ Parks & Rec, CRYJ 

○​ Site Access:⭐ 

○​ Lot Size: 5.11 ac ⛔ 

○​ Location:⭐ 

○​ Income Generation::🚧 

○​ Building Condition: Incomplete 

○​  

 

5. Public Comment 

6. Close 



August 15, 2025  

- Welcome  

- Project Updates  

1. Community Engagement Summary  

●​  Learning Sessions were held with current property users: 

○​ Agriculture/FFA/Big Sky High School 

○​ Seeley Swan High School  

○​ Peas Farm  

■​ Garden City Harvest  

○​ Dickenson 

■​ Lifelong Learning Center  

○​ Cold Springs  

■​ Child Start, Inc  

■​ Cancer Support Community Montana  

■​ Missoula Child Care Advantage (United Way)  

○​ Mount Jumbo 

■​ Friends of the Children 

○​ Administration 

■​ Missoula Football Club 

■​ Missoula Robotics Club 

●​ Innovative partnership models that benefit the community and align with MCPS's mission 

●​ Grateful for space, and desire for greater stability and prediction  

○​  ex: fears of property selling / turning into school, unexpected rate increases and/or maintenance and upkeep 

costs) 

●​ Partner and program investments in facility improvements 

●​ Substantial infrastructure challenges requiring investment and planning 

●​ Growing program demand and capacity constraints 

 

2. Open Houses  

●​ September 15-17 - community input opportunities on the MCPS Properties Plan. Missoula County Public Schools invites the 

public to attend any or all of six Open House events for buildings included in the MCPS Properties Plan.  

What to Expect: 

●​ Guided tours of each facility  

●​ Learn about current building conditions and usage  

●​ Review proposed plan alternatives  

●​ Share your feedback and participate in discussion 

 

●​ Monday, September 15  

○​ 3:30 - 5:30 PM: Whittier Bldg 

○​ 6:00 - 8:00 PM: Administration Bldg 

 

●​ Tuesday, September 16  

○​ 3:30 - 5:30 PM: Cold Springs Bldg 

○​ 6:00 - 8:00 PM: Dickinson Bldg (Lifelong Learning Center) 

 

●​ Wednesday, September 17  

○​ 3:30 - 5:30 PM: Prescott Bldg 

○​ 6:00 - 8:00 PM: Mount Jumbo Bldg 

  

3. Public Comment  

4. Close 



1. Welcome  
2. Review decision-making process and plan adoption process  
3. Building tours and survey recap  

●​ Tours were interesting to trustees and contractors 
○​ Community provided insight into each property 

■​ Dickinson Building - September 16, 2025, Desire to see LLC continue its operation. 
Curiosity about partnering with LLC or using the Property as a joint space for other 
community initiatives; ex: UM and Indigenous learning and gathering space. 

■​ Prescott Building - September 17, 2025, Importance of Park and green space to nearby 
community Importance of historical significance of building and property. Desire from 
some to see a return of a community school. Misconception that decisions have already 
been made about property, and that it is being coordinated in tandem with City zoning / 
code reform work. Strong split opinions on the need for housing / desire to not have 
housing on this property. Desire to have a local or public meeting space in the 
neighborhood. Strong community interest in use of and caring for space. 

■​ Mount Jumbo Building - September 17, 2025, Desire to see “Friends of the Children” 
continue to operate in this space. The importance of the Park and green space for the 
community. Desire to access the gym; noted lack of indoor activities. Desire to have a 
local or public meeting space that is within the community. Strong community interest in 
use of and caring for space. Nearby development and community input in process. 

●​ Large amount of misinformation relayed 
○​ Cost of repair/maintenance, historical significance, current educational needs/facility structure 

4. Additional stakeholder meetings  
●​ Recommend public meetings to discuss each property and how they were identified to be part of this 

project and why conclusions were made. 
5. Review of property valuations and Q&A with Sterling CRE Advisors  

●​ Review property valuations and suggested list prices if it is determined to sell property. 
○​ Administration 

■​ Range of value $2,000,000 - $3,000,000 
○​ Prescott 

■​ Range of value $2,100,000 - $2,615,000 
○​ Duncan Drive 

■​ Range of value $3,680,000 - $4,250,000 
○​ Rattlesnake Drive 

■​ Range of value $1,250,000 - $1,500,000 
○​ Linda Vista 

■​ Range of value $1,200,000 - $1,525,000 
○​ Rimel Road 

■​ Range of value $6,000,000 - $6,750,000 
6. Long-term lease vs. sale  

●​ Benefits of long-term leases: 
○​ The developer doesn’t have to factor the land cost into the project and reduces their holding 

costs associated with the land. 
○​ The term of the lease can be flexible - longer leases to help with cash flow of the project, or 

shorter leases with options to buy the property. 
○​ It does provide a potential revenue stream for the owner of the property (MCPS).  
○​ Management of the property is the responsibility of the developer who builds the building, not 

the owner of the land. 
●​ Challenges of land leases: 



○​ They are not often done here, so we don’t have a lot of examples to work with. 
○​ A long-term lease holds up the property (think Peas farm)  
○​ It can be harder to sell a property in the future. 
○​ In the case of MCPS, there would need to be some understanding of covenants that are 

associated with school properties (no tobacco or alcohol use) run with the land itself or just the 
building. 

○​ Lending costs are higher on a project.  
○​ Most active market is the quick service restaurant market, but long-term leases can be used for 

residential.  
○​ Towards the end of the lease properties often don’t get maintained. 

