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1 ROLL CALL BY THE CITY CLERK

2 PARKS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN UPDATE

 
City Council will receive an update on the Parks, Recreation, Facilities, and Trails Master Plan. For 
information, discussion and direction. 
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CITY COUNCIL REPORT

SUBJECT: 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update 

MEETING DATE: 
June 15, 2009 

  

TO: Mayor and Council

FROM: Christopher Reams, Parks, Recreation & Libraries (623)333-2412

THROUGH: Charlie McClendon, City Manager

PURPOSE:

Staff is providing the City Council with the preliminary Parks, Recreation, Facilities, and Trails Master 
Plan for information and direction. For the remainder of this report the term “Parks and Recreation 
Facilities” will represent Parks, Recreation, Facilities, and Trails. 

BACKGROUND:

In 2002, staff working in collaboration with the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board completed a 
Parks and Recreation Master Plan that has been utilized during the past few years as a guide in the 
development of new parks and recreation facilities. The document at the time captured some basic 
information regarding the existing conditions at our current parks. This information was used to guide 
staff through our annual Capital Improvement Plan and provide recommendations for Council 
regarding park development and the prioritization of projects for grant opportunities.  
 
The existing Parks and Recreation Master Plan needs to be updated in order to:  

l Meet the requirements of the Arizona's Growing Smarter Legislation  
l Develop Specific Plans to Assist in Implementing the General Plan  
l Provide a Comprehensive Inventory of Recreational Resources  
l Provide an Analysis of Forecasted Needs  
l Provide Implementation Strategies to Establish Recreational Resources  
l Identify a Comprehensive System of Public Recreation Areas/Sites (Their Locations and 

Proposed Development)  
l To Assist in Developing a Capital Improvement Program  

On July 2, 2008 the City of Avondale entered into a Professional Services Agreement with Logan 
Simpson Design, Inc. to update the Master Plan for the City of Avondale's Parks and Recreation 
Facilities. During the Master Plan updating process the team of representatives from the City of 
Avondale and Logan Simpson utilized various methods to gather public input for the plan. The input 
included a community needs assessment survey, meetings with stakeholder groups, community 
meetings and regular involvement from the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board. The overall 
Master Planning Process consists of the following steps:  

l Public and Stakeholder Input  
l Inventory and Analysis  
l Recreational Needs Assessment Survey  
l Benchmark Communities Survey  
l Tailored Park and Recreation Standards  
l Conceptual Master Plan Alternatives  
l Preliminary Master Plan  

 



l Draft Final Master Plan  
l Final Master Plan Approval  

The process is currently at the Preliminary Master Plan step, which is presented by this report. The 
final draft of the Master Plan will be presented to City Council for approval once all input is 
considered and included. 

DISCUSSION:

Public Participation 
 
Avondale Citizens and user groups were provided the opportunity to participate in the planning 
process. The following opportunities for participation were presented: Two public meetings on 
September 10, 2008 and February 11, 2009, two stakeholder advisory group meetings on November 
18, 2008 and January 14, 2009, a city-wide needs assessment survey, and a short form survey at 
the World Fest on September 13, 2008 were conducted to identify the community's diverse interests, 
values, issues, and needs in an effort to provide a common vision for the development of Parks and 
Recreation Facilities.  
 
Evaluation Overview 
 
The following survey responses highlight those items that were listed as “values” that respondents 
had for their parks and recreation facilities:  

l Clean, Well-Maintained Facilities  
l Convenient Access to Parks and Facilities  
l Variety of Opportunities (Parks, Buildings, Age Groups, Abilities)  
l Enforcement of Policies (Safety, Security)  
l Family-Oriented Environment  
l Adequate Shade and Lighting  
l Long Bike/Hike Routes (Without Interacting with Vehicles)  
l No Usage Conflicts  
l Larger, Open Recreation Areas  
l Water and Play Activities (Near Each Other)  
l Openness of City Staff  

The respondents also stated current issues with Parks and Recreation Facilities that they would like 
staff to address, which included:  
 

l Lack of Indoor Recreation Area/Teen Center  
l Lack of Fields Available for League Play (Adult Baseball)  
l Lack of Pools and Splash Parks  
l Lack of Areas for Group/Family Activities (Summer)  
l Affordable Areas for Activities  
l Insufficient Outdoor Facilities (Multi-Purpose)  
l Insufficient Parking  
l More Lighted Fields  
l More Activities for all age groups  
l Expansion/Upgrade of Trail System  
l Indoor Multi-Purpose Facilities  
l Water, recreation/Eco tourism  
l Non programmed space  

A recreational needs assessment survey was conducted by mail in September 2008 to 4,000 
randomly selected households. 214 responses were received (overall 5.4% response rate). 
Respondents between the ages of 25 - 54 made up 40% and respondents under 10 years of age 



made up 20%. The following items were rated by respondents as very important. No category 
received fewer than 79% of votes as either very important or somewhat important:  
 

l Providing Activities for Adolescents and Teens (69.3%)  
l Providing Before and After School Programs for Youth (62.4%)  
l Preserving the Natural Environment and Open Space (60.6%)  
l Promoting Participation in Organized Sports (54.7%)  

Respondents also would like Avondale to be a Destination for: 

l Special Events and Festivals (82.1%)  
l Amateur Sporting Events (58.3%)  
l Natural Resource Tourism (50.7%)  
l Walking or Biking Between Destinations (61.4%)  

According to the survey respondents current facilities and programs do not address user needs the 
majority of the time. 

l Restrooms, Ramadas/Shade Structures (Rated “Highest” ~47%)  
l Playgrounds, Benches, Tables, Picnic Areas (Rated “Highest” ~34%)  
l Horseshoe Courts, Multi-Purpose Class/Meeting Rooms (Rated Highest ~10%)  
l Library, Fitness, and Teen/Youth Programs; and Special Events/Festivals (Rated “Highest” 

~29%)  
l Golf, Adult Dance, Tennis Programs (Rated Lowest ~14%)  

However, planned programs and activities will directly address many of these items. The frequency 
which respondents participated in activities varied from 20 - 60%. Of the respondents that don't use 
Avondale facilities 59.8% don't know what is available and 30% either don't know where the facilities 
are located, programs that they are interested in are not offered, or don't feel safe in Avondale parks 
and facilities. Respondents did show some support for a variety of funding mechanisms for park and 
facility development: 

l 43 - 53% would support a Special Fund Raising Campaign and User Fees  
l 56 - 72% would not support property tax or Sales Tax increases  
l Other Suggestions -Grants, cut spending elsewhere and have Government fund projects or 

leverage higher fees on users and developers  

Respondents would also allocate City Resources for park and facility development as follows: 

l Fix-Up Repair Existing Park Facilities (58.6%)  
l Provide Indoor Exercise/Fitness Facilities (48.3%)  
l Develop New Walking/Hiking Trails (46.1%)  
l Develop Before/After School Programs (45.6%)  
l Build a Multi-Generational Recreation Center (42.7%)  

The City of Avondale's parks and recreational facilities were also compared and analyzed based on 
benchmark averages with other cities to determine level of service standards for future parks, 
facilities, and programs and tailored park standards for future development. (See Attachment 1 - 
Benchmark Survey and Park Standards) 

BUDGETARY IMPACT:

There is no budget impact at this phase of the project. 

RECOMMENDATION:



For information and direction only. Staff is providing the City Council with the preliminary Parks, 
Recreation, Facilities, and Trails Master Plan for direction and input on the proposed parks and 
facilities standards and final development of the plan. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Click to download

Attachment 1 - Benchmark Survey and Standards

Attachment 2 - Preliminary Parks Master Plan



Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update 

Council Work Session – June 15, 2009 

Attachment 1: Benchmark Survey and Park Standards (This information is also 

included in the Preliminary Parks, Recreation, Facilities, and Trails Master Plan) 
 
Facility Types addressed in the following tables: 

NP - Neighborhood Parks 
CP - Community Parks 
RP - Regional Parks 
JP - Joint Use Parks 
RL - Recreational Lakes 
POS - Public Open Space 

 
BENCHMARK SURVEY 

* Population Projected for 2020: approximately 101,539 

Facility Type Average Bench 
Mark # of Acres / 
1000 population 

Average Desired 
Standard Acres / 
1000 population 

Average Existing 
Acres / 1000 
population 

NP 0.78 1.00 0.67 

CP 2.70 3.50 0.00 

RP 0.78 2.50 2.11 

JP 1.38 1.00 0.00 

RL 6.07 0.00 0.00 

POS 4.82 2.00 0.96 

Total Acres / 1000 
(does not include 
lakes) 

10.46 10.00 3.74 

 
TAILORED PARK STANDARDS 

* Population Projected for 2020: 
101,539 

Park Acreage 

Facility 
Type 

Avondale 
Desired 
Standard 
Acres / 
1000 
Population 

Desired 
Size 
(Acres) 

Service 
Level 
Standard 
(Radius) 

Total 
Existing 
Park 
Acres 
(2008) 

Desired 
Park 
Acreage 
Required 
to Meet 
2020 
Needs 

Park 
Acreage 
Deficiency 
for the 
2020 
Needs 

Total # 
of New 
Parks 
Req. 
for 
2020*** 

NP 1.00 5-10 ½ mile 50.00 101.50 51.50 4-6 

CP 3.50 40-80 3 miles 158.00 355.25 197.25 2-4 

RP 2.50 100+ ½ hour 
drive 
time 

0.00 253.75 253.75 1-2 

JP 1.00 10-30 Varies 0.00 101.50 101.50 4-6 

RL 0.00 1122** ½ hour 
drive 
time 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0 



POS 2.00 127** ½ mile 72.00 203.00 131.00 1 

 
*Anticipated population projection for 2020 provided by City of Avondale in 
September 2008. 
** Benchmark Average Size for item shown 
*** Actual number depends on size of individual parks and areas developed 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1  Background and Purpose 

As the City of Avondale (City) continues to develop, it will be faced with providing sufficient, appropriate 
park and recreation opportunities for its growing population. The purpose of the City of Avondale Parks, 
Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan (PRFT) is to provide a vision that will guide development of 
parks and recreation and trail facilities that will assist in achieving the quality of life Avondale citizens’ 
desire. In addition, the PRFT will address the growing needs of the community as well as specific 
legislative requirements identified by Arizona’s Growing Smarter and Growing Smarter Plus legislation. In 
order to meet these requirements, this PRFT report includes the following: 

• A comprehensive inventory of the City’s existing park and recreation resources 
• An analysis of the City’s forecasted needs as it relates to park and recreation facilities 
• A comprehensive system of public park and recreation facilities that provides the level of service 

desired by the community 
• Implementation strategies to further establish recreational resources within existing and planned 

development 
• The identification of funding mechanisms the City can use to implement the additional 

recreational services needed to serve the projected population 

The PRFT incorporates the most current and available information that will influence the future 
development of the City’s parks, recreation, and trail system including the Agua Fria and Gila River 
corridors. The study area for the PRFT includes the incorporated areas of the city north of Indian Springs 
Road. It focuses on the overall planning of a wide range of recreational opportunities and establishes the 
basis for future locations of parks, indoor and outdoor recreational facilities, and trail facilities as Avondale 
continues to grow.  

In the recent past, the costs of land acquisition ceased being affordable for municipalities to purchase as 
parkland, and it became necessary for them to identify other means for securing parkland in order to meet 
their current and future needs. With this PRFT, the City has the opportunity to evaluate future community 
park, facility, and recreation program needs, as well as community desires, for both new and existing 
development areas, and to provide more definitive input prior to preliminary or final platting of new 
planned developments. 

The 2002 City of Avondale General Plan Update (General Plan) establishes the foundation upon which 
this PRFT is built. Coordination with the City’s neighboring municipalities and Maricopa County adopted 
plans was key to ensuring edge areas were adequately addressed in terms of service area coverage so 
that the City’s resources for park and recreational facilities would be maximized in serving its citizens.  

The City understands the value of parks, recreational facilities, and trails as an important quality-of-life 
determinant. It is critically important to identify appropriate areas where park and recreation facilities may 
be integrated into existing and planned development, while setting the stage for implementation. A critical 
component of the PRFT is the City’s ability to implement the Master Plan’s recommendations. 
Determining the costs associated with implementation will assist the City in developing appropriate 
measures to realize the vision, goals, and objectives of the PRFT.  

1.2 Planning Process and Overview 

The planning process and approach for the PRFT consisted of 10 basic components, including the 
participation of a stakeholder advisory group representing a variety of special-interest user groups, 
homeowner associations, and affected municipalities and agencies.. The following are brief descriptions 
of each of the key components involved in the master planning process. 

Stakeholder/Issue Identification – The City identified key stakeholders to involve in the development of 
the PRFT, as well as preliminary issues the PRFT would need to address. Existing base mapping and 
data including previous, current, and planned projects affected by the PRFT were gathered and provided 
by the City. 

Inventory and Analysis - A thorough review of the City’s existing infrastructure and utilities; existing and 
planned land uses; existing land ownership; existing multi-use recreation opportunities; and geological, 
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biological, cultural, and environmental resources—which included an inventory of their respective 
locations and relative conditions—was conducted. Base data maps were developed to illustrate the 
compilation of the City’s opportunities and constraints and their impacts on subsequent park and 
recreation planning efforts. This information provided the basis for the development of a preliminary 
master plan and was presented at the second stakeholder advisory group meeting and the first public 
meeting/workshop for review and comment. 

Current Conditions and Facilities – A thorough review of the City’s existing park and recreational 
facilities was conducted and included an inventory of specific facilities and their relative conditions.  

Values/Issues/Needs Identification – Current and future values, issues, and needs related to the 
development of the PRFT were identified by the stakeholder advisory group members and the 
community. The stakeholder advisory group and community were given the opportunity to identify values, 
issues, and needs at the first two stakeholder advisory group meetings and the initial public meeting, as 
well as through a community-wide needs assessment survey and communications with City staff. 

Public Participation –Two public meetings and two stakeholder advisory group meetings were 
conducted at strategic project milestones to provide opportunities for community input, discussion of 
issues, and comments in relation to the PRFT The stakeholder advisory group served as the primary 
conduit for user-specific technical information and project issues and concerns. The public meetings and 
stakeholder advisory group meetings provided an understanding of the general public’s and various 
stakeholders’’ values, issues, and needs for the types of recreational opportunities the City should provide 
for its citizens. In addition to the meetings, a recreational needs assessment survey was mailed to 4,000 
randomly selected households within Avondale to measure opinions and attitudes about parks and 
recreation programs, facilities, and activities. A total of 214 surveys were received (for a 5.4 percent 
response rate) with a margin of error of plus or minus 6.5 percent at a 95 percent level of confidence. 

Benchmark Survey – A benchmark survey, including five other comparable cities around the United 
States, was conducted to assess the level of park and recreation facilities and programs those cities 
provide for their citizens in comparison to the City of Avondale. While the components and character of 
park and recreation systems for each city are unique to their environmental setting, resources, and 
demographics, the results of this benchmark survey provided a basis for comparing desired quality-of-life 
determinates and lifestyles as it relates to future parks, recreation, and leisure for the citizens of 
Avondale. 

Vision, Goals, and Objectives – Based on the values, issues, and needs derived from public, 
stakeholder advisory group, and City staff input received at each meeting, a Vision Statement and Goals 
and Objectives were developed to create the basis for a preliminary master plan. 

Preliminary Master Plan – The Preliminary Master Plan was developed based on the opportunities and 
constraints of the City’s natural and physical resources; the vision, goals, and objectives developed 
through the identification of the community’s and stakeholders’ values, issue, and needs; and the needs 
assessment and benchmark survey results. The Preliminary Master Plan was presented at a City Council 
Work Session, the second public meeting, and to City staff to provide the opportunity to review the initial 
synthesis of the key master plan components. Comments received from the City Council, the public, and 
City staff were addressed and incorporated into a draft final master plan.  

Draft Final Master Plan – The Draft Final Master Plan was developed based on the comments and input 
received on the Preliminary Master Plan. Comments from the Preliminary Master Plan presentations were 
incorporated into the Draft Final Master Plan and represented a more refined synthesis of all key 
components completed during the course of the master planning process. The Draft Final Master Plan 
was presented to the City Council for final review and approval.  

Final Master Plan – The Final Master Plan was developed based on the comments received on the Draft 
Final Master Plan at the City Council presentation. Comments from the Draft Final Master Plan 
presentation were incorporated into the Final Master Plan, which includes a wide spectrum of park and 
recreation opportunities that are compatible with the natural, physical, and cultural resources of the City. 
The PRFT is meant to serve the City’s future parks, recreation, and trails needs relating to daily 
recreational activities, special events, and potential environmental tourism. 

This PRFT report provides a guideline for the City as it moves forward in implementing the proposed 
parks, recreation facilities, and trails that are illustrated on the City of Avondale Parks, Recreation 

City of Avondale Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan  Preliminary Report 
Logan Simpson Design Inc. Page 2 



City of Avondale Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan  Preliminary Report 
Logan Simpson Design Inc. Page 3 

Facilities & Trails Master Plan. This report has been developed to provide an overview of the master 
planning process, the public input received during the process, and the proposed park and recreation 
needs for a projected population of 101,539; this overview is presented in the following sections:  

  

 2.0  Inventory and Analysis 

 3.0  Existing Park and Recreation Facilities Evaluations  

 4.0  Public Participation Program  

 5.0 Vision, Goals, and Objectives  

 6.0 Park and Recreation Facilities Needs Assessment 

 7.0  Park and Recreation Facilities Development Program 

 8.0  Park and Recreation Facilities Implementation 

 

 



2.0 INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS 

2.1  Introduction 

The purpose of the Inventory and Analysis phase of the master planning process is to identify the City’s 
physical, cultural, and environmental resources, as well as the current and planned land uses and 
ownership that would influence the development of future parks, recreational facilities, and trails. It 
provides the basis of understanding for the location and condition of existing and planned infrastructure 
and facilities, potential land use compatibilities, existing natural and cultural resources, and existing or 
concurrent planning studies.  

A search of existing data, reports, studies, and plans were collected from a wide range of sources, 
including but not limited to:  
• Arizona Archaeological Site and Survey 

Database 
• Arizona Electronic Atlas  
• Arizona Game and Fish Department  
• Arizona State Land Department (ASLD)  
• Bureau of Land Management (BLM)  

• City of Avondale  
• City of Goodyear 
• City of Litchfield Park  

• City of Phoenix  
• City of Tolleson 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA)  
• Flood Control District of Maricopa County 
• Maricopa Association of Governments  
• Maricopa County Assessor’s Office 
• Maricopa County Parks and Recreation 

Department  
 

The information was obtained in various digital formats, including geographical information system (GIS) 
files, PDF files, and other electronic documents. In addition to electronic documents many hardcopy 
documents were also obtained. All relevant information collected was evaluated for its applicability to the 
development of the PRFT and incorporated appropriately.  

