
Partnerships bring value, but is it indeed a partnership?  
 
Many organizations approach recreation departments with proposals for "partnerships," a 
term that often carries positive connotations of mutual benefit and collaboration. However, 
in reality, these proposed arrangements frequently fall short of true partnerships. While 
these organizations may offer services or programs with perceived benefits to the 
community, their primary motivation is often to gain something for themselves, such as 
access to facilities, promotional opportunities, or increased visibility. This creates a 
dilemma for recreation departments: while these proposals may provide value to 
community members, they often fail to deliver tangible benefits to the department itself. 
  
Moreover, when a recreation department acquiesces to providing free space or 
opportunities to one organization, it inadvertently establishes a precedent that can create 
significant future challenges. Each subsequent concession potentially generates an 
expectation of similar treatment from other groups, leading to a cascading effect of 
obligations. This can quickly overwhelm departmental resources, create inequitable 
access to facilities, and establish an unsustainable model of service provision that dilutes 
the department's core mission and operational effectiveness. Recreation leaders must, 
therefore, be strategic and consistent in evaluating and responding to partnership requests 
to maintain organizational integrity, fairness, and department benefit. 

Collaborative or Community Partner  
 
The provider: 
• Actively seeks partnership opportunities with the department 
• Shares resources, knowledge, and expertise willingly 
• Aligns their goals and strategies with departmental objectives 
• Participates in joint planning and decision-making processes 
• Embraces a team-oriented approach to service delivery 
• Regularly communicates and coordinates with department staff 
• Is open to feedback and continuous improvement 
 
Independent Community Provider  
The key difference lies in the level of integration and cooperation with the department. The 
collaborative partner seeks a more intertwined relationship, while the independent 
provider aims to maintain a more separate, tenant-like arrangement. 
 
The provider: 
• Prefers to operate autonomously from the department 
• Primarily interested in renting space for their own operations 
• Maintains separate goals, strategies, and decision-making processes 
• Minimal interaction or coordination with department staff 
• Focuses on their own service delivery model and clientele 



• May be less receptive to departmental input or oversight 
• Values their independence and unique organizational identity 
 
 
 
Fee-for-Service Contractor  
Here's an additional section describing a contractor who receives a fee to deliver a service: 
 
The provider: 
• Operates under a formal contract with the department 
• Receives payment for specific services rendered 
• Has clearly defined deliverables and performance metrics 
• Works within the scope and timeframe outlined in the contract 
• May have limited integration with overall departmental operations 
• Typically maintains their own staff and operational procedures 
• Is accountable for meeting contractual obligations and standards 
• May have a time-limited engagement based on contract duration 
• Often specializes in particular services or target populations 
• Relationship is more transactional compared to collaborative partners 
 
The key distinction for a fee-for-service contractor is the formal, contractual nature of their 
relationship with the department. Unlike the collaborative or independent providers, their 
involvement is typically more structured, with specific expectations and financial 
arrangements clearly defined. Their level of integration can vary but is generally guided by 
the terms of their contract rather than a broader partnership or space-rental agreement. 