 
7. Financial scenarios for overall options 

●​ Rental Income vs Property Sale 
○​ Benefits of Lease:  

■​ Lease feels less permanent 
■​ Land stays in public ownership 
■​ Income from lease is ongoing so there isn’t one lump sum payment that’s gone in an 

instant 
■​ May be more income over the long term 

●​ Benefits of Sale:  
○​ Larger payment that can be invested and used for other properties 
○​ Reduction of liabilities 
○​ Puts to bed speculation about a property 
○​ No more management of property 

 
●​ Brainstorm the best way to disseminate information to both the board and public.  This would be part of 

Phase 4. 
 
8.Review survey results. 
9. Recap decision-making process and plan adoption process  

●​ What is MCPS’s role in the community and how do the decisions made around these properties affect 
the city’s land use and zoning. 

10. Public Comment  
11. Close  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Missoula County Public Schools  

MCPS Properties Plan Committee Meeting  

Administration Building  

9:30 – 12:00 pm  

November 21, 2025  

Present: , , , Julie Lacey, , Jenny Walsh, Keegan Witt, Burley McWilliams Amy Shattuck Denise Williams Jennifer Savage

Micah Hill, Trevor Laboski, (online), Rachel Huff-Doria, Kate Dinsmore Walter Banziger

Agenda  

1. Welcome  

2. Plan adoption process  

●​  December/January: Trustee Meeting(s) 

○​ Purpose: Update board with information on project to date, including community feedback on  

options, and the Planning Committee’s recommendation on overall approach to property decisions.  

●​ Seek input on overall approach and on challenging properties. 

 

●​ January/February: Planning Committee Work Session #8 

○​ Purpose: Review and finalize recommendations and implementation plan in draft deliverable for  

presentation to Board of Trustees 

●​ WGM needs time to prepare the document after trustee meeting(s) and time for planning committee review 

prior to the work session 

●​ How much time does the planning committee want to review the document? 

 

●​ March: Draft Review Period 

○​ Purpose: Share draft report, supported by planning committee, with public and Board of Trustees 

○​ 3-4 week comment period 

○​ Comments will be addressed with administrative approval into an adoption draft. Comments that  

are not addressed will be provided to the Board of Trustees and publicly available.  

 

●​ April/May: Board of Trustees Meetings for Plan Approval 

 

3. Additional stakeholder meetings  

●​ Ongoing Discussions 

○​ Lower Rattlesnake Neighborhood 

■​ Neighborhood members are very involved and looking for solutions to keep Prescott in place. They 

have been made responsible for scheduling future conversations. 

■​ Jenny & Keegan  are willing to attend their meetings to represent MCPS trustees. 

■​ Micah questions value added by their attendance and possible misunderstandings that they do not 

speak for the board.  

■​ Burley agrees with Micah's assessment.  He thinks the neighborhood council meetings may be 

premature and that meetings should be held after recommendations are made to the board. 

■​ Julie thinks they should focus on working with partners with the same goal. 

○​ City of Missoula 

●​ WGM is working with the city to clarify the school property zoning.  This is to make sure the 

zoning is appropriate for possible sale or repurpose of properties. 

■​ Parks 

■​ UDC/Zoning 

○​ Homeward 

 

mailto:bmcwilliams@mcpsmt.org
mailto:avshattuck@mcpsmt.org
mailto:dwilliams@mcpsmt.org
mailto:jsavage@mcpsmt.org
mailto:BanzigerW@ci.missoula.mt.us


●​ What other meetings are needed? 

○​ Cold Springs 

○​ No others requested by committee members 

 

4. Long-term lease vs. sale  

●​ Benefits of long-term leases: 

○​ The developer doesn’t have to factor the land cost into the project and reduces their holding costs associated 

with the land. 

○​ The term of the lease can be flexible - longer leases to help with cash flow of the project, or shorter leases 

with options to buy the property. 

○​ It does provide a potential revenue stream for the owner of the property (MCPS).  

○​ Management of the property is the responsibility of the developer who builds the building, not the owner of 

the land. 

●​ Challenges of land leases: 

○​ They are not often done here, so we don’t have a lot of examples to work with. 

○​ A long-term lease holds up the property (think Peas farm)  

○​ It can be harder to sell a property in the future. 

○​ In the case of MCPS, there would need to be some understanding of covenants that are associated with 

school properties (no tobacco or alcohol use) run with the land itself or just the building. 

○​ Lending costs are higher on a project.  

○​ The most active market is the quick service restaurant market, but long-term leases can be used for 

residential.  

○​ Towards the end of the lease properties often don’t get maintained. 

 

5. Financial scenarios for overall options  

●​ Rental Income vs Property Sale 

○​ Benefits of Lease:  

■​ Lease feels less permanent 

■​ Land stays in public ownership 

■​ Income from lease is ongoing so there isn’t one lump sum payment that’s gone in an instant 

■​ May be more income over the long term 

●​ Benefits of Sale:  

○​ Larger payment that can be invested and used for other properties 

○​ Reduction of liabilities 

○​ Puts to bed speculation about a property 

○​ No more management of property 

​ Discussion 

●​ Jenny- Invest proceeds and only spend proceeds.  May be easier to present than just a sale. 

●​ Trevor- We're not quite sure we're to this point yet.  Lease and Sale are basically the same, either way the 

property is gone.  It is very difficult (social cost) to reclaim a property after a long term lease - ie: Peas Farm. 

●​ Julie - Leases are viewed by contractors as getting a deal that we wouldn't otherwise make.  We need to be 

cognizant of this view and weigh the public benefit of the lease/non-lease. 