2.2 Existing Plan Overview 

Several key area master plans and studies have provided the basis for determining the direction the City, 
adjacent communities, and agencies have taken to establish new park and recreational opportunities and 
facilities in the West Valley to date. A review and evaluation of existing development and these key 
master plan studies, as well as their policy criteria and recommendations, have helped to establish an 
approach that provides a cohesive and integrated parks and recreation system for the City. The following 
is a list of documents reviewed and a summary of the information relevant to this planning effort. 

City of Avondale General Plan Update – 2002 

The General Plan is the comprehensive planning document that provides the City with a vision to guide 
growth and development through 2012. The General Plan continues and updates the vision created and 
adopted by the citizens of Avondale in the 1990 plan and aligns with the requirements of the Growing 
Smarter and Growing Smarter Plus Legislation adopted by the State of Arizona as Arizona Revised 
Statutes (ARS) § 9-461.05. The plan incorporates by reference several documents, including the City of 
Avondale Tres Rios Greenway Specific Plan (Tres Rios Plan), and includes several regional studies and 
plans as implementation tools of the plan. The General Plan document includes five sections that pertain 
to this planning effort: land use element, open space element, recreation element, circulation element, 
and the bicycling element.  

The land use element identifies current planning issues Avondale faces, such as the identification of 
locations for parks, arts and cultural facilities, and other public facilities to serve new and existing 
residents; enhancement and maintenance of connections from development to open space areas within 
and adjacent to Avondale; and the open space, environmental opportunities, and transportation 
challenges presented by the South Planning Area, south of the Gila River. The General Plan identifies 
key goals, objectives, and policies, such as the creation of open space buffers between multi-use and 
low-density residential land uses and coordination with adjacent city and county governments to 
coordinate land use and transportation along Avondale’s borders. Several goals of the land use element 
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identify objectives or policies to incorporate parks, open space, art, culture, and recreation facilities within 
future development to meet the diverse social, cultural, and quality-of-life needs of the residents.  

The open space and recreation elements discuss the historical background of recreation and open space 
of Avondale’s community as well as its existing community values. The purpose of these elements is to 
provide direction for recreation opportunities and open space preservation as the community transitions 
from a rural community into a suburban and urban community. The General Plan outlines goals, 
objectives, and policies to aid in retaining the rural character of the community and conserving its values, 
while meeting the needs of its current and future citizens. Additionally, the open space element identifies 
Avondale’s unique natural setting as central to its identity and encourages the development and locating 
of parks, facilities, and trails adjacent to the Estrella Mountain Regional Park open space, the Tres Rios 
Greenway corridor, the Agua Fria, Salt, and Gila River corridors, and using existing and planned power 
line corridors and flood control features as trail connections. The open space element also requires, when 
practical and feasible, public access through private developments to provide direct connections to public 
resources and open space by creating shared multi-use linkages throughout and adjacent to the 
community.  

The recreation element, using the level of service (LOS) approach as defined by the National Recreation 
and Parks Association (NRPA), identifies that the City provides an LOS of 2.5 acres per 1,000 population 
for each of the following: unimproved open space, district parks, and city-wide parks, with an undefined 
LOS for neighborhood parks. This provides a total LOS of parkland and open space of plus 7.5 acres per 
1,000 population for Avondale. This is widely due to the inclusion of river corridors and the Estrella 
Mountain Regional Park in the LOS calculations for open space. The recreation element notes that the 
City does not meet its parkland standards for the projected LOS identified and notes the need for a 
recreation needs assessment to determine the types of facilities desired by the citizens.  

The circulation and bicycling element of the General Plan targets the need for a multi-modal 
transportation system in line with the land use element that encourages the development of a safe, 
efficient circulation system which includes an interconnected street and pathway network accessible and 
friendly to all modes of travel. This includes the use of bike trails, pedestrian trails, and sidewalks as 
connections between existing and planned parks, schools, residential areas, and other destinations. The 
General Plan also calls for the development of a bicycle plan for Avondale to aid in the creation of a 
connected system of bikeways designed to contribute to safe mobility, encourage commuter cycling, and 
support recreational bicycle use that considers connectivity between land uses, open space, and 
destinations of recreation.  

The PRFT, through planning tools such as needs assessment and benchmarking surveys, as well as 
community input, updates and revises the City’s General Plan park and recreation standards and 
identifies implementation recommendations based on current population projections and future growth 
areas.  

City of Avondale Tres Rios Greenway Specific Plan – 1997 

The Tres Rios Plan, as incorporated by reference into the General Plan, is a regional open space and 
trails plan that focuses on the three rivers that traverse Avondale: the Gila, Salt, and Agua Fria Rivers. 
The three rivers merge within the city boundaries and provide opportunities for open space, recreation, 
and non-motorized circulation throughout Avondale and the surrounding region. The Tres Rios Plan 
aligned with the regional transportation plans that existed at the time of its publication, including the 
Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Sun Circle trail system. The Sun Circle trail system was later 
incorporated into the current Maricopa County Regional Trail System Plan described below. The main 
purpose of this document is to guide the development of a regional trail system within the river corridors 
in a manner that is ecologically sensitive but that still allows for recreation and transportation uses. The 
Tres Rios Plan recommends a 6-foot-wide multi-use trail with appropriate signage, lighting, and site 
furnishings throughout the greenway. The trail and adjacent land uses would be protected from flooding 
by the expansion of the current levee system.  

The PRFT incorporates the Tres Rios Plan principles for providing continuous, key linkages throughout 
the corridor and between the greenway and other pathway and trail systems in the region.  
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City of Phoenix General Plan – 2001 

The main strategy employed by the 2001 General Plan for Phoenix (Phoenix General Plan) is to 
understand how the growth in the Phoenix metropolitan area affects the ability of Phoenix to provide 
services to its citizens. To that end, the Phoenix General Plan ascribes a regional approach to local 
planning issues. The recreation, open space, circulation, and bicycling elements of the Phoenix General 
Plan have direct influences on this planning effort.  

The recreation element of the Phoenix General Plan places Phoenix’s more than 33,000 acres of parks 
and open space into five distinct categories. The City of Phoenix designates the over 132 traditional park 
sites as neighborhood, community, or district parks, and its open space is divided into mountain 
preserves and desert parks. Phoenix’s public park and recreation system excludes parks within privately 
planned community developments since they are generally limited in their ability to provide recreational 
opportunities and open space needs to the public at large. According to the Phoenix General Plan, 
neighborhood parks have a service radius of 0.5 mile, serve a population of 4,000 to 7,000 people, and 
are typically 15 acres in size. Community parks have a service radius of 1.5 miles, serve a population of 
20,000 to 50,000 people, are typically larger than 40 acres, and include facilities for programmed and 
unprogrammed activities and events. District parks generally provide for specialized activities or facilities, 
serve a population of 100,000 to 200,000 people from several communities, and are 200 acres or larger. 
Mountain preserves and desert parks are intended to be largely undeveloped, passive recreation areas 
but may include designated trails and trailheads, parking, picnic areas, and facilities that focus on 
conservation efforts or educational values of the area.  

The recreation element also describes a planned functional network of urban, multi-purpose trails 
throughout Phoenix that “should connect with other trails and pathways at municipal boundaries.” 
Included with the description are maps of proposed trail corridors through several villages, including 
Estrella but excluding Maryvale. The Estrella trail system map shows proposed trail connections with 
Avondale at Lower Buckeye Road, Broadway Road, Southern Avenue, and the Gila River. Although the 
Maryvale trail system map does not appear in the Phoenix General Plan, the park system map of 
Maryvale does show the West Valley Multi-modal Transportation Corridor (West Valley Corridor) along 
the Agua Fria River, which includes a planned trail connection between Phoenix and Avondale. The 
recreation element also supports the Phoenix General Plan circulation element, which expands 
pedestrian and bicycle access to transit facilities by adding paths and trails, shade trees, lighting and 
grade-separated crossings. This is also supported in the bicycle element, which increases bicycle access 
to destinations within Phoenix, as well as maximizes bike route connections to adjacent cities with on-
street bike lanes or trails. The 1987 approved planned bikeway system included in the Phoenix General 
Plan identifies bike route connections to Avondale along Loop 101 (the Agua Fria Freeway) and along the 
Agua Fria River.  

The open space element of the Phoenix General Plan highlights the importance of trails within the 
mountain preserves and desert parks, as well as “linear open space” and trail corridors composed of 
rivers, washes, drainage corridors, and canals. The City of Phoenix has a current standard of 1 square 
mile of city-owned open space land per 17,000 residents, and is funding acquisition through sales tax 
initiatives.  

Goodyear General Plan Update 2003-2013 

The Goodyear General Plan Update 2003-2013 (Goodyear General Plan) has two sections that pertain to 
this planning effort: (1) the non-motorized circulation section of the circulation element and (2) the open 
space element. The non-motorized section of the circulation element includes guidelines on trail system 
standards and utilizes the designations of Bike Lanes, Multi-Use Equestrian Trails, and Multi-Use Trails 
presented in the 2001 Parks, Trails, and Open Space Master Plan. The open space element of the 
Goodyear General Plan divides “open space” into three distinct categories: Natural, Passive, and Active.  

Natural Open Space includes washes, riverbanks, hillsides, and desert lands (either publicly or privately 
owned) that are meant to remain as unimproved, virtually undisturbed land for aesthetic and trail uses. 
Passive Open Space includes trail corridors, linear pathways, plazas, greenbelts, buffers, landscaped 
parkways, peripheral landscaped tracts, and water or lake features (either publicly or privately owned) 
that are meant to accommodate dog parks, agricultural activities, community gardens, aesthetic areas, 
linear routes for neighborhood electric vehicles (NEVs), and passive activities such as hiking, picnicking, 
bicycling, walking, and horseback riding. Active Open Space includes land set aside, dedicated, 
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designated, or reserved for improvements that accommodate and support recreational facilities including 
organized sports fields and courts, play areas, aquatic/pool centers, performing arts centers, community 
centers, and other special uses. Additionally, the Active Open Space category identifies four specific park 
types: Mini-Parks, ranging in size from 5,445 square feet to 1 acre; Neighborhood Parks, ranging in size 
from 5 to 10 acres; Community Parks, ranging in size from 25 to 50 acres; and Large Urban Parks/Sports 
Complexes, ranging in size from 50 to 100 acres.  

The Goodyear General Plan uses the NRPA standards to define the LOS in number of acres of parkland 
per 1,000 population that a city should provide to its residents, which for a city the size of Goodyear 
should be in the range of 6.25 to 10.0 acres per 1,000 population. According to the Goodyear General 
Plan, the ’City of Goodyear’s current standard is 10.26 acres of parkland per 1,000 population.   

Based on the 2003 projected population growth, the Goodyear General Plan identifies the need for an 
additional 650 acres of parkland by 2013 and 3,500 acres of open space by the time Goodyear reaches 
its projected build-out population of 389,500. To more accurately forecast the City of Goodyear’s’ ability to 
meet near- and long-term facility and acreage needs, the open space element also proposes to divide the 
city into four park planning areas: Camelback Road to Interstate 10 (I-10), I-10 to the Gila River, Gila 
River to Pecos Road, and Pecos Road to Patterson Road.  

City of Goodyear Parks, Trails, and Open Space Master Plan – 2001 

The master plan for the City of Goodyear’s parks, trails, and open space system acts as an addendum to 
the 1998 Goodyear General Plan and identifies a community-envisioned plan based on ideas, 
information, values, and opinions gathered through public and advisory committee meetings that included 
community representatives, residents, members of the development community, business 
representatives, and public officials. An inventory of existing facilities and service areas for existing parks 
within Goodyear and the need for additional facilities, including a regional park/sports complex, four 
community parks, linear greenways, trails, and a dog park master plan, were identified as the results of 
the master plan study. The master plan also incorporates by reference the El Rio Watercourse Master 
Plan, as a means of restoring the Gila River to its natural state and creating a regional trail and greenway 
system, involving the cities of Avondale, Buckeye, and Goodyear. In addition, the master plan includes 
implementation and funding strategies to acquire, conserve, and protect open space, farmland, and 
desert, as well as to create and maintain trail and greenway corridors. The main purpose for designating 
lands for parks, trails, and open space is to ensure that the amount of land for the desired use is 
incorporated into new development planning.   

City of Goodyear Parks Master Plan Update – 2008 (not adopted) 

The City of Goodyear Parks Master Plan Update (PMP Update) includes a parks and recreation facilities 
needs assessment, which assisted in determining the standard park acreage and facility needs for 
Goodyear. The PMP Update establishes standards for seven classes of parks: Mini Parks, of a minimum 
0.25 acre in size with a service radius of 0.125 to 0.25 mile, at 0.17 acre per 1,000 population; 
Neighborhood Parks, 5.0 to 10.0 acres in size with a service radius of 0.5 mile, at 3 acres per 1,000 
population; Level 1 Community Parks, between 51.0 and 100.0 acres in size with a service radius of 3.0 
miles, at 2.64 acres per 1,000 population; Level 2 Community Parks, between 40 and 50.0 acres in size 
with a service radius of 2.0 miles, at 1.36 acres per 1,00 population; and Regional Parks, over 100 acres 
in size with a service radius of a 30-minute drive time, at 3.09 acres per 1,000 population. LOS standards 
for Special Use Parks and Joint Use Facilities vary and may comprise any of the previous classes 
identified. The PMP Update identifies existing and proposed park and recreation facility locations, some 
of which extend into Avondale’s boundaries. As of the City of Avondale PRFT publication date, the PMP 
Update has not been adopted; however, the information contained within it will be taken into 
consideration as the City of Avondale proceeds in implementing its PRFT recommendations. 

City of Litchfield Park General Plan Update – 2001 

The 2001 City of Litchfield Park General Plan Update states that with nearly 80 miles of existing or 
planned recreational pathways, Litchfield Park maintains more capital investment in multi-purpose paths 
per capita than any other municipality in the metropolitan region or state using a guideline of 1 mile of 
path to every 4 miles of local street system. The open space element states the need for continued 
cooperative planning with the Cities of Avondale and Goodyear to facilitate path connections to regional 
centers such as schools, parks, and shopping areas. The City of Litchfield Park is dedicated to 
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maintaining its historic resort-style character through the provision of open space, multi-purpose paths, 
and parks. The City of Litchfield Park is also dedicated to creating a regionally integrated pathway 
system, which cannot be realized without the City of Avondale’s cooperation in siting shared linkages 
between the two municipalities. The Avondale PRFT identifies trail connections between Litchfield Park 
and Avondale and evaluates any potential shared uses of recreational resources.  

City of Tolleson General Plan – 2005 

The 2005 Tolleson General Plan Update (Tolleson General Plan) includes the results of a citizen 
satisfaction survey in which 92 percent of the respondents rated the quality of life in Tolleson as 
“adequate or “superior.” Their most liked aspect was the small, quiet, friendly-town feel of Tolleson 
despite its location in the middle of a large metropolitan area. The survey also reflects the citizens’ 
desires for additional pathways and park facilities. The Tolleson General Plan identifies two existing 
community parks, provided through an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with two school districts, in 
addition to two existing and one planned neighborhood park. The combined acreages (48 acres) of the 
two community park facilities provide an NRPA standard of 2.5 acres per 1,000 population for a 
population of 19,000. Likewise, the combined acreages of the three neighborhood park facilities provide 
an NRPA standard of 2.5 acres per 1,000 population for a population of 6,200. In addition to the existing 
park facilities, the City of Tolleson also provides recreation activities and programs through the Boys and 
Girls Club, the community/senior center, and the Tolleson library. The City of Tolleson intends to extend 
pathways to the city limits to connect with adjacent municipalities but does not specify where those 
linkages will occur. The City of Tolleson identifies that it will need to work closely with the Cities of 
Avondale and Phoenix to coordinate a regional, integrated open space and trail system.  The PRFT 
identifies potential open space and trail connections between Tolleson and Avondale and evaluates any 
potential shared uses of recreational resources.  

Flood Control District of Maricopa County El Rio Watercourse Master Plan Overview – 2006 

El Rio Watercourse Master Plan defines the existing Gila River and its limits, as well as the desired future 
form and function of the river from the confluence of the Agua Fria River on the western border of 
Avondale, extending west 17.5 miles through Goodyear and Buckeye, to State Route (SR) 85. The focus 
of the long-term plan is to maintain and enhance the natural functions of the Gila River through flood-
control management and riparian restoration strategies. The plan also provides a funding mechanism for 
the multiple phases of the project and defines the type and form of development beyond the banks of the 
Gila River. It also limits the recreational opportunities allowed within the watercourse to non-motorized 
activities only.  

Communities, in which the project is located, such as Avondale, are encouraged to develop recreational 
facilities and trails adjacent to and within the project boundaries. The PRFT identifies potential park and 
recreation facilities that can be coordinated with the development of El Rio Watercourse Master Plan. 

Maricopa County Association of Governments West Valley Multi-Modal Transportation Corridor 
Master Plan – 2001 

The primary purpose of the West Valley Multi-Modal Transportation Corridor Master Plan is to create a 
regional planning framework for a 42-mile shared-use trail network from New River Road to the 
confluence of the Agua Fria and Gila Rivers (West Valley Corridor). The shared-use trail corridor for 
pedestrians, equestrians, bicyclists, and other non-motorized trail users will provide universal accessibility 
to a variety of users of different abilities and ages. This network expands on the existing and planned river 
trail system to connect with other existing trail linkages and major public lands. These non-motorized 
multi-modal transportation trails take advantage, where possible, of locations that offer the community 
multiple benefits such as alternative transportation routes, recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat 
preservation, open space protection, and flood control. Although not regulatory, the West Valley Multi-
Modal Transportation Corridor Master Plan provides a concept, design guidelines, funding sources, and 
implementation tools for municipalities adjacent to the corridor to use when expanding their trail networks. 
The PRFT incorporates these guidelines to assist in providing regional connectivity throughout the West 
Valley corridor. 
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Maricopa County Association of Governments (MAG) Desert Spaces Plan – 1997 

The MAG Desert Spaces Plan provides regional support, policy recommendations, and implementation 
tools for municipalities under MAG to use to protect and preserve open space while still allowing for 
development. The plan identifies key areas for protection and includes policy recommendations for the 
acquisition, management, and maintenance of open space. The plan divides open space areas prioritized 
for protection into two categories: Conservation and Retention. Areas classified as Conservation are 
generally highly sensitive areas, with characteristics such as steep mountains or riparian or wildlife 
habitats, and may contain valuable cultural resources. Recommended management policies would 
prohibit all types of development on areas classified as conservation land. Areas classified as Retention 
include upland Sonoran Desert, hillsides, and other riparian areas already in developed areas. 
Development that is deemed environmentally sensitive would be allowed in areas classified as Retention, 
but only with strict oversight. Many municipalities, such as Avondale, have incorporated by reference the 
policies of the Desert Spaces Plan into their general plans. The PRFT incorporates many of the tools 
presented in the Desert Spaces Plan relative to the coordination of the regional trail system. 

Maricopa County Open Space Report, Comprehensive Plan Element, and Trail System Plan – 2001 

The Maricopa County Open Space Report and the Comprehensive Plan Element provide regulatory 
policy for unincorporated lands within Maricopa County and policy guidelines for incorporated areas. Both 
documents call for clustered development on private land and stricter management policies on public land 
not yet protected with amendments, easements, or restrictions. One of the main goals of the report and 
plan element is to establish regional open space connectivity and linkages for both recreation and wildlife. 
This includes the Maricopa County Regional Trail System, including the Sun Circle Trail; the regional trail 
system links the eight major parks within the Maricopa County park system. In Avondale, this connection 
would be from the Estrella Mountain Regional Park, along the Agua Fria River/West Valley Corridor, 
toward Lake Pleasant and the White Tank Mountain Regional Park. The Maricopa County Regional Trail 
System Plan incorporates the West Valley Multi-modal Transportation Corridor Plan. 

Arizona Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan  – 2008 

The Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) for Arizona is a federally mandated 
document that is required for the state to receive federal Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
monies and that guides the distribution of those monies to state, regional, and local agencies by 
identifying public and agency preferences and priorities for outdoor recreation activities and facilities. The 
SCORP makes recommendations to the Arizona State Parks Board (ASPB) through the Open Project 
Selection Process for the prioritization of the LWCF, the Local, Regional and State Parks (LRSP) 
Heritage Fund (ARS § 41-503), and the Trails Heritage Fund. The ASPB also administers the federal 
Recreational Trails Program (RTP) for motorized and nonmotorized trails (23 United States Code 206), 
the State Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation Fund (ARS § 28-1176), and other grant programs for open 
space and park acquisition and development of recreation and trail facilities. The LRSP Heritage Fund 
helped construct Pendergast Park in Avondale, and that grant is a potential source of funding for the 
implementation of the PRFT goals. 

2.3 Land Use and Land Ownership Overview 

In addition to the review of existing plans and studies for the development of the PRFT, an analysis of the 
existing and planned land uses and existing land ownership was conducted to determine the most 
desired and compatible siting locations for new park and recreation facilities. Existing and planned land 
uses were identified within the City’s 2002 General Plan planning boundary for this PRFT. This planning 
boundary includes the city limits north of the Gila River as of November 2008. The study area for this 
PRFT does not include the City’s South Planning Area, south of the Gila River; and the South Planning 
Area will be addressed in a separate specific plan. This analysis included three main categories: Existing 
Land Use, Planned Land Use, and Land Ownership and documents land use, legislative designations, 
and land management that occur within the study area. 

Existing Land Use  
As described in the General Plan, the majority of existing land use (58 percent) remained undeveloped in 
2000 with the predominant use of this undeveloped land being agriculture. Typical of the evolving 
suburban/urban landscape of the Phoenix Metropolitan area, the rural agricultural lands are giving way to 
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medium-density residential use and becoming equivalent uses within Avondale as depicted in Figure 1, 
Existing Land Use. The majority of land use north of the Gila River is quickly becoming residential, with 
commercial, quasi-public, and recreation land uses interspersed among the residential development. 
Existing industrial land use occurs mostly along the Agua Fria River corridor south of Indian School Road, 
Van Buren Street, and Broadway Road. In 1995, the third-largest land use category was water (that is, 
areas of floodways, floodplains, drainage structures, and canals). These areas have become increasingly 
important throughout the West Valley as a means to provide regional open space connectivity. The 
majority of existing vacant lands are located south of Buckeye Road along the Agua Fria and Gila Rivers, 
mostly within the FEMA 100-year floodplains. There are no land use designations for parks or open space 
included on the existing land use map. The only existing recreation land uses are indicated between Van 
Buren Street and Buckeye Road from the Agua Fria River to Avondale Boulevard, and at the southeast 
corner of the study area. 

The following categories of existing land uses were identified based on information contained within the 
City’s 2006 Transportation Plan (Figure 1, Existing Land Use). 

Agriculture  –  identifies areas where the existing land use is cultivation of land for agricultural or 
ranching purposes. 

Residential  –  refers to all density levels of residential development (that is, rural, low-density, medium-
density, and high-density single and multi-family). 

Commercial  –  includes commercial areas with retail and service-oriented businesses. 

Industrial  –  refers to industrial areas for manufacturing, warehouse, research uses, business parks, and 
office/warehouses. 

Quasi-Public  –  includes schools, churches, cemeteries, municipal, agency, and other utility facilities.  

Rail Road  –  refers to areas adjacent to the Southern Pacific Railroad corridor used for transporting 
goods via railroad. 

Recreation  –  denotes areas where neighborhood, community, or agency lands are located for 
recreational purposes.  

Other Landuses  –  denotes areas where the land use has been undefined. 

Utilities  –  identifies areas for private and public utilities 

Vacant  –  refers to areas that are not being utilized for active uses and remain undeveloped. 

Planned Land Use 
This category includes all general and specific planned land uses not otherwise identified in existing land 
uses. The source of the planned land use information is from the City’s 2002 General Plan (Figure 2, 
Planned Land Use).  

According to the General Plan, most, if not all, agricultural lands are being replaced by varying levels of 
residential development (that is, rural low density, low density, medium density, medium high density, 
high density, and multi-family residential). The majority of land use south of Lower Buckeye Road is rural 
low density and low density residential. The majority of land north of Lower Buckeye Road is medium 
density residential with the majority of employment, mixed use, commercial, and freeway commercial land 
uses located between Van Buren Street and McDowell Road. Additional 0.5-mile corridors of these land 
use types are located on the west side of the Agua Fria River between McDowell and Buckeye Roads 
and west of 99th Avenue between Indian School and McDowell Roads.  

Public facilities land uses are interspersed throughout Avondale from Indian School Road to Southern 
Avenue. The majority of open space land use areas are incorporated within or adjacent to the Agua Fria 
and Gila River corridors, with the City’s existing and planned parks interspersed between Indian School 
Road and Broadway Road.  

As new development occurs south of Lower Buckeye Road, it is important to identify additional open 
space areas for neighborhood and community parks to serve the needs of residents that will be living in 
this area of the city. 
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Land Jurisdiction and Ownership  
The identification of land jurisdiction and ownership is important in determining future locations of park 
and recreation facilities as these relate to potential measures and mechanisms the City will need to utilize 
in implementing the PRFT. As identified from the 2008 Arizona Land Resource Information System digital 
database, Figure 3, Land Ownership, illustrates the current locations of privately and publicly owned 
lands within the study area. Over 95 percent of the land within the study area is privately owned, which 
will influence the cost of developing new facilities since the opportunities for partnering with other public 
landowners (for example, BLM) may be limited. However, BLM owns more than 400 acres south of the 
Gila River west of El Mirage Road, as well as a smaller parcel of land east of the Agua Fria River south of 
Indian School Road. The opportunity to secure parkland in this area through Recreation and Public 
Purposes Patents (R&PP) or BLM’s land disposal process may assist in meeting the future recreational 
needs of the City. 

In addition, ASLD owns two parcels of land south of the Gila River between Dysart Road and Avondale 
Boulevard. The Arizona Game and Fish Department also owns land adjacent to the Gila River on both 
sides of Avondale Boulevard. While ASLD lands may be purchased when they are brought to auction, 
land acquisition costs would require that the City expend limited park and recreation resources on 
acquiring land rather than developing new recreational facilities.  

Other publicly held lands located within or adjacent to the study area include the Estrella Mountain 
Regional Park, which is owned by Maricopa County and managed by the Maricopa County Parks and 
Recreation Department, and a number of City-owned parcels throughout the city, many of which are used 
for municipal services such as parks, offices, and community services.  

2.4 Multi-Use Recreational Opportunities 

In addition to the land use and ownership analysis, an inventory of existing and planned parks, non-
motorized trail facilities, public facilities, and open spaces within the study area was conducted. Elements 
identified in this inventory included existing and planned open space and parks, existing golf courses, 
existing elementary and secondary schools, public facilities, and police and fire stations. Trails identified 
included planned multi-use/equestrian trails, multi-use trails, bike trails, pedestrian trails, and open space 
trail linkages. In addition, existing bike lanes and the existing and planned Maricopa County regional trail 
system and Estrella Mountain Regional Park trails were identified. This information was compiled 
graphically in Figure 4, Multi-Use Recreation Opportunities Analysis. The following multi-use opportunities 
were identified during this analysis.  

Public Parks 
Twelve existing parks and one planned park, owned and maintained by the City are located within the 
study area. These parks are currently categorized as follows: two pocket/specialty parks, nine 
neighborhood parks, two regional parks, and 72 acres of open space at Crystal Gardens. Most of the 
parks, excluding the pocket/specialty parks and Crystal Gardens, include recreational amenities such as 
picnic areas, ramadas, children’s play areas, and basketball courts. The two regional parks also include 
ballfield complexes. Additionally, there is one public golf course located within the city, and Estrella 
Mountain Regional Park is located to the southwest of the study area.  

Open Space 
Open space includes land dedicated, designated, or reserved as city open space, private open space 
within subdivisions, and open play areas within city parks that function as recreational amenities, visual 
spaces, habitat areas, or flood control. In addition, the Estrella Mountain Regional Park and Gila River/El 
Rio Restoration Project provide large open space and multi-use recreational opportunities and 
destinations. ASLD lands south of the Gila River are accessible for recreational use with a fee-based use 
permit. Typically, permits are issued for the purposes of hiking, equestrian use, bicycling, rock climbing, 
and all-terrain vehicles. Hot-air ballooning is also a permitted use on ASLD lands. 
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Trails and Bike Lanes 
The Maricopa County regional trail system, which joins multi-jurisdictional open space projects and trail 
systems throughout the county, traverses through Avondale in several areas, including along the 
Roosevelt Irrigation District Canal, the Agua Fria River, and the Gila River. The City’s 2006 Transportation 
Plan identifies the routes of existing and planned bike lanes that generally follow mile and half-mile 
streets and that are designated by pavement markings and signs along the edges of paved roadways 
outside the travel lanes.  

The General Plan also identifies an expanded network of multi-use, pedestrian, and bike trails that 
generally follow the river corridors (serving as reaches of the Maricopa County regional trail system), 
canals, and power transmission lines. These trails and bike lanes provide non-motorized public access as 
well as recreational use throughout the city.  

Other Planning Considerations/Opportunities 
Other considerations and opportunities that may influence the development of the PRFT included an 
evaluation of the current environmental and planning considerations relative to the City’s natural and 
cultural resources, population trends, future growth areas, and regional competiveness. In addition to 
these, an understanding of the City’s existing and planned infrastructure (utilities and transportation) and 
drainage patterns provided a basis for identifying appropriate areas for new park and recreation facilities 
that would serve the existing and future population of the city. 
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3.0 EXISTING PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES EVALUATIONS 

An inventory and analysis of the existing parks was undertaken by City staff to identify the types and 
numbers of facilities and amenities each park has and their current conditions. This inventory and 
analysis provides the initial basis for identifying potential deficits within the existing park and recreation 
system. This inventory includes all existing and planned public parks within Avondale. It identifies each 
park facility, its classification, physical land size, and assessment of conditions as identified in Table 3.1, 
Existing and Planned Recreational Facilities Inventory and Evaluation.  

3.1 Evaluation Overview 

All available existing data pertinent to the City’s recreation facilities has been identified and evaluated 
through site visits to each park and recreation facility as shown in Figure 5, Existing and Planned Park 
Facilities. An inventory matrix was developed and utilized to assist in documenting the type, amount, and 
condition of each of the park facilities. This information also includes proposed facilities at one existing 
regional park site and one planned neighborhood park site and is summarized in Table 3.1, Existing and 
Planned Recreational Facilities Inventory and Evaluation. 

Each facility, activity, and amenity was evaluated according to its recreational function and condition as 
identified in the following categories and shown in Table 3.1.  

Access – identifies the means by which park users may access the site.  

Active Play Recreation – refers to active, informal, individual, or group play amenities such as play 
areas, tot lots, or open play grass areas that allow for pickup games.  

Organized Play Recreation – refers to active, formally organized team sport facilities such as sport 
fields, sports courts, and other activities supportive of leagues and tournament play.   

Moderate Recreation – generally includes more leisurely type activities such as bocce ball, horseshoes, 
fishing, hiking, biking, horseback riding, and indoor recreational activities that may be organized or 
unorganized, programmed or unprogrammed, or individual or group oriented.  

Site Amenities – includes elements such as restrooms, ramadas, outdoor barbecue grills, picnic tables, 
benches, and drinking fountains that increase the user friendliness of the facility, enhance the user’s 
experience, and/or encourage longer durations of park usage. It also includes and evaluation of existing 
maintenance level and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance.  

Table 3.1 also assists in identifying the facilities and amenities that need upgrading to enhance the user’s 
experience and increase desired usage or that need updating to meet current codes and maintain 
acceptable levels of safety, accessibility, and service. Each facility, activity, and amenity was evaluated 
based on physical, locational, social, and usability considerations. 

3.2 General Conditions 

The need for upgrading and updating some of the existing facilities is largely due to the maturity of the 
facilities; long-term usage; over usage; impacts of undesirable activities; or the need to address certain 
standards and criteria that did not exist at the time of their initial development. Listed below are general, 
common observations that affect the majority, but not all, of these existing park facilities: 

• Outdated, deteriorated condition or lack of shade ramadas and canopies, playground equipment, 
benches, and drinking fountains. 

• Lack of or insufficient site amenities (that is, trash receptacles, benches, tables, barbeques). 

• Lack of or insufficient pedestrian and/or ADA accessibility to use areas and amenities (for 
example, ramadas, play equipment, tables, grills, benches, drinking fountains, trash receptacles) 
within the park development. 

• Lack of or insufficient security/site lighting that meets current Illuminating Engineering Society of 
North America (IESNA) or Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) standards 
for public recreational facilities. 

• Vandalism and graffiti activities. 
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Table 3.1. Existing and Planned Recreational Facilities Inventory and Evaluation 
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Four distinct levels of existing development conditions have been identified in the general overview of the 
City’s existing parks and recreation facilities and are listed below. 

Level One – consists of park facilities that function as pocket/specialty parks including T. C. Doc Rhodes 
Memorial Park and A. B. Sernas Plaza. These facilities are approximately 0.25 acre in size and function 
as small community rest nodes, seating areas, or plazas located adjacent to major street corridors and 
commercially developed areas. The main site access for these park facilities is from the adjacent on-
street sidewalks that encourage cut-through pedestrian traffic. These park facilities appear to be 
underutilized due to their location adjacent to major street corridors that have no buffer zones and 
minimal site amenities.  

Level Two – consists of park facilities that function as neighborhood parks including Dennis DeConcini, 
Donnie Hale, Fred Campbell, Las Ligas, and Mountain View Parks. These facilities range from 
approximately 1.5 to 8 acres in size and contain more site amenities than the Level One parks due to 
their larger size and function. These park facilities include shade ramadas, picnicking, and play area/tot 
lot play equipment, sports courts, and open play grass areas and are generally in fair condition. The 
majority of poor conditions found within these parks were due to age decline and lack of high visibility due 
to few or no houses facing the park. All parks have experienced a high rate of vandalism and graffiti to the 
existing amenities and facilities. Most of these parks need improvements in site lighting, age-group 
separation and safety upgrades for playground equipment, and ADA accessibility. Of all the Level Two 
parks, Dennis DeConcini Park had the most items rated as poor condition due to overuse and vandalism. 

Level Three – consists of park facilities that function as new regional parks with community-level 
recreation facilities that serve a larger area than the immediate surrounding neighborhoods. The sizes of 
Level Three parks are approximately 80 acres each and include Festival Fields and Friendship Parks. 
These facilities are in good condition due to being the most recently developed within the City’s park 
system and should be a measure of standard for future facilities developed throughout the city. Some 
poor conditions that result from these recently developed facilities are in direct relation to the amount and 
length of usage due to programmed field activities. Programming field activities with an adequate amount 
of time to allow the turf areas to rest in-between uses would help to sustain the turf for a longer amount of 
time. Some items that could increase the usability and/or enjoyment of the facilities include providing 
more ADA-accessible amenities (shaded tables, benches, and drinking fountains), age-group separation 
for playground equipment, and designated areas for overflow parking during large events.  

Level Four – consists of park facilities that function as neighborhood parks or passive open space 
including Coldwater and Dessie Lorenz Parks and Crystal Gardens. Coldwater Park is approximately 12 
acres in size and developed on an old landfill site. The overall condition of the park is poor due to lack of 
adequate ADA compliance, potential issues related to the amount of soil cover for turf grass and 
landscaping, upkeep of existing facilities and amenities, and vandalism. 

Dessie Lorenz Park is approximately 4.5 acres in size and functions as a small open space area with 
seating areas and pathways. Similar to the Level One parks, Dessie Lorenz Park is located adjacent to 
major street corridors and commercially developed areas. However, it is much larger in size and has more 
site amenities. The main site access is from the adjacent on-street sidewalks. While it has good access 
and is well maintained, most of the site amenities are in poor condition due to underutilization by 
appropriate users, vandalism, and the presence of transients. 

Crystal Gardens is a 72-acre open space area integrated within residential development and includes an 
unpaved trail system. The City does not own this open space land but maintains the stabilized 
decomposed granite trails that surround the 19 existing lakes within the Crystal Gardens development. 
The trail corridors are in good condition but lack sufficient lighting for nighttime usage. Each lake is 
surrounded by residential lots that back onto the open space, lake, and trails.  

The majority of issues that are affecting the conditions of the existing park facilities are due to location, 
over- or underutilization, lack of site amenities in good condition, and vandalism. These most common 
key issues are described below. 

ADA/IBC/CPTED Conformance – There is a lack of or insufficient conformance to current ADA and 
International Building Code (IBC) requirements, and CPTED guidelines. These include, but are not limited 
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to, an accessible route of travel to areas that serve a “primary function,” such as picnic areas, 
playgrounds, sports courts, and other site amenities, and that have high visibility.  