●​ Jennifer Savage - We need to consider how we want to play in the space of our community partnerships.  City, 

County, UM, MCPS etc.  

○​ Response Micah - We also need to look at how those partners are playing in that space in regard to 

MCPS and contribution to the community around our properties.  The space needs to be mutually 

beneficial. 



●​ Julie - We need to look at public perception of MCPS property ownership, use and how it can/may change 

hands. 

 

Committee Summary of sale/lease options 

●​ Need further conversation about property trades and to be sure that everyone is on the same page. 

○​ It would be beneficial to bring MCPS, City, County and Parks into a working group. 

○​ Properties can be listed as either/or lease/sale 

○​ How leases are written is very important. ie: lease amount  increases, consistent revenue stream 

●​ Committee members unanimously agree with the following statement 

​ What’s the problem we’re solving? 

●​ MCPS building currently not in use as K-12 schools have limited to no funding available to address ongoing 

and deferred maintenance 

●​ Uncertainty for MCPS and non-MCPS programs, on MCPS properties not in use as K-12 schools, that are 

seeking stability and a long-term commitment from MCPS 

●​ Uncertainty around MCPS properties not in use as K-12 schools that are of high interest outside of MCPS for 

alternative uses 

●​ Uncertainty around how vacant MCPS properties should be used and if MCPS should maintain ownership of 

vacant properties that are not currently contributing to the MCPS Core Purpose 

 

What is your preferred approach to a lease vs. a sale? 

Lease: 2​​ Sale: 2​ ​ Middle: 6 

 

6. Cold Springs update  

●​ Burley - structural integrity is still being reviewed by an engineering firm. 

●​ 2 childcare providers have been relocated outside of Cold Springs.  The 2 remaining have been moved to a safe 

location within the building.   

 

7. Approach to property decisions 

 Discussion 

●​ We focus on having honest and robust discussions that consider multiple viewpoints.  

Decision-Making 

●​ We commit to finding a path forward that has general agreement among all planning committee members. 

General agreement occurs when – 

●​ All committee members support a proposal or decision, or – 

●​ A majority committee members support a proposal or decision, and a few members have questions, concerns, or 

different opinions that they voice. 

●​ After voicing opinion the group modifies their proposal and then has general agreement, or – 

●​ The committee member(s) determine that they have a difference of opinion in the decision but are willing to stand 

aside and let the group move forward.  

●​  If we do not have general agreement, we will not move the decision forward until we do. 

Communicating Decisions 

●​ When we finalize a decision or proposal, we aim to speak with one voice as a committee, additionally – 

●​ We still respect the right of an individual on the committee to share an alternative perspective. 

 

8. Public comment  

●​ None 

 

9. Close 



Missoula County Public Schools  
MCPS Properties Plan Committee Meeting  
Administration Building B 
9:00 – 11:00 pm  
December 19, 2025  
Present: , , Denise Williams, Julie Lacey, Jennifer Savage, Keegan Witt, Burley McWilliams Amy Shattuck
Micah Hill, Rachel Huff-Doria, Meg Whicher, Jeffrey Avgeris, Jenny Walsh, Kate Dinsmore, Trevor Laboski, 
Vincent Giammona 
 
Agenda 
1. Welcome 

●​ Recap 11/21 meeting 
 
2. Plan adoption process 

●​ Review guiding principles 

○​  
●​ # 2, Financial Sustainability Approach is what most committee members believe decisions should be 

based on., # 3, Education & Community Investment Approach is a close 2nd 
○​ Process will be based on #2 approach 

 
3. Recommendations for properties 

●​ Dickenson 
○​ Keep and maintain for adult education 

●​ Fort Missoula (Ag education) 
○​ Keep and maintain for MCPS School Farm 

●​ Jefferson 
○​ Keep and lease 

mailto:bmcwilliams@mcpsmt.org
mailto:avshattuck@mcpsmt.org


●​ Mount Jumbo 
○​ Keep and lease 

■​ Burley asks if we can “Keep and/or lease”, committee agrees to verbiage change 
●​ Toole park  

○​ Maintain current use 
●​ Duncan Drive  

○​ Explore ownership opportunities with Garden City Harvest, the City, the County, and the 
University while preserving continued use of the space by Garden City Harvest. 

■​ Sell or trade 
■​ Renegotiate lease 

○​ Maintain ownership until there is an option that benefits the district. 
○​ Explore the option to split agricultural use from open field / athletic field to create 2 properties. 

●​ Prescott 
○​ Demo building, maintain land ownership, Maintain Mount Jumbo trail connection 
○​ Explore the option to split parcels, build gym facility.  Dive into zoning regulations before 

demolition. 
■​ Sale or lease maximizing financial value (1) 
■​ Sale or lease with RFP (3) 
■​ Demo building and maintain (4) 

●​ Seeley 
○​ Explore opportunities to partner with the County to improve park amenities while maintaining 

flexibility for future use with limits to park areas.  
●​ Whittier 

○​ Sale to Head Start if funding is available 
○​ Long term lease if sale is not feasible 

●​ Linda Vista 
○​ Explore sale/trade to the city. 

●​ Rimel Road 
○​ Sell or long term lease 

■​ Wait for infrastructure to be in place to increase value 
●​ Rattlesnake 

○​ Parking lot 
○​ Keep or sell - Last piece of the puzzle 

●​ 6th St 
○​ Long term lease or sale for non-MCPS use 

●​ Cold Springs 
○​ Keep.  Long term lease(s) (3 year terms) 

 
4. Board Proposal Preparation 

●​ Plan Adoption Process 
○​ December 19: Planning Committee Work Session #8 
○​ January 13: Board of Trustees Meeting 

■​ Purpose: Update board with information on project to date, including community 
feedback on options, and the Planning Committee’s recommendation on overall 
approach to property decisions.  

■​ Seek input on overall approach and on challenging properties. 
○​ February 6: Planning Committee Work Session #9 

■​ Purpose: Review and finalize recommendations and implementation plan in draft 
deliverable for presentation to Board of Trustees 



■​ Draft to committee January 26 
○​ February 23 - March 16: Draft Review Period 

■​ Draft MCPS Properties Plan will be available for public review and comment. 
■​ All comments will be provided to the Board of Trustees.  
■​ Changes made to the draft plan based on public comments will be made with MCPS 

administrative approval prior to the Board of Trustees plan approval. 
○​ April 14: Board of Trustees Meetings for Plan Approval 

■​ April 3: Adoption draft available 
●​ Ask trustees to review properties and purpose prior to presentation. 
●​ Show values and potential timelines during presentation 

 
5. Public comment 

●​ None 
 
6. Close 
 



 

Missoula County Public Schools 
MCPS Properties Plan Committee Meeting 
Administration Building A 
12:00 – 2:00 pm 
February 6, 2026 
Present: Burley McWilliams, Amy Shattuck, Denise Williams, Julie Lacey, Jennifer Savage, 
Jenny Walsh, Keegan Witt, Micah Hill, Trevor Laboski, Rachel Huff-Doria, Kate Dinsmore 
 
 
1. Welcome  

2. Final recommendations and implementation 

a. Prescott Discussion 

Option #1 Demolish building and retain ownership of property 

1. How might this approach enhance student learning and wellbeing across the 

District? 

Response: Creating open space opportunities, removal gives greater 

flexibility on property in the future 

a. Are there ways student learning and wellbeing is deprioritized through 

this approach? 

Response: Not getting to see a historic building, it’s gone and it can’t be 

replaced, if decide something is needed then you have to build 

2. How might this approach support long-term educational and financial health for 

the district? 

Response: Money for other things, diverting maintenance costs to other 

priorities in the district 

a. Are there trade-offs or risks to the long-term educational and financial 

health of the district because of this approach?  

 Response: No 

3. What type of educational, financial, or strategic value does this approach 

offer? 

Response: Getting rid of building to redirect resources, retaining flexibility 

for future by not selling property 

a. What type of educational, financial, or strategic value is deprioritized in 

this approach?  



 

 Response: None 

4. How does this approach maximize community partnerships, and promote 

historical significance and public benefit? 

Response: Green space and potential community partnership 

a. Does this approach deprioritize or risk community partnerships or public 

benefit?  

Response: Yes, loss of building and potential partnership of someone 

leasing building or using building 

 

5. If you move forward with this approach, what 1-2 steps could you take during 

implementation to maximize –  

 -  Student learning and wellbeing for the near or long term  

 -  The long-term educational financial health of the district  

 -  The educational, financial, and strategic value  

 -  Community partnerships and public benefit 

 

Response: Economic class for loss leader 

Community sessions – reaching out to neighborhood, being more upfront 

than a board meeting 

 

Option #2: Long -term lease or sale for non-MCPS use (maintain Mt. Jumbo trail 

access) 

1. How might this approach enhance student learning and wellbeing across the 

District? 

Response: Frees up general fund money so more money for students 

a. Are there ways student learning and wellbeing is deprioritized through 

this approach? 

Response: No 

2. How might this approach support long-term educational and financial health for 

the district? 

Response: Stop the funding bleed 



 

a. Are there trade-offs or risks to the long-term educational and financial 

health of the district because of this approach?  

 Response: Political; and social capital loss, impact to future levy 

votes, well-mobilized group of people 

3. What type of educational, financial, or strategic value does this approach 

offer? 

Response: Fiduciary responsibility, top money plan 

a. What type of educational, financial, or strategic value is deprioritized in 

this approach?  

 Response: Strategic – community partnership, subsidizing 

community with MCPS properties 

4. How does this approach maximize community partnerships, and promote 

historical significance and public benefit? 

Response: Not much 

a. Does this approach deprioritize or risk community partnerships or public 

benefit?  

Response: yes 

 

5. If you move forward with this approach, what 1-2 steps could you take during 

implementation to maximize –  

 -  Student learning and wellbeing for the near or long term  

 -  The long-term educational financial health of the district  

 -  The educational, financial, and strategic value  

 -  Community partnerships and public benefit 

 

Response: No response 

 

Option #3: Long -term lease or sale via an RFP for non-MCPS use to find use aligned 

with MCPS and community (maintain Mt. Jumbo trail access; explore maintaining playground 

as neighborhood park) 



 

1. How might this approach enhance student learning and wellbeing across the 

District? 

Response: Goal alignment in selecting someone, funds for student needs 

a. Are there ways student learning and wellbeing is deprioritized through 

this approach? 

Response: If reducing sale price, less funds for students 

2. How might this approach support long-term educational and financial health for 

the district? 

Response: Proceeds held in trust for future needs, lower expenses for 

property 

a. Are there trade-offs or risks to the long-term educational and financial 

health of the district because of this approach?  

 Response: Loss of goodwill with neighborhood and public 

3. What type of educational, financial, or strategic value does this approach 

offer? 