Safety and Security – Every park facility exhibits some level of vandalism and/or safety concerns that 
occur in public spaces today. Site lighting was insufficient or poor at some of the pocket/specialty and 
neighborhood parks. Utilizing CPTED principles such as providing sufficient lighting levels for the 
respective types of activities and encouraging citizen park patrol and user ownership may deter some of 
the negative activities and influences currently occurring. Developing new neighborhood parks that have 
residential properties that front onto the park would also assist in better surveillance of activities. 

Over- or Underutilized Facilities – Site visits during the week indicated that most neighborhood and 
regional park facilities appear to be appropriately utilized with the exception of T. C. Doc Rhodes 
Memorial Park, A. B. Sernas Plaza, and Dessie Lorenz Park.  

Site Amenities – Many parks do not have site access or pathways to designated use areas (for example, 
picnic areas, sports courts, drinking fountains) that meet ADA requirements. Many site amenities, 
including playground equipment, tables, and shade canopies, are in fair to poor condition due to 
vandalism.  

General Graffiti and Vandalism – The highest level of vandalism and graffiti occurs in the Level Two park 
facilities that lack high visibility. Graffiti and vandalism are evident in all park facilities ranging from 
minimal to high intensity and are not correlated to the amount of over- or underutilization of the facilities 
within the park. Play area/tot lot equipment, ramadas and concrete walkways are the items vandalized the 
most within these facilities. 

Maintenance – Maintenance varies according to the type, size, location, and age of the facility. The older 
the facility, the more the wear and tear, and the more challenging the maintenance requirements have 
become. Compaction and/or nutrient depletion over time may be the cause of the turf conditions in some 
of the facilities. Vandalism, graffiti, and drainage issues present ongoing maintenance challenges.  

The existing conditions shown in Table 3.1 are a result of facility age and user and maintenance related 
influences. All park facilities are well used, and the City’s Parks, Recreation and Libraries Department has 
done well in developing and maintaining these existing facilities at their current level. Renovation and 
upgrades of existing facilities can reduce the level of maintenance required and the usability and safety 
concerns, as well as, increase the level of user enjoyment. 

Table 3.1 also identifies that the majority of existing park and recreation facilities lack sufficient organized 
play and moderate recreation facilities. While active play recreation elements appear to be sufficient in 
number, they lack the physical separation between age groups recommended by the current Handbook 
for Public Playground Safety published by the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) and 
by the U.S. Access Board’s Summary of Accessibility Guidelines for Play Areas.  

Most site amenities are also provided in sufficient number for the service areas of the community they 
serve. This information, in addition to Section 6.0, Park and Recreation Facilities Needs Assessment, will 
provide the basis for Section 7.0, Park and Recreation Facilities Development Program. 
 



4.0 Public Participation Program 

4.1 Introduction 

Providing opportunities for the citizens of Avondale to actively participate in the master planning process 
of its parks and recreation facilities was essential to the development of the City’s PRFT. Two public 
meetings, two stakeholder advisory group meetings, a city-wide needs assessment survey, and a short-
form survey at the World Fest were conducted to identify the community’s diverse interests, values, 
issues, and needs in an effort to provide a common vision for the development of park and recreational 
facilities throughout the city. The public and stakeholder meetings were also held to solicit the public’s 
input on the preliminary park and recreation standards and the Preliminary Master Plan.  

The following is a summary of each of the public and stakeholder advisory group meetings and the World 
Fest survey that, in addition to the needs assessment and benchmark surveys, provided the basis for the 
PRFT recommendations. 

4.2 Public Meeting No. 1  

On September 10, 2008, the first public meeting began with a welcome and introduction of the project. 
The objective of the first public meeting was twofold: (1) to introduce the study, its purpose and process, 
the schedule, and the City and consultant team members and (2) to receive input from the community on 
their values, issues, needs, concerns, and vision for the City’s park and recreation system. The City 
posted notices of the meeting 1 week prior to the meeting at City Hall, Fire Station 172, and the Sam 
Garcia Library. Approximately nine participants were in attendance. 

The solicitation of values, issues, and needs was initiated by a facilitator who asked participants what 
they valued most about the City of Avondale’s parks and recreation system. The idea was presented that 
if they were to move away and come back 5 years later, what did they hope would not have changed? 
The following responses to this question assisted in identifying the community’s values, which would drive 
the vision of the PRFT: 

• Clean parks, restrooms, and facilities 
• Convenient access to a variety of parks 
• Family-oriented activities 
• Buildings that provide a variety of options for different age groups and abilities in close proximity 

to each other 
• Adequate shade structures 
• Good enforcement of policies that promotes a feeling of safety and security 
• No conflict of usage of the same facilities by different user groups 
• Encourage larger, open recreation areas rather than pocket parks 
• Convenient access to dog parks 
• Walking within safe, lit areas 
• Openness of City staff  
• Long bike/hike routes without interacting with traffic 

Similarly, the idea was presented that if they were to move away and come back 5 years later, what did 
they hope would have changed? The responses to this question assisted in identifying the community’s 
issues as they relate to existing park and recreation facilities. The majority of the issues identified were 
described as items or ideas that are lacking in the existing parks and recreation facilities or recreation 
programs that are not available or currently offered due to facility or staff constraints.  

Participants were asked what they needed or desired for their recreational enjoyment that currently was 
not being provided by the City. These included activities, facilities, or amenities that they were using 
elsewhere (another city or private enterprise) or not at all due to the lack of their availability: 

• An indoor recreation multi-purpose facility/teen center 
• Areas for family and group activities (particularly during the summer heat)  
• A pool and water features (splash parks) 
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• Areas of activities for all age groups (older teen, adult, and senior) 
• More outdoor lighted facilities (baseball, multi-purpose, basketball courts) 
• Fields available for league play (adult baseball)  
• A large pavilion with barbeque and picnic facilities, including food-prep facilities 
• A greenbelt/recreation corridor along the Agua Fria River 
• An upgrade to the existing trails 
• A public golf course 
• Areas for fishing 
• Areas for unprogrammed activities (pickup games, open turf areas with backstop) 
• Enough land for park development (to provide, for example, sufficient parking, unprogrammed 

areas, open space) 

In addition, a meeting survey was distributed to the participants, which asked the following questions: 

• What types of facilities or settings would you spend the most time using? 
• What types of park facilities would you use? 
• What amenities are the most important to include in a park? 

Five completed surveys were received and following is a summary of the results.  

• The majority of the respondents (80%) indicated that they would spend most of their time using 
recreation facilities for pickup games, open play, sports tournaments, and events.  

• The types of facilities the respondents would use most (60% or greater) are play areas, tot lots, 
open picnic tables with barbeques, baseball fields, and special gathering/events/activity areas. 

•  The types of amenities respondents think are most important (60% or greater)  to include in park 
facilities are trash receptacles, shade trees, drinking fountains, pathway/security lighting, 
benches, parking, picnic tables, grass amphitheaters, barbeque grills, bike racks, landscape 
berms/forms, drought-tolerant landscape plantings, and an emergency system.  

Comment sheets were also provided for the participants to fill out and return at their convenience. Five 
comment sheets were returned and reflected the discussion and comments received during the public 
meeting.  

Seventeen completed surveys/comment sheets were received at the World Fest held on September 13, 
2008. Another 13 completed surveys/comment sheets were received with addresses from other cities.  
The majority of World Fest respondents who lived within Avondale (over 80%) indicated that they would 
spend most of their time in facilities that provided leisure and educational/interpretive opportunities. The 
types of facilities the World Fest respondents (over 58%) would use most are paved walking paths, 
fitness courses, special gathering/event/activity areas, natural interpretive areas, fishing lakes/ponds, 
sculpture/art gardens, indoor recreation facilities, sand volleyball courts, decomposed granite or unpaved 
trails, open picnic tables with barbeques, single-family picnic ramadas, and open grass play areas. The 
types of amenities respondents (over 58%) think are most important to include in park facilities are shade 
trees, picnic tables, trash receptacles, drinking fountains, pathway/security lighting, benches, landscape 
berms/forms, drought-tolerant landscape plantings, parking, barbeque grills, and an emergency system. 

World Fest respondents desired more passive, leisure, and natural resource activities than did public 
meeting respondents. This could be an indication of the types of amenities and activities that draw visitors 
to Avondale or the types of interests World Fest participants have in common.  

All public comments were compiled, and their input—along with the results of the meeting survey, World 
Fest survey, and needs assessment survey—provided the foundation for forming the vision, goals, and 
objectives of the PRFT. The results of the meeting survey, World Fest survey, and additional public 
comments from the first public meeting are included in Appendix A, Public Participation Input.  

4.3 Stakeholder Advisory Group Meetings 

The purpose of the Stakeholder Advisory Group meetings was to provide input, data, and guidance on 
the PRFT at key milestones in the master plan process. The stakeholders included a variety of passive 
and active special-interest group users, homeowner associations (HOAs), affected county and state 
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agencies, and interested citizens. Stakeholders were identified by the City, and a representative from 
each was contacted and invited to attend and participate in the upcoming stakeholder advisory group 
meetings. The following is a brief description of each of the stakeholder meetings that were conducted.  

Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting No. 1  

On November 18, 2008, the City held the first stakeholder advisory group meeting. Approximately 10 
stakeholder advisory group members were in attendance.  

The objectives of this first stakeholder advisory group meeting were to:  

• Provide the stakeholders an introduction to the project and an overview of the master planning 
process. 

• Present to the stakeholders the physical inventory and analysis findings, including the City’s 
regional context, slopes, land ownership, existing and planned land uses, biological and cultural 
resources, soils and geology, drainage and floodplains, infrastructure and utilities, and multi-use 
recreation opportunities.  

• Provide a summary of the comments from the initial public meeting.  
• Solicit values, issues, and needs specific to their specific user group or agency.  
• Provide an overview of the needs assessment and benchmark survey results. 
• Gather input on recreation facilities program criteria and standards required by their specific user 

group or agency recreation activities or interests.  
• Receive input on the needs assessment and benchmark survey results, existing and future 

planning efforts, and user group and agency issues or concerns.  

The solicitation of values, issues, and needs was initiated by a facilitator who asked participants what 
they valued most about the City’s parks and recreation system, similar to how it was conducted at the first 
public meeting. An open-dialog session followed that provided the stakeholders an opportunity to share 
each of their own ideas and concerns about the recreation needs of their constituents. 

The stakeholders were also asked to provide any additional base mapping data or additional information 
regarding their areas of concern and respective jurisdictions to assist in creating a solid foundation for the 
PRFT. The input received at the stakeholder advisory meeting, along with the needs assessment and 
benchmark survey results and the public input, provided the basis for developing the City’s preliminary 
tailored park and recreation standards that were presented at the second stakeholder advisory group 
meeting. Comments received at the first stakeholder advisory meeting are included in Appendix A, Public 
Participation Input. 

Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting No. 2  

On January 14, 2009, the City held the second stakeholder advisory group meeting. Approximately 14 
stakeholder advisory group members were in attendance.  

The objectives of the second stakeholder advisory group meeting were to:  

• Provide a review of the needs assessment and benchmark survey results. 
• Provide an overview of public input received to date. 
• Review the existing park and recreation facilities inventory and evaluation. 
• Present the park acreage and recreation facility needs analyses. 
• Present the preliminary tailored park and recreation standards for the City. 

An information packet was distributed—which included all the public and stakeholder input to date, the 
existing park and recreational facilities inventory and evaluation, the summarized benchmark survey 
results for park acreage and trails and indoor and outdoor recreational facilities, the preliminary park 
acreage needs analysis, the preliminary recreational facility needs analysis for indoor and outdoor 
facilities, and the preliminary trails needs analysis. The preliminary needs analyses identified the number 
of park acres and facilities required to meet the needs of the projected population of 101,539 based on 
the City’s preliminary tailored park and recreation standards. A question and answer session followed the 
presentation of items mentioned above to discuss specific comments, concerns, and preferences. 
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The input received at the second stakeholder meeting along with the refinement of the City’s preliminary 
tailored park and recreation standards were incorporated into the draft final standards presented at a 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) meeting. A copy of the final Needs Assessment Survey 
Report is located in Appendix B, and the final Benchmark Survey Report is located in Appendix C. 

4.4 Parks and Recreation Advisory Board Meetings 

The first public meeting on September 10, 2008, was held in conjunction with a PRAB meeting. See 
Section 4.2, Public Meeting No. 1, above. The draft final park and recreation standards, along with the 
stakeholder advisory members’ input and comments, were presented at a second PRAB meeting on 
February 11, 2009. An information packet similar to the one distributed at the second stakeholder 
advisory group meeting was presented to the PRAB for their review and comment. The PRAB also 
provided input on potential park and recreation facility locations and potential programming requirements 
they felt were necessary to meet the future needs of the City based on the draft final standards. 

The input received at the second PRAB meeting, along with City staff direction, provided the basis for 
refining the City’s draft final tailored park and recreation standards and developing the Preliminary Master 
Plan, both of which were presented at a City Council Work Session. 

4.5 Public Meeting No. 2 

On June____, 2009, the second public meeting began with a welcome and a review of the master 
planning process to date. The purpose of the meeting was to present a summary of the needs 
assessment and benchmark surveys; an overview of the first public meeting’s input and stakeholder 
advisory group’s input; the park and recreation facility needs, deficiencies, and tailored standards on 
which the PRFT is based;  and the Preliminary Master Plan for discussion and comment. The proposed 
park and recreation facilities required to meet the City’s population needs for 101,539 citizens and their 
recommended general locations were also presented. The City posted notices of the meeting 1 week 
prior to the meeting at City Hall, Fire Station 172, and the Sam Garcia Library. Approximately XXX 
participants were in attendance. 

Additional information provided at the meeting included exhibits illustrating the City’s regional context; 
slopes and drainage; existing and planned land uses; land ownership; cultural, geology, soils, vegetation, 
and habitat resources; and existing and planned utilities, roadways, and multi-use recreation 
opportunities. An inventory and evaluation of City-owned public parks and their acreages were also 
provided.  

A question and answer session then followed the presentation to discuss comments, concerns, and 
preferences to the items presented above. The public was given the opportunity to review the Preliminary 
Master Plan prior to, during, and subsequent to the meeting and were asked to provide comments that 
would provide a basis for developing the Draft Final Master Plan. Comment sheets were provided for the 
public to fill out and return at their convenience. All public comments were compiled, and their input, along 
with City staff direction, provided the basis for finalizing the vision, goals, and objectives of the City’s Draft 
Final PRFT. A summary of the input will be included in the document after the meeting is held. 

 

 



5.0 VISION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 

5.1 Introduction 

The development of a successful parks master plan is based on goals and objectives that once 
accomplished create a community vision and a quality of life reflected in the community’s daily 
recreational activities. The vision describes the desired future of a community as it relates to parks and 
recreational opportunities and amenities. The following definitions assist in understanding how visions, 
goals, and objectives relate to one another and serve as the basis for implementing a plan. 

Vision  
A vision statement is a concise description of an image reflecting the values and assets a community 
considers important in terms of achieving their desired quality of life. 

Goal  
A goal is a concise statement describing the desired condition to be achieved and addresses key issues 
or needs relating to specific values required to achieve the vision.  

Objective  
An objective is a concise statement identifying a method or action that addresses a specific goal and 
causes it to be achieved. An objective should be measurable and time specific. 

5.2 Vision, Goals, and Objectives 

VISION 
The City of Avondale provides a wide spectrum of recreational opportunities for all age groups and 
abilities which reflects Avondale’s growing vibrant community. These recreational opportunities establish 
environmental well-being by providing safe, convenient access to the City’s park and recreational 
facilities, as well as to its regional open space greenways. These opportunities address the active, 
passive, social, and cultural needs of Avondale’s citizens and visitors and are family-oriented, well-
maintained recreational facilities that serve as community and regional nodes. These facilities reinforce 
and establish the community’s character, facilitate community involvement, and provide a sense of West 
Valley connectivity.  

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Goal 1:  Develop a comprehensive park, recreation facilities, and trails system that provides a 

wide range of passive and active recreational opportunities for all ages and abilities.  

Objective 1.1: Develop a diversified recreational program that reflects the level and types of 
play, activities, and needs the community desires. 

Objective 1.2: Conduct attitudinal surveys periodically to ensure that the appropriate park and 
recreation facilities and activities are being provided and incorporated into 
future planning and development endeavors. 

Objective 1.3: Integrate open play turf areas that provide for unprogrammed play and leisure 
activities into all park and recreation facilities. 

Objective 1.4: Develop active park and recreation facilities that provide recreational 
opportunities for specific user groups and new and emerging recreational 
trends. 

Objective 1.5: Provide indoor and outdoor park and recreation facilities that provide relief from 
weather and climatic extremes, thereby promoting year-round play and park 
use. 

Goal 2:  Create a well-maintained, accessible, and contiguous parks, recreation, and trails 
system that will provide community and regional connectivity. 

Objective 2.1: Establish park and recreation LOS criteria that ensure the location of parks, 
recreation facilities, and trails are easily accessible by all citizens. 
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Objective 2.2: Develop and maintain continuous, accessible multi-use path and trail 
circulation systems that connect parks, recreation facilities, educational and 
economic centers, and community and regional destinations throughout the 
city. 

Objective 2.3: Establish open space and multi-use path and trail linkages to adjacent 
municipalities, and regional county, state, and federal recreational lands for 
convenient access. 

Objective 2.4: Develop well-designed parks and recreation and trail facilities to be as self-
sustaining as possible and easily maintained. 

Goal 3: Promote the development of parks, recreational facilities, and trails that encourage and 
support community and regional involvement and that serve as destinations.  

Objective 3.1:  Provide community gathering areas that facilitate and encourage community 
involvement, family-oriented activities, and social well-being. 

Objective 3.2: Develop and integrate areas for festivals, markets, and special events into park 
and recreation facilities that serve as community and regional destinations. 

Objective 3.3: Develop the Tres Rios Greenway open space to provide for recreational, 
educational, and environmental tourism opportunities. 

Objective 3.4: Develop a parks, recreation facilities, and trails system and recreation 
programs and activities that will enhance the City’s economic well-being. 

Objective 3.5: Develop a marketing strategy that promotes the City’s parks, recreation 
facilities, trails, festivals, and special events at the community, state, and 
national levels. 

Goal 4: Develop safe, secure park and recreation facilities that reflect the character of the 
communities they serve.  

Objective 4.1: Build, maintain, and upgrade park and recreation facilities to conform to both 
the most current local, state, and national building codes, ordinances, and acts 
and the most current industry standards and guidelines.  

Objective 4.2: Establish municipal, private, or volunteer services to monitor and patrol 
undesired activities at parks, recreational facilities, and open space areas. 