Response: No response 

a. What type of educational, financial, or strategic value is deprioritized in 

this approach?  

 Response: Strategic – community partnership, subsidizing 

community with MCPS properties 

4. How does this approach maximize community partnerships, and promote 

historical significance and public benefit? 

Response: Only approach that encourages community partnerships and 

potential housing 

a. Does this approach deprioritize or risk community partnerships or public 

benefit?  

Response: no 

 

5. If you move forward with this approach, what 1-2 steps could you take during 

implementation to maximize –  

 -  Student learning and wellbeing for the near or long term  



 

 -  The long-term educational financial health of the district  

 -  The educational, financial, and strategic value  

 -  Community partnerships and public benefit 

 

Response: Well informed and drafted RFP that maximizes community 

goals and district’s needs and solicit developer with high-value goal 

alignment 

 

Recommendation: Sell property with RFP 

 

3. Committee wrap-up and final thoughts 

a. Additional meeting added to review implementation 

4. Public comment 

5. Close 

 
5. Public Comment   
  
6. Close 



 

Missoula County Public Schools 
MCPS Properties Plan Committee Meeting 
Administration Building A 
12:00 – 2:00 pm 
February 17, 2026 
Present: Burley McWilliams, Amy Shattuck, Denise Williams, Julie Lacey, Jennifer Savage, 
Jenny Walsh, Keegan Witt, Micah Hill, Trevor Laboski, Vinny Giammona, Rachel Huff-Doria, 
Kate Dinsmore 
 
 
1. Welcome  

2. Overall implementation strategy 

a. Review of draft implementation chapter. Comments are noted below. 

 



 

 



 

 

3. Implementation considerations for specific properties 

a. Not addressed due to time constraints 

4. Committee wrap-up and final thoughts 

5. Public comment 

6. Close 



  MISSOULA COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Properties Plan 

 

APPENDIX A.8  
PUBLIC DRAFT COMMENTS & REVISION LOG 
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ve

ry
 c

ity
 p

er
im

et
er

 
ac

re
 (M

ul
le

n 
R

d,
 L

in
da

. V
is

ta
 a

nd
 th

e 
W

ye
 is

 A
LW

AY
S 

a 
m

at
te

r o
f “

bo
th

” a
nd

 n
ot

 “e
ith

er
/o

r” 
w

ith
 in

fil
l d

en
si

ty
, s

o 
w

e 
sh

ou
ld

 a
bs

ol
ut

el
y 

di
sp

en
se

 w
ith

 th
is

 fi
ct

io
n 

an
d 

be
 h

on
es

t a
bo

ut
 it

.
N

o 
ch

an
ge

. 
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rs
t, 

I d
is

ag
re

e 
th

at
 th

e 
pr

op
er

ty
 is

n'
t c

en
tra

l. 
It 

ea
si

ly
 a

cc
es

si
bl

e 
fro

m
 th

e 
up

pe
r a

nd
 lo

w
er

 R
at

tle
sn

ak
e 

an
d 

fro
m

 th
e 

N
or

th
 S

id
e.

 I 
liv

e 
in

 th
e 

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

 a
nd

 I 
bi

ke
 n

ea
rly

 e
ve

ry
w

he
re

 I 
go

 in
 to

w
n.

 It
 is

 v
er

y 
cl

os
e 

to
 to

w
n.

Se
co

nd
ly

, I
 d

on
't 

th
in

k 
th

e 
de

sc
rip

tio
n 

ad
eq

ua
te

ly
 d

es
cr

ib
es

 h
ow

 im
po

rta
nt

 th
is

 p
ro

pe
rty

 is
 to

 th
e 

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

.  
I 

pe
rs

on
al

ly
 d

on
't 

ha
ve

 a
n 

at
ta

ch
m

en
t t

o 
th

e 
bu

ild
in

g,
 th

ou
gh

 s
om

e 
pe

op
le

 d
o.

 I 
th

in
k 

ev
er

yo
ne

 w
ith

 a
n 

op
in

io
n 

th
ou

gh
 

co
ns

id
er

s 
th

e 
op

en
 s

pa
ce

 to
 b

e 
cr

iti
ca

l. 
 It

 is
 th

e 
pl

ay
 g

ro
un

d,
 th

e 
ba

ll 
di

am
on

d,
 th

e 
so

cc
er

 p
ra

ct
ic

e 
fie

ld
, t

he
 b

as
ke

tb
al

l 
co

ur
ts

 a
nd

 th
e 

sl
ed

di
ng

 h
ill 

fo
r m

an
y 

pe
op

le
 in

 o
ur

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
an

d 
be

yo
nd

. P
ar

en
ts

 re
gu

la
rly

 b
rin

g 
th

ei
r c

hi
ld

re
n 

th
ei

r 
to

 s
w

in
g,

 to
 le

ar
n 

to
 k

ic
k 

a 
so

cc
er

 b
al

l, 
to

 p
ra

ct
ic

e 
ba

sk
et

ba
ll 

an
d 

pl
ay

 g
am

es
 o

f "
H

O
R

SE
", 

an
d 

to
 s

le
d 

in
 th

e 
w

in
te

r. 
 

U
nl

ik
e 

th
e 

Pr
es

co
tt 

pr
op

er
ty

, t
he

 p
ar

ks
 d

ow
n 

th
e 

ro
ad

 a
re

 a
dj

ac
en

t t
o 

th
e 

in
te

rs
ta

te
 a

nd
 a

re
 b

is
ec

te
d 

by
 b

us
y 

ro
ad

s.
 T

he
 

Pr
es

co
tt 

pr
op

er
ty

 is
 p

re
ci

ou
s.