Objective 4.3: Develop a parks, recreation facilities, and trails system that preserves, 
enhances, and reflects the culture and character of its communities. 

Objective 4.4: Develop and coordinate architectural and landscape aesthetics and signage to 
reflect distinct community identities throughout the city. 

Goal 5: Develop land acquisition and funding strategies to provide parks, recreation facilities, 
and trails to the citizens of Avondale. 

Objective 5.1: Prioritize new park land acquisition and improvements in areas where there 
are low levels of service and deficiencies. 

Objective 5.2: Explore private, public, and partnering funding strategies for the acquisition of 
new parkland and open space, for the development of new recreational and 
trail facilities, and for the operations and management of new facilities. 

Objective 5.3: Establish local, state, or federal public and quasi-public partnerships to 
acquire, dedicate, and conserve parkland and open space.  

Objective 5.4: Develop a prioritization process to master plan, design, and construct all new 
park and recreation facility improvements equitably throughout the city. 



6.0 PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

6.1 Introduction 

The purpose of the parks and recreation needs assessment was to identify how the citizens of Avondale 
felt about the City’s current level of service for park and recreation facilities and programs, goals for the 
City’s Park and Recreation Department, and the various funding mechanisms available for new parks and 
recreation facilities and activities they would support. In addition, the needs assessment assisted in the 
identification and evaluation of the City’s current and future level of service for community-wide park and 
recreation facilities in relation to existing park acreage and types and number of facilities and programs. 
The result of the needs assessment evaluations is to develop a community-wide park and recreation 
facility development plan that provides the most effective use of the City’s current and future potential 
parklands and recreational resources.  

An inventory and analysis of the existing and planned parks and recreational facilities, along with the 
benchmark survey, needs assessment survey, and the Public Participation Program (PPP) help to 
determine the need of park acreage and facilities within the city. These needs are quantified based on the 
organization of parks and recreation facilities by type and a review of regional park and recreation 
standards determined through similar parks and recreation systems benchmarking.  

The future park acreage and recreation facility needs for Avondale were based on a population projection 
of 101,539 people. This population projection was provided by the City. These standards provide a 
benchmark for further review and comparison with citizens’ needs and desires to determine an 
appropriate tailored standard for the City; they are presented in the following sections: 
 

• Park Classifications • Future Park Acreage Needs 
• Park Inventory and Analysis • Future Recreation Facility Needs 

6.2 Park Classifications 

The City’s General Plan recreation element states that the City will provide parks based on NRPA 
standards and identifies neighborhood, district, city-wide, and pocket parks as having a combined service 
ratio of 10 acres per 1,000 population. The City’s existing park and recreation facilities currently fall within 
the mini (pocket/specialty), neighborhood, and large urban (regional) NRPA park classifications. While 
they were typically developed to serve the general active and passive recreational needs of the current 
population, the General Plan also states that the City does not meet its projected service area ratios for 
parks. As of the initiation of this PRFT, the City has yet to develop any park acreage in the community 
park classification. 

The organization of all existing and planned park and recreation facility acreages by their size and 
function provide the basis for determining the existing and future park facility acreage needs. For the 
purpose of this PRFT, the park and recreation facilities type, size, service level, and standard are 
identified in Table 6.1, Park Classifications. These classifications were identified through the PRFT 
planning process as the appropriate types of parks needed to provide the number and diversity of 
recreation facilities and activities the community desires. 

This PRFT recommends that the City’s park classifications, standards, and LOS (a total of 10 acres per 
1,000 population) be further defined, as identified below, to better serve the diverse active and passive 
recreational needs of the population. Following Table 6.1 are descriptions of the PRFT-recommended 
park classifications that will provide a diversification of recreational opportunities typically found in mature, 
community-wide park and recreation systems. 
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Table 6.1. Park Classifications 

Facility Type Desirable 
Size (Acres) 

Service Level 
Standard (Radius) 

Park Acres/1000 
Population 

Mini (Pocket/Specialty) Parks 1/4 minimum 1/8–1/4 mile 0.00* 

Neighborhood Parks 5–10 1/2 mile 1.00 

Community Parks  30–80 3 miles 3.50 

Regional Parks  80+ 30-minute drive time 2.50 

Joint Use Facilities 10–30 Varies 1.00 

Public Open Space Varies Varies 2.00 

* Not considered part of the required standards 

 

Mini Parks 
Mini parks are generally a minimum of 0.25 acre in size and serve a specific small area or neighborhood 
within a 0.25 mile service radius. Mini parks usually have a specialized single function, such as for tots or 
senior citizens, or serve for general respite within medium- to high-density urban areas. They can provide 
meeting locations, landmarks, lunching locations, and way-finding features within an urban core and are 
located in a variety of areas within commercial and urban residential areas.  

Neighborhood Parks  
Neighborhood parks generally range in size from 5 to 10 acres and may serve one or more 
neighborhoods within a 0.5-mile service radius. Typically neighborhood parks function as neighborhood 
gathering places, where activities range from leisure activities such as picnics, family gatherings, and 
strolling to more intensive activities such as pickup or organized court and field games, jogging, and 
exercising. Neighborhood parks have the ability to define neighborhood boundaries and help to build 
distinct neighborhood character. Because they serve local neighborhoods, access to the park should be 
obtainable through the community path and trail system, and for this reason, parking is generally not 
provided. 

Community Parks  
Community parks generally range in size from 40 to 80 acres and serve several neighborhoods within a 
3-mile service radius. Typically community parks provide a wide range of passive and active recreational 
opportunities for one or more groups of users and function as community gathering places. They typically 
include multiple lighted sports courts and sports fields for organized recreational activities such as 
softball, little league, or soccer tournaments and have the same amenities as neighborhood parks. 
Community parks may also provide areas for more specialized uses and amenities such as community 
centers, recreation centers, pools and aquatic centers, skate parks, restrooms, concessions, and group 
picnic facilities for 100–200 people.  

Due to their potential for drawing high volumes of users for organized activities and special events, 
community parks are well suited for locations within commercial and industrial areas where traffic 
volumes and sports field lighting do not conflict with residential development. Additionally, community 
parks should be connected to the community and/or regional path and trail systems and should provide 
enough parking to accommodate their anticipated programmed activities and special events. Parking 
requirements for this type of park may range from 200 to 600 spaces depending on the composition of 
uses on site. 

Regional Parks 
Regional parks are typically 80 acres or more, can be reached within a 30-minute drive time, may contain 
a wide variety of recreational activities, and attract many types of users from a large geographic area. 
Regional parks may have a passive and/or active focus and include 3–5 sports field fourplexes oriented 
toward regional tournament play, an irrigation lake, large group picnic facilities for 200–400 people, 
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specialty-user group facilities (for example, skate parks, BMX parks, disc golf courses, go-kart tracks), 
indoor aquatic facilities, and multi-use recreational centers that may range in size from 60,000 to 100,000 
square feet.  

Regional parks may also include other City facilities such as public safety facilities and fire stations. 
Parking requirements for this type of park may range from 1,000 to 2,000 spaces depending on the 
composition of uses on site. It may have all or some of the amenities of a neighborhood and community 
park, while maintaining the majority of its acreage as undeveloped open space, and may include 
greenways and riparian corridors, recreational lakes, multi-use path and trail corridors, trailhead staging 
areas, or protected areas for cultural, historic, or archaeological resources.  

Each of the park classifications mentioned above (that is, mini, neighborhood, community, regional) may 
be developed as one of the following park classifications based on the City’s recreational needs and 
demands at the time of site-specific master planning and development.   

Special Use Parks 
Special use parks generally include designated single-use facilities such as aquatic centers, sports 
complexes, skate parks, dog parks, equestrian staging areas, golf courses, amphitheaters, cultural or 
social sites, and nature centers or preserves. They vary in size and service radius depending on use. 
Special use parks enhance the overall park system by providing unique opportunities that help to balance 
a diverse range of community desires.  

Joint Use Facilities 
Joint use facilities are typically a result of two entities combining their resources to address a greater 
need than they can address with their separate resources. They vary in size and service radius 
depending on use. Cities may develop joint use facilities for active and passive recreational activities such 
as sports fields, gymnasiums, meeting/classrooms, and open space areas. Partners may include school 
districts, state and federal agencies, and private entities. Joint use facilities include those facilities that 
have been developed by a public or quasi-public entity that are also available to the public on a full- or 
part-time basis to fulfill park and recreation facility needs.  

6.3 Park Inventory and Analysis 

The inventory and analysis of the City’s existing and planned park and recreation facilities, as described 
in Section 3.0, Existing Park and Recreation Facilities Evaluations, were evaluated according to the City’s 
current park classification system and include facilities in the mini (pocket/specialty), neighborhood, and 
regional park classifications listed in Table 6.1, Park Classifications. There are a total of two 
pocket/specialty parks, nine neighborhood parks, and two regional parks included in this analysis of City 
facility needs. This includes one planned 10-acre neighborhood park (Pendergast Park), the planned 
Phase II of Festival Fields, and an open space park (Crystal Gardens). The total acreage of the City’s 
existing parkland (excluding Crystal Gardens) is approximately 208 acres. These City facilities and 
acreages are included in this analysis of needs for new park and recreation facilities. 

Existing Pocket/Specialty Parks 
There are two City-owned pocket/specialty parks within Avondale. These parks are approximately 
0.25 acre in size and are characterized by a service area of a 0.25 mile radius. They are located in the 
mature northwestern portion of the city along Buckeye Road. Typically, this classification of park being 
developed today is being built by private developers and maintained by HOAs. The City has determined 
that they will not develop any pocket/specialty parks in the future since the public demand for them is 
nonexistent. This type of park may continue to be provided by developers as part of their open space 
requirements as approved by the City. 

Existing Neighborhood Parks 
Five of the nine existing neighborhood parks are located in the northwestern quadrant of the city, west of 
the Agua Fria River between Van Buren Street and Lower Buckeye Road. Two additional parks are 
located east of the Agua Fria River just south of Buckeye and Lower Buckeye Roads. A new park 
(Pendergast Park) is planned to be located north of McDowell Road, east of Avondale Boulevard, and will 
be a joint use park in coordination with an existing elementary school. There are no existing 
neighborhood parks located north of Thomas Road or south of Elwood Street. These neighborhood parks 
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range in size from approximately 1.5 to 12 acres and are characterized by a service area of a 0.5 mile 
radius.  

The City has determined that they will be limiting their development of new neighborhood parks in the 
future since these types of amenities are largely being provided by private developers and being 
maintained by’ HOAs. It is expected that this park classification and standard will continue to be provided 
by developers as part of their park and open space requirements as approved by the City.  

In addition, it is a recommendation of this PRFT that Crystal Gardens be reclassified as open space due 
to its size (72 acres), its function (passive, walking trails and lakes), and its lack of typical neighborhood 
park amenities (for example, play areas, picnic areas, sports courts). 

Existing Regional Parks 
Two existing regional parks (Friendship Park and Festival Fields) are currently located within Avondale, 
along the Agua Fria River corridor, and are characterized by a 3-mile-radius service area. Friendship Park 
is approximately 80 acres in size and located just south of McDowell Road. Festival Fields (Phases I and 
II) is approximately 78 acres in size and located just south of Lower Buckeye Road. These two parks 
provide community-type facilities to the majority of citizens within the study area; however, there are 
isolated areas along the City’s southern and eastern boundaries that are outside these service areas.  

In addition, adjacent to the City’s southwestern boundary is Estrella Mountain Regional Park that is 
owned and operated by Maricopa County. Estrella Mountain Regional Park serves many diverse user 
groups, including active and passive recreation activities, and serves as a regional destination point for a 
much larger service area within the county. Estrella Mountain Regional Park encompasses approximately 
19,840 acres with a majority of the land being passive open space and can be accessed by arterial roads 
within the Avondale. Typical municipal regional parks generally range in size of 80-plus acres with a 
service area radius of a 30-minute drive time.  

One of the recreational trends that has occurred in the last 20 years, and continues to develop, is the 
need for larger community park sites. Parks that range in size from 20 to 40 acres and were developed 15 
to 20 years ago are found to be too small to support the wide spectrum of user groups today. For these 
reasons, it is a recommendation of this PRFT that Friendship Park and Festival Fields be reclassified as 
community parks and that new regional parks be developed to provide a minimum of 50 percent 
undeveloped or unprogrammed open space.  

6.4 Future Park Acreage Needs 

A benchmark survey was administered on behalf of the City of Avondale to assist in a comparative 
analysis of the City’s existing parks and recreation facilities to those of other similar communities across 
the United States that represent different levels of existing populations. In consultation with City staff, ten 
potential cities that have received awards for having good park and recreation systems from the NRPA 
were selected and contacted to participate in the benchmark survey. A letter explaining the survey and its 
purpose was sent with a six-page benchmarking survey to each of the cities. After mailing the surveys, 
each city was contacted via telephone to verify that they had received the survey and to encourage their 
participation in the study. The following five cities responded with completed survey information. A copy of 
the Benchmark Survey Report is located in Appendix C. 

• Bloomington, Indiana • Grand Prairie, Texas 
• Canton, Michigan • Santa Clarita, California 
• Chandler, Arizona  

  

The cities that participated in the survey ranged in size from Bloomington, Indiana, with a population of 
69,229 to Chandler, Arizona, with a population of 251,297. The average population of all the 
benchmarked cities in January 2009 was estimated at 147,776. In comparison, Avondale’s population, as 
of September 2008 when the benchmark survey was conducted, was estimated at 75,000.  

To better compare the parks and recreation facilities of cities with considerably different populations, 
responses were calculated per 1,000 persons (by dividing each City’s responses by its population per 
1,000 people). For example, the total number of little league fields the City of Grand Prairie has (14) was 
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divided by 156.1, and the total number of little league fields Bloomington has (8) was divided by 69.2.  
Equalizing the responses in this way provides a clearer analysis for comparing the information on a per 
capita basis. The benchmark survey identified existing City-owned facilities irrespective of each City’s 
future desired conditions identified within their individual parks and recreation master plans. Therefore, 
the survey only indicates their existing park and recreation service levels, not their desired parks and 
recreation standards.   

The future needs identified in Table 6.2, Park Acreage Needs (for a projected population of 101,539) 
include the desired acreages and service levels for each of the park classifications identified by the City. 
The desirable size and service radius of park facilities for this PRFT is based on regional benchmarking 
standards, the desire of the City to be on the leading edge of recreational trends and environmental 
tourism, and the intended functional use of each specific park facility type. Therefore, the desirable size of 
community parks is 40–80 acres, and regional parks is 100-plus acres. The desirable size of joint use 
facilities is 10–30 acres, and the size of special use parks varies depending on their specific function and 
use.  

By reclassifying Friendship Park and Festival Fields as community parks, the City now has a total of 
158.0 acres of existing community parks. Multiplying the average benchmark number of community park 
acres (2.7 acres per 1,000) by the population per 1,000 for a projected population of 101,539 yields a 
total of approximately 274 acres of community parks required to meet the benchmark needs of the 
projected population. However, based on the public, stakeholder, and City staff input, the City’s desired 
standard for community parks should be 3.5 acres per 1,000 population in order to meet the needs of the 
community’s vision, goals, and objectives. Subtracting the total existing park acres from the total acreage 
required to meet the projected population’s desired needs (approximately 355 acres) yields an acreage 
deficiency of 197.25 acres of community parks. The total number of new parks required to meet the 
projected population needs is typically established by dividing the park acreage deficiencies by the 
desirable park size. However, since the City has established two community parks at 80-plus acres, and a 
service radius of 3 miles, this PRFT recommends that the total number of new community parks be 
approximately 2 to 4 parks. These parks may vary in size depending on land availability but should be 
located in a manner that minimizes service area overlaps with the existing community parks. (see Table 
6.2, Park Acreage Needs).  

The same methodology was applied to the other park classifications to determine the current deficiencies 
and number of new parks needed for each classification to meet the projected population (101,539) 
needs. See Table 6.2 for the total number of parkland acres required for the projected population. 

 
Table 6.2. Park Acreage Needs  

 

6.5 Future Recreation Facility Needs 

The future recreation facility needs for the City of Avondale are based on tailored standards developed 
from the regionally benchmarked communities and input from the public, stakeholders, and City staff as to 
where the City would like to either meet or exceed the benchmark averages of the number of facilities per 
1,000 population. The existing number of City recreation facilities and the proposed number of facilities 
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needed for the projected population of 101,539 are identified in Table 6.3, Recreation Facility Needs. The 
methodology for determining each recreation facility need and deficiency is the same method described in 
Section 6.4, Future Park Acreage Needs.  

Table 6.3 illustrates the type and number of recreation facilities that need to be developed to meet the 
projected population needs based on the City’s desired standard. At which time the City reaches the 
projected population of 101,539, it will need to provide new facilities in all outdoor facility categories 
except BMX and disc golf courses, multi-purpose turf fields, and softball fields. The City will have an 
excess of 7 multi-purpose fields for the projected population, which will assist in meeting the soccer field 
deficiency of 15 (thereby needing only a total of 8 new soccer fields).  

For the projected population trail facility needs, the City will need to add approximately 12 miles of trails in 
the paved multi-use paths and unpaved multi-use trails categories. 

For the projected population indoor facility needs, the City will need to add indoor facilities in all 
categories except community centers, with an indoor gymnasium or recreation center being the greatest 
need in order to provide indoor racquetball and basketball courts, as well as the types of programs 
identified in Section 6.6, Future Recreation Program Needs. 

6.6 Future Recreation Program Needs 

The future recreation program needs for the City of Avondale are based on tailored standards developed 
from the regionally benchmarked communities and input from the public, stakeholders, and City staff as to 
where the City would like to either meet or exceed the benchmark averages of the number of programs 
per 1,000 population. The existing number of City recreation programs and the proposed number of 
programs needed for the projected population of 101,539 are identified in Table 6.4, Recreation Program 
Needs. The methodology for determining each recreation program need and deficiency is the same 
method described in Section 6.4, Future Park Acreage Needs.  

Table 6.4 illustrates what programs, and how many, need to be developed for the projected population 
recreation program needs based on the City’s desired standard. At which time the City reaches the 
projected population of 101,539, it will need to provide new programs in all categories except library 
programs/events and youth football programs.  

For the projected population recreation program needs, the greatest need will be for those programs 
requiring an indoor facility (that is, senior activities, special-interest classes, youth classes, and youth 
dance/cultural programs). The greatest sport program need is for a facility that can provide swim lessons 
and tennis programs/leagues.  

 

 



Table 6.3. Recreation Facility Needs  

 
     Numbers indicated in red or parentheses are negative values which mean the City exceeds the desired standard in those categories. 
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Table 6.3. Recreation Facility Needs (continued) 

 
 
Table 6.4. Recreation Program Needs 

 
   Numbers indicated in red or parentheses are negative values which mean the City exceeds the desired standard in those categories. 
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7.0 PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

7.1 Introduction 

The parks and recreation facilities development program provides the City of Avondale and its citizens 
with a planning guide to assist in developing the City’s future parks, recreation facilities, and trails system. 
It provides a foundation for determining the City’s direction for implementation of the recreational 
opportunities desired by the community and identifies the anticipated park and recreation facility needs for 
the projected population growth of 101,539 people. The amount, type, and general location of proposed 
new park facilities are identified in this PRFT so that the City and other affected stakeholders (for 
example, school districts, Maricopa County, ASLD, AGFD, BLM, Bureau of Reclamation) can work 
together to achieve the City’s vision for its overall parks, recreation facilities, and trails system and the 
quality of life it provides for its citizens and visitors. 

This facilities development program is based on the research and analysis identified in Section 2, 
Inventory and Analysis; the results of the needs assessment and benchmark surveys; the input received 
from the public and stakeholder advisory group participants as described in Section 4.0, Public 
Participation Program; and the input received from City staff.  

7.2 Park Acreage Development Program  

The basis for determining the park acreage development for new park facilities is described in Section 
6.0, Park and Recreation Facilities Needs Assessment. Utilizing the desirable park size and the projected 
population’s required acreages for each park classification; the recommended development of these 
facilities is indicated in Table 6.2, Park Acreage Needs. 

The additional park acreages required for the City’s projected population is based on the amount of 
existing 2008 park acreage. Regional benchmarking and public and stakeholder input of City recreation 
facilities indicates that the desirable park size is 40–80 acres for community park facilities. The City has 
done well in providing community-level play facilities within its two existing regional park facilities, 
Friendship Park and Festival Fields, which have been reclassified as community parks. The current size 
of each park is approximately 80 acres, which is more consistent with the desired acreage requirement of 
a large community park. Public input has identified that the existing parks function well for active sporting 
events but they do not have enough parking area, or provide any unprogrammed open space for informal 
use and enjoyment. Recent trends in park and recreation development, and the input from the public, 
stakeholders, and city staff indicate a desire for larger community park facilities that accommodate the 
types and numbers of recreation facilities needed to meet the vision, goals, and objectives of the 
community.  

In addition, there is a desire to provide water-based activities along the Gila River corridor for active use, 
as well as for environmental tourism opportunities. These opportunities are consistent with the Tres Rios 
Plan, and it is a recommendation of this PRFT to develop regional park facilities in conjunction with the 
Gila and Agua Fria River corridors to provide a regional destination amenity to the City.  

The geographic size and shape of Avondale, and the location of its existing park facilities, allows the City 
to provide equitable park access for its citizens. Integrating neighborhood park facilities within new 
development areas will provide the local passive and active recreational opportunities required within a 
single facility that is not disruptive to traditional neighborhood activities. Neighborhood park facilities will 
continue to provide areas for family activities and gathering places, as well as moderate recreation such 
as basketball, sand volleyball, playgrounds, and picnic facilities.  However, future lighted sports fields and 
indoor facilities should be located in either existing or proposed community parks or proposed regional 
parks to minimize noise, lighting, and traffic conflicts with adjacent residences.  

As the City continues to develop community parks similar to Friendship Park, it will provide for the 
community-level of play and events while providing convenient access to needed recreational 
opportunities with a close-to-home feel. Developing larger, regional parks with large amounts of open 
space and trail corridors will provide greater active, passive, and educational opportunities for all 
Avondale citizens and visitors. Both the community and regional park acreage will provide areas for 
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addressing growing community needs for organized special events such as tournament-play sports 
leagues, emerging recreational trends, social and cultural venues, environmental tourism, and local 
economic development.  

All these factors have provided the basis for the recommended number of new park facilities by the 
projected population as shown in Figure 6, Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan. The 
approach to siting new park facilities was to first determine the existing developed areas that are currently 
underserved by park facilities and then to identify potential land availability for integrating new facilities 
into these previously developed areas. Based on the location of the existing Friendship Park and Festival 
Fields (reclassified as community parks) along the Agua Fria River, the additional community parks 
should be located north of Thomas Road and south of Broadway Road, east of El Mirage Road, to 
compensate for projected development patterns, and to provide an equitable LOS that ensures 
community-wide access to community park facilities.   

Additional active recreation facilities should be integrated within the regional park/open space along the 
Gila and Agua Fria River corridors to augment the community park facilities and provide an equitable 
distribution of community recreational facilities throughout the city. This would ensure an efficient use of 
public monies; more convenient park access; and greater user satisfaction with the overall parks, 
recreation, and trails system.  It would also promote a healthy active lifestyle. The overall service level 
desired for park facilities was identified through the benchmark survey analysis and resulted in the LOS 
standard for new park facility service radii identified in Table 6.2. Additional siting considerations and 
rationale for determining new locations of park and recreation facilities are listed below. 

Compatibility of existing and planned adjacent land uses – neighborhood parks should be located 
within 0.5 mile of the residences they serve. Community parks shall be located within commercial, 
industrial, or agricultural areas to minimize conflicts of noise, lighting, and traffic levels to residential 
areas. Regional parks and open space shall be located in such a manner as to protect and conserve the 
City’s natural and cultural resources. 

Coordination of new proposed service areas – overlapping of new service areas with existing and 
planned parks, recreation, and trail facilities shall be minimized to maximize the City’s recreational 
resources. 

Identification of major physical barriers – some overlapping of service areas may be required to 
address limited access created by physical manmade or natural barriers (that is Interstate-10, Southern 
Pacific Railroad, canals and waterways, Agua Fria and Gila Rivers, and major roadways). 

Identification of natural resources as constraints or opportunities – sloped terrain may lend 
opportunities for spectator viewing; floodplains may lend opportunities for facilities with a large footprint 
that can manage occasional flooding (for example, sports fields/courts).  

Identification of potential partnerships and shared uses – to minimize duplications in facilities, 
expenditures, and manpower (for example, BLM, AGFD, and school districts).  

Coordination of shared rights-of-way and easements – existing and planned major arterial roadways, 
utilities, and/or drainage easements may provide opportunities for incorporating recreational trail facilities 
with adequate buffer zones. 

Identification of environmentally appropriate locations – facilities should be located to minimize 
disturbance of the natural environment (that is, locating community parks in areas with 50 to 100 acres of 
contiguous land and slopes that are less than 5 percent). 

Evaluation of land ownership – for projecting potential future land uses, as well as any potential 
conflicts or compatibilities with proposed park, recreational facilities, and trail corridor locations, and for 
identifying land acquisition opportunities. 

The specific parks, recreation facilities, and trails development program and siting for specific 
development will be determined by the City as the need and demand occurs based on the standards and 
guidelines presented within this PRFT. These standards and guidelines have been specifically tailored to 
meet the park and recreation needs and service levels of Avondale’s citizens. Figure 6, Parks, Recreation 
Facilities & Trails Master Plan identifies existing, planned, and proposed park facilities and their general 
service areas. This PRFT includes a total of two existing pocket/specialty parks, seven existing 
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neighborhood parks, one planned neighborhood park, five proposed neighborhood parks, two existing 
community parks, two proposed community parks, one proposed regional parks, and the planned Tres 
Rios Greenway open space. 



Figure 6. Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan 
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7.3 Recreation Facility Development Program 

The recreation facility development program offers a strategy for addressing the anticipated recreational 
needs of the City by the projected population of 101,539. Based on the City’s tailored recreation facility 
standards, new park siting considerations, and the projected population growth of Avondale, an overall 
recreation facility program has been developed to assist in implementing the PRFT. The following is a 
description of the types of facilities and desired criteria for implementing future development of 
recreational facilities that will serve the city’s projected population. 

Access 
Providing safe and convenient multi-modal access and support amenities serves to encourage the use of 
alternative modes of transportation, thereby reducing vehicular traffic and congestion. To minimize 
parking in adjacent neighborhoods and to reduce vehicular/pedestrian conflicts, sufficient on- and off-
street parking for the facility type should be maintained. Providing linkages to existing facilities through 
the City’s non-motorized trail system will serve to connect existing park and recreation facilities with new 
park and recreation facilities. It is recommended that all existing and new community park facilities be 
accessible through the City’s non-motorized trails system or public transit system. 

Playground Facilities 
Available safe, secure, and accessible play areas for children of all ages and abilities is currently 
regulated by several entities for the health, safety, and welfare of the public. Evaluating and 
upgrading existing active-play facilities according to the CPSC’s current Handbook for Public 
Playground Safety and the U.S. Access Board’s Summary of Accessibility Guidelines for Play Areas 
would ensure the safety and usability of these facilities for the current population. For the purpose of this 
PRFT, a playground shall consist of both a play area (for children ages 6–12 years old) and a tot lot 
(for children ages 2–5 years old). 

The City standard for the minimum number of new playground facilities needed by the projected 
population is approximately 13. It is recommended that 1 new playground facility be placed in each of the 
proposed neighborhood, community, regional, and joint use parks for convenient access from the service 
area each facility serves. Providing separate active-play areas appropriate for different age levels (2–5 
years old and 6–12 years old) will provide varying degrees of challenge; these should be developed for 
each new park facility and in existing park facilities, where appropriate. Existing playground structures 
should be evaluated by the playground manufacturer who installed the equipment. If existing equipment 
does not meet current safety codes and accessibility guidelines, updates shall be made to the existing 
structures. Existing playground surfacing that does not meet current accessibility guidelines shall be 
removed in its entirety and replaced with an approved ADA-accessible material. 

Sports Fields 
Sports fields are typically utilized for organized play requiring a team of people, and they are generally 
associated with and located within community, regional, or joint use park facilities. Sports field activities 
are most compatible with adjacent commercial, office, industrial, and open space land uses due to traffic 
volumes and high lighting levels. Based on the total number of sports field facilities needed for the 
projected population identified in Table 6.3, Recreation Facility Needs (for the projected population of 
101,539), the recommended development criteria for each type of sports field facility is summarized 
below. 

Baseball/Little League 
The City desired standard for the minimum number of new baseball/little league fields needed by the 
projected population is approximately five new fields. It is recommended that all baseball/little league 
fields be lighted and include turf infields, spectator seating, restroom/concession facilities, and sufficient 
parking to serve the anticipated activities and special events of the park users.  

Football Fields 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new football fields needed by the projected 
population is approximately two fields. These fields may be addressed by the excess of multi-purpose 
fields, thereby eliminating the need for developing new fields for the projected population. It is 
recommended that the two football fields be lighted and include sufficient buffer zones between fields for 
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team and spectator seating, restroom/concession facilities, and sufficient parking to serve the anticipated 
types of activities and special events the park users will desire. 

Multi-Purpose Fields 
The City currently has eleven multi-purpose fields and exceeds the desired standard for the minimum 
number of multi-purpose fields needed for the projected population by seven fields. These fields may be 
utilized for a variety of sports programs such as soccer, rugby, Pop Warner football, field hockey, and 
softball, and assist in addressing their needs. Multi-purpose fields generally require restroom/concession 
facilities and sufficient parking to serve the anticipated number of park users and spectators.  

Soccer Fields 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new soccer fields needed by the projected 
population is approximately 15 fields. Seven of these fields may be addressed by the excess of multi-
purpose fields; therefore only 8 additional new fields will be needed for the projected population. It is 
recommended that all soccer fields be lighted and include sufficient buffer zones between fields for team 
and spectator seating, restroom/concession facilities, and sufficient parking to serve the anticipated types 
of activities and special events the park users will desire. 

Softball Fields 
The City currently meets the desired standard for the minimum number of softball fields needed for the 
projected population. No new fields will need to be developed to meet the projected population needs. If it 
is determined at a later date that new softball fields need to be developed, it is recommended that all 
softball fields be lighted and include skinned infields, spectator seating, restroom/concession facilities, 
and sufficient parking to serve the anticipated activities and special events of the park users. 

Sports Courts 
Sports courts may be utilized for individual, pickup, or organized play and may be located within 
neighborhood, community, regional, or joint use park facilities. Sports court activities are compatible with 
most types of adjacent land uses since they typically do not generate large volumes of noise or traffic. 
However, it is recommended that lighted courts be located in the interior of a park or adjacent to a street 
to minimize light glare in residential areas. Based on the total number of sports court facilities needed for 
the projected population identified in Table 6.3, Recreation Facility Needs (for the projected population of 
101,539), the recommended development criteria for each type of sports court facility is summarized 
below. 

Basketball Courts 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new basketball courts needed by the projected 
population is approximately 13 courts. The City has done well in providing basketball courts to date, and it 
is recommended that each neighborhood park provide one lighted court and that each community park 
provide two lighted courts. Additional amenities should also include courtside seating, nearby shade, 
restroom/concession facilities, and sufficient parking to serve the anticipated activities of the park users. 

Tennis Courts 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new tennis courts needed by the projected 
population is approximately six courts. It is recommended that each community park include at least two 
lighted tennis courts. Additional amenities should also include courtside seating, nearby shade, 
restroom/concession facilities, and sufficient parking to serve the anticipated activities and special events 
of the park users.  

Volleyball Courts 
The City does not have a desired standard for the minimum number of indoor volleyball courts needed by 
the projected population since the need identified is for sand volleyball courts. The minimum number of 
new sand volleyball courts needed by the projected population is approximately four courts. It is 
recommended that these four courts be provided at one of the community or regional parks to allow for 
tournament play or special events. New indoor volleyball courts will be provided within new community 
centers that have gymnasiums or within new recreation centers.  

It is recommended that new sand volleyball courts be lighted within all community parks to increase the 
length of usage and users’ comfort. Additional amenities should include courtside seating, nearby shade, 
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restroom/concession facilities, and sufficient parking to serve the anticipated activities and special events 
of the park users.  

Outdoor Recreation 
Because of the southwestern climate and culture that Avondale citizens enjoy, outdoor recreation is the 
main focus for most new recreation facilities located within community and regional park settings. In 
addition to play areas, sports fields, and sports courts, successful park development includes outdoor 
recreation facilities that support year-round activities. These activities may include, but are not limited to, 
disc golf, picnicking, outdoor events and concerts, golfing, skateboarding, and biking. All these facilities 
could be located within neighborhood, community, or regional park facilities at varying levels that are 
compatible with the other user groups within the park and with adjacent land uses. Based on the total 
number of outdoor recreation facilities needed for the projected population identified in Table 6.3, 
Recreation Facility Needs (for the projected population of 101,539), the recommended development 
criteria for each type of outdoor recreation facility is summarized below.  

Outdoor Swimming Pools and Water/Splash Pads 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new public outdoor pool facilities needed by the 
projected population is approximately two outdoor swimming pools and three new water/splash pads. 
Outdoor public swimming pool and water/splash pad facilities are best located within community and 
regional parks due to the large volume of traffic and parking they can generate. They can be located in 
coordination with community centers and recreation centers to provide shared usage of locker/changing 
rooms, showers, and restroom/concession facilities.  

While the City is in need of more outdoor pool facilities, the recreational trend in the past 10 years for 
these types of facilities has been one of providing a much broader spectrum of water-based opportunities 
for all ages in the form of full-service aquatic centers. Outdoor aquatic centers may include water-play 
amenities, such as dedicated lap pools, leisure pools with zero depth entry, spray pads (zero depth play), 
water slides, play structures, and current channels, and multi-use amenities, such as deck space and 
medium-depth pools for classes and exercises.  

Amphitheaters/Large Event Areas 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new amphitheaters/large event areas needed by 
the projected population is approximately one new amphitheater or large event area. Due to the types of 
activities that are generally programmed for amphitheaters, it is recommended that they be located within 
large community parks, regional parks, or joint use facilities where parking can be shared with other uses 
during special events. Amphitheaters may also be located in coordination with community or recreation 
centers. 

Park Shelters/Picnic Areas 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new park shelters/picnic areas needed by the 
projected population is approximately 47 park shelters/picnic areas. The intent of the picnic areas is to 
provide individual, family, and small-group picnicking opportunities at every neighborhood park and to 
provide all levels of picnicking opportunities, including large-group facilities, at community parks. Each 
community park should provide up to eight picnicking opportunities throughout the park, including one 
large-group picnic area for 50–150 people. Regional parks may provide up to 12 picnicking opportunities 
throughout the park, including a facility that could serve 250–500 people for large events and festivals.  

Skateboard/BMX Parks 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new skateboard/BMX parks needed by the 
projected population is approximately one skateboard/BMX park. It is recommended that this facility be 
located at a community or regional park.  

Disc Golf Courses 
The City does not have a desired standard for the minimum number of disc golf courses needed for the 
projected population. However, if it is determined at a later date that a disc golf course needs to be 
developed, it is recommended that it be located within natural open space areas such as the Agua Fria 
River corridor, Gila River corridor, Estrella Mountain Regional Park, or within public lands such as BLM or 
ASLD lands to take advantage of the natural terrain and the partnering opportunities with public agencies.  
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Off-Leash Dog Parks 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new off-leash dog parks needed by the projected 
population is approximately two parks. Due to the growing trend of dog owners wanting to recreate with 
their dogs, it is recommended that new off-leash areas be provided at proposed community or regional 
parks. 

Public 18-Hole Golf Course 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new public 18-hole golf courses needed by the 
projected population is approximately one new golf course. It is recommended that the location of the new 
public 18-hole golf course be located adjacent to the Agua Fria or Gila River corridors, south of Broadway 
Road, to serve the southern area of the city.  

Boating/Canoeing/Kayaking 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new boating, canoeing, or kayaking facility 
needed by the projected population is approximately one. It is recommended that these activities be 
incorporated into the regional, open space areas of the Tres Rios Greenway along the Gila River, near 
the west boundary of the city, and assist in promoting a regional destination within the city. 

Fishing Pier/Viewing Platforms 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new fishing piers or viewing platforms needed by 
the projected population is approximately three piers/platforms. It is recommended that these facilities be 
incorporated into the regional open space areas of the Tres Rios Greenway along the Agua Fria and Gila 
Rivers and assist in promoting regional destinations and environmental tourism within the city. 

Multi-Use Paths and Trails 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new paved multi-use paths and unpaved multi-
use trails needed by the projected population is approximately 12 miles each (paved and unpaved), for a 
total of 24 miles. It is recommended that these facilities be incorporated into the regional open space 
areas of the Tres Rios Greenway along the Agua Fria and Gila Rivers and into irrigation canal and power 
transmission line corridors where possible to assist in providing regional and community connectivity and 
in promoting regional destinations and environmental tourism within the city. 