Fi
na

lly
, I

 fe
el

 th
at

 th
is

 s
ch

oo
l p

ro
pe

rty
 is

 p
ub

lic
 la

nd
. I

t's
 o

ur
 la

nd
. O

nc
e 

it 
is

 s
ol

d,
 it

 is
 g

on
e.

 T
ha

t i
s 

un
ac

ce
pt

ab
le

.

N
o 

ch
an

ge
. 
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ve

d 
on

 T
ay

lo
r S

tre
et

 s
in

ce
 1

97
3 

an
d 

ha
ve

 s
pe

nt
 c

ou
nt

le
ss

 h
ou

rs
 w

ith
 o

ur
 n

ei
gh

bo
rs

, c
hi

ld
re

n,
 a

nd
 

gr
an

dc
hi

ld
re

n 
en

jo
yi

ng
 th

e 
op

en
 s

pa
ce

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
by

 th
e 

Pr
es

co
tt 

Sc
ho

ol
 p

la
yg

ro
un

d.
 R

es
id

en
ts

 h
av

e 
be

en
 to

ld
 th

at
 th

e 
ci

ty
 is

 d
is

in
cl

in
ed

 to
 p

ur
ch

as
e 

Pr
es

co
tt 

as
 p

ar
kl

an
d 

be
ca

us
e 

th
e 

Lo
w

er
 R

at
tle

sn
ak

e 
ha

s 
su

ffi
ci

en
t a

cc
es

s 
to

 p
ar

kl
an

ds
 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
ac

ce
ss

 to
 th

e 
D

on
 G

re
go

ry
 P

ar
k.

 H
ow

ev
er

, n
o 

pa
re

nt
 w

ou
ld

 a
llo

w
 a

 c
hi

ld
 to

 p
la

y,
 w

ith
ou

t c
on

st
an

t s
up

er
vi

si
on

, 
at

 th
e 

D
on

 G
re

go
ry

 P
ar

k 
as

 it
 b

or
de

rs
 o

n 
Va

n 
Bu

re
n 

an
d 

is
 a

dj
ac

en
t t

o 
th

e 
fre

ew
ay

 a
cc

es
s 

po
in

ts
. M

or
eo

ve
r, 

th
e 

us
ab

le
 

sp
ac

e 
is

 a
ls

o 
ve

ry
 li

m
ite

d:
 G

re
go

ry
 d

oe
s 

no
t h

av
e 

th
e 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 fo
r a

 w
id

e 
ra

ng
e 

of
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

 li
ke

 s
oc

ce
r, 

ba
se

ba
ll,

 fl
yi

ng
 

ki
te

s,
 th

ro
w

in
g 

fri
sb

ee
s,

 s
le

dd
in

g 
or

 a
ny

 n
um

be
r o

f a
ct

iv
iti

es
 th

at
 re

qu
ire

 th
e 

ki
nd

 o
f s

pa
ce

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
by

 P
re

sc
ot

t. 
In

de
ed

 
Pr

es
co

tt 
pr

ov
id

es
 th

e 
on

ly
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e 
in

 th
e 

Lo
w

er
 R

at
tle

sn
ak

e 
fo

r a
ct

iv
iti

es
 th

at
 w

ou
ld

 o
th

er
w

is
e 

no
t b

e 
po

ss
ib

le
. 

C
hi

ld
re

n 
an

d 
fa

m
ilie

s 
w

ho
 re

si
de

 in
 th

e 
U

pp
er

 R
at

tle
sn

ak
e 

ha
ve

 a
cc

es
s 

to
 s

oc
ce

r a
nd

 b
as

eb
al

l f
ie

ld
s.

 In
 th

e 
Lo

w
er

 
R

at
tle

sn
ak

e,
 w

e 
de

pe
nd

 u
po

n 
Pr

es
co

tt.
 W

e 
ha

ve
 o

f c
ou

rs
e 

sp
en

t m
uc

h 
tim

e 
on

 M
ou

nt
 J

um
bo

 a
nd

 in
 G

re
en

ou
gh

 P
ar

k 
bu

t t
ho

se
 a

re
as

 d
o 

no
t a

nd
 c

ou
ld

 n
ot

 re
pl

ac
e 

w
ha

t P
re

sc
ot

t h
as

 p
ro

vi
de

d.
 P

re
sc

ot
t i

s 
us

ed
 e

ve
ry

 d
ay

 b
y 

so
 m

an
y 

fa
m

ilie
s 

an
d 

fo
r s

o 
m

an
y 

di
ffe

re
nt

 p
ur

po
se

s.
 I 

st
ro

ng
ly

 u
rg

e 
yo

u 
to

 re
co

m
m

en
d 

th
at

 th
e 

ci
ty

 d
es

ig
na

te
 P

re
sc

ot
t a

s 
a 

ci
ty

 
pa

rk
. T

he
 b

en
ef

its
 th

at
 th

e 
pl

ay
gr

ou
nd

 p
ro

vi
de

 th
e 

ci
ty

 - 
an

d 
th

e 
im

po
rta

nc
e 

of
 th

is
 la

nd
 to

 th
e 

Lo
w

er
 R

at
tle

sn
ak

e 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
 - 

si
m

pl
y 

ca
nn

ot
 b

e 
ov

er
st

at
ed

. T
ha

nk
 y

ou
 fo

r y
ou

r c
on

si
de

ra
tio

n.