Indoor Recreation  
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of indoor recreation facilities needed by the 
projected population is approximately one recreational center, one indoor pool/aquatic center, one 
gymnasium, one performing arts center, four racquetball courts, and four basketball courts. The City 
currently meets its projected population need for community centers.  

Recreational centers 
Recreation centers generally range in size from 60,000 to 100,000 square feet and may include such 
amenities and activities as child care, preschool, small commercial kitchen, a flexible meeting/event 
space, dance studio, theatrical stage, arts and craft rooms, classrooms, fitness rooms, racquetball courts, 
basketball courts, an indoor track, multipurpose rooms, and gymnasiums. They are typically located in 
community or regional parks that can provide shared support amenities such as parking.  

Racquetball Courts 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new racquetball courts needed by the projected 
population is approximately four (indoor) racquetball courts. Generally, racquetball courts are located 
within community or regional park facilities in coordination with a recreation center or gymnasium to 
capitalize on shared amenities such as locker rooms, showers, equipment storage/rental, and 
restroom/concession facilities. 

Gymnasiums/Indoor Basketball Courts 
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new gymnasiums needed by the projected 
population is approximately one gymnasium. However, The City’s desired standard for the minimum 
number of new indoor basketball courts needed by the projected population is approximately four 
basketball courts, which could be provided within the new gymnasium. Gymnasiums are generally 
incorporated into community or multi-use recreational centers to capitalize on shared amenities such as 
locker rooms, showers, equipment storage/rental, and restroom/concession facilities. 
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Indoor pool and aquatics 
Indoor pool and aquatic facilities may also be coordinated with other indoor facilities such as gymnasiums 
and recreational centers to maximize utilization of building space and create a multipurpose, multi-
generational facility. Indoor pool and aquatic centers may include water play amenities such as dedicated 
lap pools, leisure pools with zero depth entry, spray pads (zero depth play), water slides, play structures, 
current channels, and vortex (whirlpool) features; therapeutic amenities such as hot tubs, cold plunges, 
steam rooms, saunas, and jacuzzis; and multi-use amenities such as deck space and medium depth 
pools for classes and exercises.  

It is recommended that these types of facilities be developed at community or regional park sites to better 
serve the public as a whole. It is also recommended that the City seek partnering opportunities with 
school districts, Maricopa County, or private organizations for potential indoor facilities to maximize 
available resources in the community.  

Performing arts centers  
The City’s desired standard for the minimum number of new performing arts centers needed by the 
projected population is approximately 1 performing arts center. These types of cultural facilities can be 
incorporated within other community or civic centers as a means of ensuring maximum utilization of joint 
support facilities (for example, parking areas, plazas) by diverse user groups that are present for other 
activities. However, performing arts centers can also provide a single-focused community amenity for 
cultural events and social gatherings. The size of performing arts centers varies depending on the 
programming of events and functions offered. 

 

 

  



8.0 PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES IMPLEMENTATION  

8.1 Introduction 

The Parks and Recreation Facilities Development Program (see Section 7.0) provides the basis for 
developing capital improvement program recommendations as the City moves forward in implementing 
the PRFT. This PRFT is intended to be a living document that is updated and refined through time, while 
providing recommendations for development of future parks, recreation facilities, and trails based on the 
City’s tailored standards. These standards recognize the dynamic growth environment the City has with 
neighboring communities, existing development patterns, projected population densities, and potential 
growth characteristics. The PRFT recognizes existing park and recreation community needs on a city-
wide basis. Prioritizing the development of new neighborhood, community, regional, and joint use parks 
based on needs and demand will help provide a systematic way to address future park and recreation 
opportunities throughout the city. In addition, the implementation of new park and recreation facilities will 
greatly enhance the needs and experiences of the users who use these facilities as their local community 
gathering and recreation areas.  

As the City moves forward in implementing the PRFT, a logical approach that allows the City to balance 
land acquisition with the development of new park and recreation facilities will be essential. The 
standards and guidelines presented within the PRFT will assist in maximizing the City’s capital resources, 
while striving to meet the diverse recreational needs of a growing community. The success of the 
implementation of the PRFT is dependent on the cooperation and coordination efforts of city leaders and 
departments. Each of the facilities and elements identified in the park and recreation facilities 
development program will require ownership of responsibilities and support from various areas of 
specialized expertise and agencies. Coordination and communication with agencies outside Avondale—
such as Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department; Maricopa County Flood Control District; 
BLM; ASLD; AGFD; and the Cities of Goodyear, Phoenix, Tolleson, and Litchfield Park—will be 
instrumental in developing partnerships that can expedite land acquisition, provide regional connectivity 
and shared resources of future park and recreation facilities, and provide funding. Prioritization of the 
recommended park, recreation facility, and trail improvements will be determined by the City as funding 
becomes available.  

8.2 Financial Resource Opportunities (by ESI) 

 

 

 

8.3 Potential Funding Sources (by ESI) 
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City of Avondale 
City of Avondale Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan 

 
Public Meeting #1 Comments Summary 

September 10, 2008 
 

Values  
• Clean parks and facilities 
• Clean restrooms 
• Convenient access 
• Variety of parks 
• Buildings that provide a variety of options for different age groups and abilities in close 

proximity to each other 
• Adequate shade structures 
• Good enforcement of policies leads to a feeling of safety and security 
• Dog park is great for families 
• No conflict of usage 
• Encourage larger, open recreation areas vs. pocket parks 
• Like Rio Vista Park (Peoria) 
• Convenient access to dog park 
• Walking within safe, lit areas 
• Openness of City staff  
• Long bike/hike routes without interacting with traffic 
• Water and Play in same area  
Issues 
• Affordable areas for activities 
• No indoor recreation area/teen center 
• No fields available for league play (Adult Baseball)  
• Parking is a problem (insufficient) 
• Lack of pool and water features (splash parks) 
• Lack of areas for group activities (family activities that provide areas during summer heat) 
• Insufficient outdoor facilities (multipurpose) 
Needs 
• Restrooms closer to ramadas for convenience 
• Large pavilion with BBQ and picnic facilities – including food prep facilities 
• Family-oriented activities 
• Indoor gym 
• Greenbelt/Recreation corridor along Agua Fria 
• Interactive green area 
• Six adult baseball fields 
• Upgrade existing trails 
• Basketball courts (Lit) 
• Build facilities with expansion in mind 
• Public Golf Course 
• Areas for fishing 
• Indoor multi-purpose facility 

 
• Need place for pick up games (open turf areas with backstop) 
• Need for enough land for park development 
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• Areas for teen activities 
• Ramadas with misting systems 
• Lighted fields 
• Areas for older teen, adult, and senior activities 
• Areas of activities for all age groups 
Additional Comments Received at Public Meeting 
 
From comment sheets: 
1. Splash Park, indoor/outdoor heated pool, waterpark 
2. Heated Swimming Pool (most) 

Restrooms Near Ramadas (most) 
Boulder Co., Ballfields 

3. Outdoor Recreation – "A Pool Park" 
Beach Style "A tropical getaway in the desert." 
- A place to hold community/city functions (splash night, concerts, etc. & charge 

admittance.)*Have a small stage with a bonfire pit. 
- Hold youth activities and events. A positive outlet, keeping them involved in the 

community. Great opportunity for jobs for teens. 
- Place affordable frequent visits. ($5.00 residents/non. Res. $6.00)  
- Family oriented environment. Have picnic tables, Barbecue pits, and sand area with 

children's jungle gym, volleyball nets. 
- Have birthday/company parties or just to get out with friends/family. 
- Pool features may include: 

o Waterfall slide 
o Pirate boat in the water, where kids can play on. Maybe with a plank, telescope, 

compass, and maps. 
o Water guns on boat & sides of pool for and extra splash! 
o Have rafts, floaters, and inner tubes there for rentals or can bring your own. 

Other Accommodations: 
- Snack bar 
- Ice cream/Hawaiian Shaved ice karts (Vendors can pay a permit fee to the city. So, It 

would be 100% profit) 
- Bathrooms/ with showers. 
- Have and indoor "party room" for reserved parties only 
- You can also hold classes there.Swimming lessons, water aerobics, have yoga "on the 

Beach"  
- Lifeguards on duty 
- Great place for school field trip. 
Depending on park location can also be a beautiful setting for other businesses.  

4. Pool, Recreation Center 
 Benchmark – Goodyear Park 
  Rio Vista Park 
5. I would just like to point out that there is about 16 Teams of Single (A) Baseball that have being play 

in Avondale scence 12 Years ado and are not able to because there is no baseball fields anymore in 
Avondale. 

 All this teams got famaly's that go watch and have fun watching a good (Baseball Fields.) 
 
Note: 16 Teams = About 400 Players (avg) + Famaly's that sometimes cant go on a Sunday to play 
or watch that that event because there is no fields and other city's don’t rent or it's too far…
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City of Avondale Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan 
Survey Results for PUBLIC MEETING #1 (September 10, 2008) 
 
 Additional Comments 
 
1. Comments on front of survey: [RE:"Shade Trees"] ; Comments on back of survey: No Comment. 
 
2. Splash park, indoor/outdoor heated pool, waterpark. 
 
3. Heated Swimming Pool (most) 
 Restrooms near ramadas (most) 
 Boulder, CO. ballfields 
 [attached document "Outdoor Recreation – 'A Pool Park'"] 

Outdoor Recreation – "A Pool Park" 
Beach Style "A tropical getaway in the desert." 
- A place to hold community/city functions (splash night, concerts, etc. & charge 

admittance.)*Have a small stage with a bonfire pit. 
- Hold youth activities and events. A positive outlet, keeping them involved in the 

community. Great opportunity for jobs for teens. 
- Place affordable frequent visits. ($5.00 residents/non. Res. $6.00)  
- Family oriented environment. Have picnic tables, Barbecue pits, and sand area with 

children's jungle gym, volleyball nets. 
- Have birthday/company parties or just to get out with friends/family. 
- Pool features may include: 

o Waterfall slide 
o Pirate boat in the water, where kids can play on. Maybe with a plank, telescope, 

compass, and maps. 
o Water guns on boat & sides of pool for and extra splash! 
o Have rafts, floaters, and inner tubes there for rentals or can bring your own. 

Other Accommodations: 
- Snack bar 
- Ice cream/Hawaiian Shaved ice karts (Vendors can pay a permit fee to the city. So, It 

would be 100% profit) 
- Bathrooms/ with showers. 
- Have and indoor "party room" for reserved parties only 
- You can also hold classes there.Swimming lessons, water aerobics, have yoga "on the 

Beach"  
- Lifeguards on duty 
- Great place for school field trip. 
Depending on park location can also be a beautiful setting for other businesses.  

 
4. No Comment 
 
5. Pool, Recreation Center 
 Benchmark – Goodyear Park 
  Rio Vista Park 
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City of Avondale Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan 
Survey Results for World Fest (September 13, 2008) 
 
 Additional Comments 
 
1. No Comment 
 
2. No Comment 
 
3. No Comment 
 
4. No Comment 
 
5. Definately more tot lots, + put them closer to the bathrooms (easier for little ones potty training) 
 SpASh PAD!!! 
 
6. No Comment 
 
7. No Comment 
 
8. No Comment 
 
9. No Comment 
 
10. [Comment from front of page: Multiple checkmarks on "Off-leash Dog Parks"] [Comment from back of 

page: Nikola J. Moody 623-210-8233] 
 
11. Indoor Swimming Pool 
 
12. Friendship Park is not a free park.  We are always kicked off the fields, even if the field is not 

reserved. 
 
13. No Comment 
 
14. No Comment 
 
15. No Comment 
 
16. No Comment 
 
17. The Events Committee has had some really great activities!! Keep it up! 
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City of Avondale 
Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan 

 
Stakeholder Meeting #1  

Comments Summary 
November 18, 2008 

Comments Received at Stakeholder Meeting 
  
• Joint ventures with Flood Control District of Maricopa County should be pursued for future 

recreation facilities. 

• Desire outdoor fields to have year-round use. 

• Trails and trail connectivity are critical; new trail linkages should be proposed in areas to complete an 
overall trail system and network. 

• Park users  drive (instead of walk or bike) to larger community park facilities that offer multiple 
recreational opportunities; use larger park as a designation place and once there will participate in 
other recreational activities (e.g. – hiking). 

• Existing canals and flood control features should be utilized as trail connection linkages and 
corridors. 

• Trailheads should be incorporated in regional areas; access should be located in areas that would 
benefit many trails users. 

• Trail connection links need to be open to everyone; trail corridors should not be located in public 
areas that then connect to private developments because private developments can fence-off sections 
of a trail network and then trail users cannot access entire trail system (e.g. – Crystal Gardens 
Development). 

• Need an indoor recreation facility that is community-owned and contains a mix of indoor facilities, 
weight-lifting, basketball, etc. (e.g. – Maryville). 

• Opportunities for outdoor recreation activities (fishing, etc.) using manmade and natural flood control 
facilities; including the use of future facilities. 

• Would like to have kayaking, moving water trails, it would be a unique attraction to the local area 
(e.g. – Charlotte, NC and Moab, UT); water recreation, ecotourism. 

• City should pursue public/private partnership opportunities. 

• Joining together with other cities as a partnership to develop future recreation facilities to alleviate 
duplication of same facilities within neighboring cities (e.g. – City of Avondale could partner with the 
City of Goodyear in developing outdoor recreation facilities in the ADOT basins). 

• Important to diversify recreation facilities for both cities (Avondale and Goodyear). 

• Volunteer coaches for football and soccer leagues prefer open grass areas for practice purposes for 
both types of sports. Multi-use areas are more beneficial to multiple sports because they are not 
programmed or designed as a single sport use area, and these areas can also be used throughout the 
week.  Leagues rent designated sport areas for official games and tournament play only. 

• Indoor recreation facility needed within a regional park.  Poor air quality and high outdoor 
temperatures are big issues that will continue to force more people to use indoor facilities.  Preferred 
indoor recreation facilities would include soccer, court sports, running track, and exercise equipment. 
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• Multi-recreational uses within indoor facilities would be beneficial along with multi-revenue 
producing methods.  Include other uses within facility that would benefit indoor recreation users (e.g. 
– food and beverage, meeting rooms, etc.) 

 

 

 
City of Avondale 

Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan 
 

Stakeholder Meeting #2  
Comments Summary 
January 14th, 2009 

Comments Received at Stakeholder Meeting 
  
• Soccer – Friendship Park’s fields are ideal. 
• Football – currently use two fields to accommodate 3-6 teams at Friendship Park. 
• Prefer current location of existing fields at Friendship Park. 
• Friendship Park’s field sizes are accurate but there is not enough parking to accommodate amount of 

users for existing facilities. 
• Field conditions at Friendship Park are poor/over used. 
• Need more of the same type of fields that are at Friendship Park. 
• Soccer – can fill up five fields every Saturday. 
• Larger fields needed – High School sizes. 
• Need another four diamond field complex to accommodate softball, baseball, and batting cages. 
• Prefer natural turf for ballfields and soccer. 
• Good example of multiple fields for football is the Glendale Sports Complex (one main field with 

three practice fields). 
• Fields are over programmed, too many users. 
• Need more trails – have seen an increase in bike users. 
• Aging population prefers passive recreation. 
• Need to review passive use areas vs. active areas of the City based on geographics and distance from 

home. 
• Shorter duration (drive) times for active vs. passive recreation needs. 
• Trade-off use of facilities to give fields (grass) time to rest. 

 

 



 

 
Appendix B – Needs Assessment Survey Report 
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I .  NE E D S  AS S E S S M E N T  F I N D I N G S  
 

A Needs Assessment survey was conducted for the City of Avondale to gauge the 
attitudes of the residents of the area concerning their parks, facilities, programs, 
and other activities. These findings will be used to prepare the Parks and Recreation 
Master Plan for the City. A mail survey was sent to 4,000 randomly selected 
households in Avondale, which was completed in September 2008. Two hundred and 
fourteen surveys were tabulated, which yielded a margin of error of plus or minus 
6.5 percent at a confidence level of 95 percent, as is noted in Table 1.  

 

Table 1 – Overall Survey Response Rate and Margin of Error 
  

  
Margin of Error - 
90% Confidence 

Margin of Error - 
95% Confidence 

Margin of Error - 
99% Confidence 

Number Surveyed 4,000 4,000 4,000 
Tabulated Responses 214 214 214 
Response Rate 5.4% 5.4% 5.4% 
Error Level 5.5% 6.5% 8.6% 
Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 

The survey instrument for this Needs Assessment is included in Appendix A. 
Following are the most important findings from the assessment survey. Key aspects 
and statistics have been noted in charts, graphs, and tables. Places where open-
ended questions were asked are noted and have had their answers tabulated in 
Appendix B. 

 

RESPONDENT PROFILE 

A total of 214 surveys were tabulated, which represents a 5.4 percent response rate. 
The largest age cohorts represented are those between the ages of 25 and 54 years of 
age. Just over 40 percent of the respondents fall into this category. A significant 
proportion of the population, 19.8 percent, is younger than 10 years of age. The high 
representation of these two age groups suggests a significant presence of families 
living within Avondale. The age breakdown of survey respondents and their family 
members closely resembles the 2006 U.S. Census of the City of Avondale. 
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Household Age Distribution

10.2%

9.6%

6.7%

6.2%

6.7%

13.4%

13.4%

13.4%

5.8%

6.8%

5.9%

1.8%

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0%

Under 5

5 to 9

10 to 14

15 to 19

20 to 24

25 to 34

35 to 44

45 to 54

55 to 59

60 to 64

65 to 74

75 & Older

 

Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 

 

Additionally, a map denoting quadrants was provided on the survey with a question 
asking respondents to identify where they live within Avondale. The four quadrants 
are represented in the following table and map which shows I-10 as the divider for 
north-south and the Agua Fria River as the divider for east-west. Not everyone who 
responded to the survey answered the question about which quadrant they live in. 
Of those that answered this question, thirty-five percent live in quadrant 2, followed 
by 27 percent in quadrant 4. Quadrant 3 has the smallest number of respondents at 
13 percent. 

 

Table 2 - Number of Responses by Quadrant 
      
 # Responses Percent 
Quadrant 1 50 25% 
Quadrant 2 70 35% 
Quadrant 3 27 13% 
Quadrant 4 55 27% 
  202 100% 
Source: Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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Due to the fact that the Needs Assessment survey was a stratified random sample 
based on the entire city of Avondale, the response rate by quadrant does not have a 
statistical validity of 95 percent with a 5.6 percent margin of error. However, while 
the response rates for the individual quadrants are not statistically valid; the results 
are included in order to understand any differences in opinions of residents based on 
where they live.  