An
n 

an
d 

Bi
ll 

C
oo

k
10

04
 T

ay
lo

r S
tre

et
M

is
so

ul
a,

 M
T

N
o 

ch
an

ge
. 
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e 
at

 1
02

5 
Br

ia
r S

t.,
 n

ex
t d

oo
r t

o 
Pr

es
co

tt 
Sc

ho
ol

 &
 h

av
e 

liv
ed

 h
er

e 
si

nc
e 

19
75

 w
he

n 
I w

as
 a

ls
o 

em
pl

oy
ed

 a
s 

a 
te

ac
he

r i
n 

th
e 

di
st

ric
t. 

Bo
th

 o
ur

 a
du

lt 
ch

ild
re

n 
at

te
nd

ed
 P

re
sc

ot
t &

 o
ur

 g
ra

nd
da

ug
ht

er
 is

 in
 5

th
 g

ra
de

 a
t R

at
tle

sn
ak

e 
Sc

ho
ol

. W
e 

ha
ve

 a
lw

ay
s 

fe
lt 

th
at

 g
oo

d 
sc

ho
ol

s 
m

ak
e 

go
od

 n
ei

gh
bo

rs
. H

av
in

g 
se

rv
ed

 8
 y

ea
rs

 o
n 

th
e 

M
is

so
ul

a 
C

ity
 

C
ou

nc
il,

 I 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

 th
e 

di
le

m
m

a 
th

e 
di

st
ric

t f
ac

es
 w

ith
 d

ec
re

as
ed

 e
nr

ol
lm

en
t, 

es
ca

la
tin

g 
op

er
at

in
g 

co
st

s 
& 

th
e 

ch
al

le
ng

e 
of

 m
ai

nt
ai

ni
ng

 s
ur

pl
us

 v
ac

an
t p

ro
pe

rti
es

. I
 c

au
tio

n 
th

e 
di

st
ric

t t
o 

ta
ke

 a
m

pl
e 

pl
an

ni
ng

 ti
m

e 
be

fo
re

 m
ak

in
g 

a 
ha

st
y 

de
ci

si
on

 th
at

 w
ill 

hu
rt 

ch
ild

re
n,

 fa
m

ilie
s 

& 
th

e 
co

m
m

un
ity

 d
ow

n 
th

e 
ro

ad
. T

he
 g

re
en

 s
pa

ce
 a

t P
re

sc
ot

t i
s 

pr
ec

io
us

 
& 

is
 a

lw
ay

s 
in

 u
se

. A
t l

ea
st

 a
 g

oo
d 

po
rti

on
 o

f i
t s

ho
ul

d 
be

 p
re

se
rv

ed
. I

f t
he

 P
re

sc
ot

t S
ch

oo
l b

ui
ld

in
g 

is
 n

o 
lo

ng
er

 v
ia

bl
e,

 
th

en
 p

le
as

e 
co

ns
id

er
 n

on
pr

of
it 

ho
us

in
g 

w
hi

ch
 fi

ts
 th

e 
ch

ar
ac

te
r o

f o
ur

 n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d 
& 

al
so

 m
ee

ts
 a

 n
ee

d 
in

 o
ur

 
co

m
m

un
ity

. W
is

e 
de

ci
si

on
s 

ca
n 

be
 a

rri
ve

d 
at

 w
he

n 
cr

ea
tiv

e 
m

in
ds

 ta
ke

 ti
m

e 
to

 th
in

k 
& 

pl
an

 to
ge

th
er

. T
he

 F
rie

nd
s 

of
 

Pr
es

co
tt 

th
an

k 
m

em
be

rs
 o

f t
he

 b
oa

rd
, S

up
er

in
te

nd
en

t H
ill 

& 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

M
an

ag
er

 B
ur

le
y 

fo
r t

he
ir 

he
lp

 &
 p

at
ie

nc
e 

w
or

ki
ng

 
to

ge
th

er
 to

 p
ro

te
ct

 &
 p

la
n 

fo
r P

re
sc

ot
t S

ch
oo

l. 
W

e 
ap

pr
ec

ia
te

 it
. 

El
ai

ne
 &

 B
ill 

Sh
ea

N
o 

ch
an

ge
. 
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er

 R
at

tle
sn

ak
e 

fa
m

ily
 h

er
e.

 W
e 

lik
e 

th
e 

pl
an

 fo
r P

re
sc

ot
t S

ch
oo

l. 
Th

e 
sc

ho
ol

 h
as

 s
at

 v
ac

an
t f

or
 y

ea
rs

. T
he

 c
os

t o
f 

re
pa

ir 
is

 fa
r b

ey
on

d 
w

ha
t a

ny
on

e 
is

 w
illi

ng
 to

 p
ay

. S
el

lin
g 

th
e 

pr
op

er
ty

 fo
r r

ed
ev

el
op

m
en

t w
ill 

1)
 p

ro
vi

de
 th

e 
Lo

w
er

 
R

at
tle

sn
ak

e 
w

ith
 m

uc
h 

ne
ed

ed
 h

ou
si

ng
 in

ve
nt

or
y 

an
d 

2)
 p

ro
vi

de
 M

C
PS

 a
nd

 th
e 

ki
ds

 it
 s

er
ve

s 
w

ith
 m

uc
h 

ne
ed

ed
 

re
ve

nu
e.

 K
ee

p 
th

e 
sl

ed
di

ng
 h

ill 
th

ou
gh

!
N

o 
ch

an
ge

. 
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-M
ar

Pr
es

co
tt 

Bu
ild

in
g

Th
an

k 
yo

u 
fo

r t
he

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

 to
 c

om
m

en
t o

n 
th

e 
fin

al
 d

ra
ft 

of
 th

e 
M

C
PS

 P
ro

pe
rti

es
 P

la
n.

 M
y 

co
m

m
en

ts
 p

rim
ar

ily
 

pe
rta

in
 to

 th
e 

Pr
es

co
tt 

Sc
ho

ol
 p

ro
pe

rty
.

M
C

PS
 s

ho
ul

d 
be

 e
xt

re
m

el
y 

ca
ut

io
us

 a
bo

ut
 d

is
po

si
ng

 o
f v

al
ua

bl
e 

an
d 

irr
ep

la
ce

ab
le

 p
ub

lic
 p

ro
pe

rti
es

. T
he

se
 b

ui
ld

in
gs

 
an

d 
la

nd
s 

w
er

e 
pu

rc
ha

se
d,

 c
on

st
ru

ct
ed

, a
nd

 m
ai

nt
ai

ne
d 

w
ith

 ta
xp

ay
er

 fu
nd

in
g.

 T
he

y 
ar

e 
pu

bl
ic

 tr
us

t a
ss

et
s 

an
d 

sh
ou

ld
 

be
 tr

ea
te

d 
as

 s
uc

h.
 D

ec
is

io
ns

 a
bo

ut
 p

ro
pe

rti
es

 li
ke

 P
re

sc
ot

t a
re

 n
ot

 m
er

el
y 

ad
m

in
is

tra
tiv

e—
th

ey
 a

re
 s

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

de
ci

si
on

s 
th

at
 a

ffe
ct

 g
en

er
at

io
ns

 o
f M

is
so

ul
a 

re
si

de
nt

s 
w

ho
 w

ill 
liv

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
co

ns
eq

ue
nc

es
 lo

ng
 a

fte
r t

he
 c

ur
re

nt
 b

oa
rd

 
an

d 
st

af
f h

av
e 

m
ov

ed
 o

n.
 A

 p
ro

pe
rty

 a
s 

va
lu

ab
le

 a
nd

 w
el

l-l
oc

at
ed

 a
s 

Pr
es

co
tt 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
re

ta
in

ed
 fo

r l
on

g-
te

rm
 a

nd
 

fu
tu

re
 u

se
 a

s 
a 

sc
ho

ol
, e

ve
n 

if 
th

e 
bu

ild
in

g’
s 

cu
rre

nt
 c

on
di

tio
n 

is
 p

oo
r a

nd
 th

e 
di

st
ric

t c
an

no
t p

re
se

nt
ly

 id
en

tif
y 

a 
us

e 
fo

r 
it.

I u
rg

e 
th

e 
M

C
PS

 B
oa

rd
 to

 fo
cu

s 
on

 th
re

e 
ke

y 
pr

io
rit

ie
s 

re
ga

rd
in

g 
th

e 
Pr

es
co

tt 
pr

op
er

ty
: (

1)
 re

ta
in

in
g 

th
e 

pr
op

er
ty

 in
 

pu
bl

ic
 o

w
ne

rs
hi

p,
 (2

) s
ec

ur
in

g 
th

e 
bu

ild
in

g 
an

d 
gr

ou
nd

s 
w

hi
le

 e
xp

lo
rin

g 
al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
us

es
, a

nd
 (3

) f
ac

ilit
at

in
g 

a 
co

m
m

un
ity

-d
riv

en
 a

pp
ro

ac
h 

th
at

 b
rin

gs
 to

ge
th

er
 a

ll 
in

vo
lv

ed
 p

ar
tie

s 
(C

ity
, M

C
PS

, M
is

so
ul

a 
co

m
m

un
ity

, n
ei

gh
bo

rh
oo

d,
 

an
d 

no
np

ro
fit

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
) t

o 
id

en
tif

y 
an

d 
im

pl
em

en
t l

on
g-

te
rm

 s
ol

ut
io

ns
—

in
cl

ud
in

g 
fu

nd
in

g—
to

 k
ee

p 
th

e 
pr

op
er

ty
 in

 
th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 d
om

ai
n.

 T
he

 n
ea

rly
 c

om
pl

et
ed

 M
C

PS
 fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

pl
an

ni
ng

 re
vi

ew
 p

ro
ce

ss
 h

as
 n

ot
 a

llo
w

ed
 a

de
qu

at
e 

at
te

nt
io

n 
or

 
tim

e 
to

 b
e 

fo
cu

se
d 

on
 th

e 
Pr

es
co

tt 
pr

op
er

ty
 s

pe
ci

fic
al

ly
, a

nd
 it

 is
 c

rit
ic

al
 th

at
 b

ot
h 

M
C

PS
 a

nd
 C

ity
 o

f M
is

so
ul

a 
Pa

rk
s 

an
d 

R
ec

re
at

io
n 

of
fic

ia
ls

 ta
ke

 re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y 
fo

r e
ns

ur
in

g 
th

is
 p

ro
pe

rty
 re

ce
iv

es
 th

e 
ca

re
fu

l e
va

lu
at

io
n 

an
d 

co
m

m
un

ity
 

en
ga

ge
m

en
t i

t d
es

er
ve

s.
 T

hu
s 

fa
r t

hi
s 

ha
s 

no
t h

ap
pe

ne
d.

It 
is

 d
is

tu
rb

in
g 

th
at

 P
re

sc
ot

t S
ch

oo
l i

s 
lis

te
d 

as
 th

e 
to

p 
M

C
PS

 p
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