Due to the small number of responses from 
Quadrant 3, a word of caution is in order.  
Findings from this Quadrant may not be 
representative of the households living within 
that Quadrant.  

The map and chart indicate the areas in 
question, as well as the proportion of 
respondents by area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
 

       

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

The Needs Assessment survey was designed to determine how well the existing 
parks system, ancillary programs, and facilities are meeting the needs of the 
residents of Avondale. Additionally, from these findings it was sought to understand 
what areas could use improvement, what methods of funding the respondents would 
or would not support, and gauge the level of support respondents would have in 
targeting specific amenities that could potentially aid in developing Avondale as a 
destination. The findings of this report will also provide insight into which areas of 
Avondale are most in need of specific facilities, programs, and activities. 

 

Q.10 - What area of Avondale do you reside in?

25%

35%
13%

27%

Quadrant 1 Quadrant 2 Quadrant 3 Quadrant 4
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PARKS AND RECREATION GOAL SUPPORT 

The first few questions of the needs assessment survey sought to determine the level 
of support for a variety of goals of the Avondale Parks and Recreation Department, 
as well as current issues being considered, such as developing Avondale as a 
destination, and biking and walking trends. 

 

Question One asked respondents about their level of support for various 
overarching goals of the Avondale Parks and Recreation Department.   

 According to the respondents, the most important overarching goals of the Parks 
and Recreation Department, rated as “very important” to them, should be 
providing activities for adolescents and teens (68.7%), providing before and after 
school programs for youth (62.1%), and preserving the natural environment and 
open space (60.3%). 

 While the previous percentages were strictly related to “very important” when 
both “very important” and “somewhat important” are combined, respondents 
appear to be generally supportive of all of the overarching goals of the Avondale 
Parks and Recreation Department. No category received fewer than 79.9 percent 
votes of either “very important” or “somewhat important.” 

 There was not much variation amongst the individual quadrants aside from 
Quadrant 3. In general, the top three supported goals in quadrants 1, 2, and 4 
match the overall findings: 

 Quadrant 1: providing activities for adolescents and teens (72% “very 
supportive”), providing before and after school programs for youth (66%), and 
preserving the natural environment and open space (60%). 

 Quadrant 2: providing activities for adolescents and teens (65.7% “very 
supportive”), preserving the natural environment and open space (61.4%), 
and providing multi-use trails and paths for recreation and community 
connectivity (54.3%). 

 Quadrant 3: providing programs and services for individuals with disabilities, 
promoting participation in organized sports for the development of social and 
athletic skills, and providing activities for adolescents and teens (all three 
77.8% “very supportive”). 

 Quadrant 4: providing activities for adolescents and teens (63.6% “very 
supportive”), providing before and after school programs for youth (60%), and 
preserving the natural environment and open space (56.4%). 

 On the other end of the spectrum, the goals that were least important to 
respondents, rated as “not important,” were providing special interest classes to 
enhance lifelong learning (15.4%), providing facilities for in-door recreation 
activities (15%), and providing outdoor park space for special events and festivals 
(14.5%). 
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 Within the individual quadrants, there was not much variation. Quadrants 1, 
2, and 4 rated as the three least important overarching goals some 
combination of: providing outdoor park space for special events and festivals, 
providing special interest classes to enhance lifelong learning, providing 
facilities for indoor recreation activities, providing activities for senior 
citizens, or providing programs and services for individuals with disabilities. 
Quadrant 3 did not have enough responses for unsupported goals to make a 
comparison. 

 

Q.1 - Importance of Parks & Rec. Goals to Respondents

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Providing outdoor park space for passive activities, such as
picnicking and other non-programmed activities

Providing outdoor park space for special events and festivals

Providing special interest classes to enhance life-long learning

Providing activities for senior citizens

Providing facilities for in-door recreation activities

Providing programs and services for individuals w ith disabilities

Providing multi-use trails and paths for recreation and community
connectivity

Promoting Participation in organized sports for the development of
social and athletic skills

Preserving the natural environment and open space

Providing before and after school programs for youth

Providing activities for adolescents and teens

Very Important Somew hat Important Not Important Don't Know
 

Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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Question Two asked how residents felt about whether or not Avondale should or 
should not be a destination for special events and festivals, natural resource 
tourism, or amateur sporting events. 

 A clear delineation was apparent in the rating of attractions, with special events 
and festivals being the most supported (81.3%), followed by amateur sporting 
events (57.5%), and finally natural resource tourism (50%).  

 

Q.2 - Should the City of Avondale be a destination for the 
following?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Natural resource
tourism

Amateur sporting
events

Special events and
festivals

Yes No Don't Know
 

Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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Question Three sought to determine how often respondents walked or rode their 
bikes between various destinations.  

 The destinations most traveled between by bike or on foot were home, work, 
school, or a park (25.2% rated as “Frequently” used); home or work and shopping 
(16.8%); and home or school (15.9%). 

 The destinations least traveled between by these modes of transportation were 
home and work (74.8% rated as “Never” used), school and a public transit stop 
(70.1%), and home or work and a public transit stop (66.8%). 

 

Q.3 - How Often Respondents would Walk or Bike 
Between...

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

School and a public
transit stop

Home and w ork

Home or w ork and a
public transit stop

Home and school

Home or w ork and
shopping

Home, w ork, school,
or a park

Frequently Sometimes Never
 

Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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USE OF EXISTING PARKS AND FACILITIES 

Question Four asked how well the existing facilities met the needs of the 
respondents.   

Facilities 

 The facilities that meet respondents’ needs the most are restrooms (49.1%), 
ramadas/shade structures (43%), and playgrounds (36.9%). 

 Among those facilities that least meets the needs of respondents are horseshoe 
courts (24.3%), barbecue grills (23.8%), and amphitheaters (23.8%). 

 Within the individual quadrants, there was not much variation. All four rated as 
their top three facilities that most meet their needs as some combination of: 
ramadas/shade structures, restrooms, playgrounds, park benches, or picnic 
tables. 

 Within the individual quadrants, there was some variance in the facilities that 
least meets the needs of residents. 

 Quadrant 1: amphitheaters (34%), barbecue grills (32%), and dog parks/off-
leash areas (30%). 

 Quadrant 2: barbecue grills (27.1%), amphitheaters (27.1%), and horseshoe 
courts (25.7%). 

 Quadrant 3: dog parks/off-leash areas (29.6%), unpaved multi-use trails 
(25.9%), and multi-use fields (25.9%). 

 Quadrant 4: dog parks/off-leash areas (25.5%), barbecue grills (23.6%), and 
sand volleyball courts (23.6%). 
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Q.4 - How Well Facilities Meet Respondents' Needs

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

Horsheshoe courts

Multi-purpose class/meeting rooms

Amphitheaters

Football f ields

Softball f ields

Sand volleyball courts

Barbecue grills

Baseball f ields (Little League)

Baseball f ields (Full size)

Soccer f ields

Tennis courts

Mountain bike trails

Basketball courts

Multi-use f ields

Unpaved multi-use trails

Dog Parks/off-leash areas

In-door rec. facility

On-street bike lanes/routes

Picnic areas

Picnic tables

Park benches

Playgrounds

Ramadas/shade structures

Restrooms

1 (Highest) 2 3 4 (Low est) N/A
 

       Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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Question Five inquired as to how well programs offered by the City of Avondale 
met the respondents’ needs: 

 The most highly rated programs are library programs and events (33.2%), fitness 
classes/programs (28.5%), teen/youth programs (25.7%), special events/festivals 
(25.2%), and before and after school programs (23.4%). 

 Those programs that were rated as the least satisfying were golf 
programs/leagues (29.9%), adult dance programs (23.8%), tennis 
programs/leagues (23.8%), pre-school programs (22.9%), special needs programs 
(22%), and adult softball leagues (22%). 

 Within the individual quadrants, there was some variance in the programs that 
best meet the needs of residents. 

 Quadrant 1: adult classes (28%), library programs and events (24%), and 
teen/youth programs (22%). 

 Quadrant 2:  library programs and events (28.6%), teen/youth programs 
(17.1%), and special interest classes (17.1%). 

 Quadrant 3: day camps (48.1%), adult classes (48.1%), and youth softball 
programs/leagues (44.4%). 

 Quadrant 4: library programs and events (43.6%), day camps (27.3%), and 
adult classes (27.3%).  

 Within the individual quadrants, there was some variance in the programs that 
least meet the needs of residents. 

 Quadrant 1: golf programs/leagues (40%), tennis programs/leagues (34%), 
and special events/festivals (30%). 

 Quadrant 2: golf programs/leagues (31.4%), special needs programs (30%), 
and pre-school programs/youth football (28.6%). 

 Quadrant 3: golf programs/leagues (29.6%), youth football programs (25.9%), 
and day camps/youth classes/special interest classes (all 18.5%). 

 Quadrant 4: tennis programs/leagues (25.5%) and pre-school programs/adult 
dance programs/golf programs/leagues (all 23.6%). 
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Q.5 - How Well Programs Meet Respondents' Needs

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Golf programs/leagues

Adult softball leagues

Tennis programs/leagues

Youth football programs

Youth softball programs/leagues

Day camps

Youth dance/cultural programs

Adult dance programs

Youth baseball programs/leagues

Youth soccer programs/leagues

Special needs programs

Youth classes

Adult classes 

Special interest classes

Senior citizen programs

Pre-school programs

Outdoor recreation programs

Before & after school programs

Special events/festivals

Teen/youth programs

Fitness classes/programs

Library programs and events

1 (Highest) 2 3 4 (Low est) N/A
 

       Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 

Question Six asked respondents about how often they participated in a variety of 
activities offered by the City of Avondale. 

 The programs and activities that respondents participate in most frequently are 
walking (61.2%), swimming (33.2%), and aerobics/fitness (32.7%). 

 The programs/activities that respondents indicated that they never participate in 
were BMX (86% “never” participate in), disc golf (86%), skateboarding (84.1%), 
paint ball (83.6%), and youth gymnastics (77.6%). 

 Within the individual quadrants, there was hardly any variation. All four 
quadrants rated as their three most participated in activities as some 
combination of walking, aerobics/fitness, and swimming; and the activities that 
they never participate in as some combination of disc golf, paint ball, 
skateboarding, or BMX.  The one exception is Quadrant 3, whose third least-used 
activity is horseshoes (81.5%). 
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Q.6 - How Often Respondents Participate in Activities

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Paint ball

Disc golf

Birdw atching/birding

BMX

Horseback riding

Horseshoes

Skateboarding

Boating

Racquetball

Youth gymnastics

Mountain biking

Volleyball

Fishing

Golf ing

Dancing

Unpaved multi-use trails

Paved multi-use paths

On-street biking

Hiking

Aquatic exercise

Landscaping

Aerobics/f itness

Sw imming

Walking

Frequently Sometimes Never
 

       Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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Question Seven asked why the respondents don’t use the existing parks and 
facilities more often. On this particular question, more than one answer could be 
selected. 

 The most popular reasons why respondents don’t use the parks and facilities of 
Avondale more often were “Don’t know what is available” (59.8% of respondents), 
“We don’t know the location of facilities” (34.6%), “Don’t offer programs I’m 
interested in” (30.8%), “Security is poor/don’t feel safe” (25.2%), and “Lack of 
desired facilities” (24.8%). 

 The most common answers for the “Other” comments include a perceived lack of 
desired facilities, concern with the state of current facilities, the heat and/or lack 
of shade, health/disability problems, and inappropriate times offered for classes 
and activities. 

Q.7 - Reasons Why Respondents don't Use Avondale Parks and 
Rec. Facilities and Programs More Frequently

5.6%

7.5%

14.0%

15.9%

17.3%

18.2%

18.7%

24.3%

24.8%

25.2%

30.8%

34.6%

59.8%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Programs are full

Facilities are not w ell maintained

Hours of operation are not convenient

Other*

Too far to travel

Use facilities/programs provided by other cities or
organizations

Lack of quality programs by the City

We are too busy or just not interested

Lack of desired facilities

Security is poor/don't feel safe

Don't offer programs I'm interested in

We don't know  the location of facilities

Don't know  w hat is available

 

   Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 

   *Answers for “Other” are included within Appendix B 
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ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 

FUNDING MECHANISMS 

Question Eight asked respondents to rate which of various funding methods they 
would support.  

 The three most supported options for obtaining funding included having a special 
fund-raising campaign (51.4% rated “would support”), user fees (40.2%), and 
issuing bonds (29.4%). 

 Aside from the “Other” category, by far the least supported options were those 
having to do with taxes. A property tax increase was the least popular, with 67.8 
percent of respondents indicating they would not support it. Additionally, more 
than half of respondents said they would not support an increase in sales taxes. 

 In addition to these options for funding, an “Other” option was available so that 
respondents could fill in their own ideas, however only 4.2 percent of respondents 
provided an answer. Of these, only six were actual suggestions.   

 The responses for “Other” have been tabulated in Appendix B – Survey 
Comments. The responses included suggestions such as applying for some sort of 
grant, cutting spending elsewhere and having the government fund it, and 
leveraging higher fees on users and developers. 

 

Q.8 - Funding Mechanism Support for Additional Facilities & Activities

15.9%

20.6%

33.6%

20.1% 22.0%

34.6%

14.0%

67.8%

53.7%

30.8% 32.7%

22.4%

8.4% 9.8%

21.0%

29.4%

40.2%

51.4%

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

80.0%

Other* Property Tax Increase Sales Tax Increase Bond Issue User Fees Special Fund Raising
Campaign

Don't Know Would Not Support Would Support

 

Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 

*Answers for “Other are included within Appendix B 
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Question Nine asked how supportive the respondent is in allocating city resources 
for various parks, facilities, and programs. Respondents were given a list of 23 
different options to note their level of support. 

 Those that responded “very supportive” identified fixing-up/repairing existing 
park facilities (55.6%), providing indoor exercise and fitness facilities (46.3%), 
developing new walking/hiking trails (44.4%), developing before and after school 
programs (43.9%), and building a multi-generational rec. center (41.1%) as the 
most important areas to allocate resources. 

 The choices that respondents most often indicated they were “not supportive” of 
included building a municipal golf course (51.4%), developing new dog parks 
(32.2%), developing new equestrian trails and facilities (31.8%), developing new 
skate parks (30.8%), and attracting amateur sporting events (23.4%). 
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Q.9 - Support for Allocation of City Resources

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Build a municipal golf course

Develop new  equestrian trails and facilities

Develop new  skate parks

Develop new  dog parks

Develop new  athletic f ields
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recreation facilities

Develop nature/interpretive centers

Develop outdoor fitness courses

Purchase land for trail corridors

Develop special needs programs

Develop new  sports courts (basketball, etc.)

Upgrade existing youth/adult athletic f ields

Develop senior programs

Build aquatic/pool facilities

Purchase land to preserve open space

Develop new  biking trails

Develop teen programs

Build a multi-generational rec center

Develop before and after school programs

Develop new  w alking/hiking trails

Provide indoor exercise and f itness facilities

Fix-up/repair existing park facilities

Very Supportive Somewhat Supportive Not Sure Not Supportive
 

       Source: Avondale Needs Assessment Survey, September 2008 
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Dear Avondale Resident: 
 
The City of Avondale is updating its Parks, Recreation Facilities, and Trails Master Plan and is 
asking for your assistance.  We are requesting that our residents complete this brief needs 
assessment survey relating to parks, facilities, and programs.  This survey shouldn’t take you 
more than 5-8 minutes to complete.  
 
Your input is very important to help determine the needs relating to current and future parks, 
facilities and programs. It will provide invaluable information to the Parks and Recreation 
Department as they prepare the Parks, Recreation Facilities, and Trails Master Plan for the 
City. 
 
Please complete the survey and enclose it in the postage paid envelope.  Return it to ESI 
Corporation (who is tabulating the results) BEFORE SEPTEMBER 25, 2008. 
 
Thank you for your help. 

 
GOALS FOR THE CITY’S PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT 
 
1. For each suggested goal listed below, please indicate whether you think the goal is very important, 

somewhat important, or not important to you and members of your household by circling the 
corresponding number. 

 
  Very 

Important 
Somewhat 
Important 

Not 
Important 

Don’t 
Know 

A. Providing activities for adolescents and teens 1 2 3 4 

B. Providing multi-use trails and paths for recreation and 
community connectivity 1 2 3 4 

C. Providing before and after school programs for youth 1 2 3 4 

D. Promoting participation in organized sports for the 
development of social and athletic skills 1 2 3 4 

E. Preserving the natural environment and open space 1 2 3 4 

F. Providing programs and services for individuals with 
disabilities 1 2 3 4 

G. Providing outdoor park space for special events and 
festivals  1 2 3 4 

H. 
Providing outdoor park space for passive activities, 
such as picnicking and other non-programmed 
activities 

1 2 3 4 

I. Providing activities for senior citizens 1 2 3 4 

J. Providing facilities for in-door recreation activities 1 2 3 4 

K. Providing special interest classes to enhance life-long 
learning 1 2 3 4 

 
2. Do you think that the City of Avondale should be a destination for the following items? (check the 

appropriate box) 
 
  Yes No Don’t Know 
A. Special events and festivals    
B. Natural resource tourism    
C. Amateur sporting events    
 
3. How often would you walk or bike between the following destinations? (Circle the corresponding  

number)  
 
  Frequently Sometimes Never 
A. Between home and work 1 2 3 
B. Between home and school 1 2 3 
C. Between home or work and a public transit stop 1 2 3 
D. Between school and a public transit stop 1 2 3 
E. Between home, work, school or a park 1 2 3 
F. Between home or work and shopping 1 2 3 



 

ESI Corporation City of Avondale Parks & Rec. 
December 2008 A-2 Needs Assessment 
 

USE OF EXISTING PARKS, FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS 
 
4. Please rate the following FACILITIES on how they meet your recreation needs.  (Circle the 

corresponding number) 
  Highest     Lowest N/A 
A. Amphitheaters 1 2 3 4 5 
B. Barbecue grills 1 2 3 4 5 
C. Baseball fields (Little League) 1 2 3 4 5 
D. Baseball fields (Full size) 1 2 3 4 5 
E. Basketball courts 1 2 3 4 5 
F. Dog Parks/off-leash areas 1 2 3 4 5 
G. Football fields 1 2 3 4 5 
H. Horseshoe courts 1 2 3 4 5 

I. In-door recreation facility (gym, multi-
purpose rooms) 1 2 3 4 5 

J. Mountain bike trails 1 2 3 4 5 
K. Multi-use fields 1 2 3 4 5 
L. Multi-purpose class/meeting rooms 1 2 3 4 5 
M. On street bike lanes/routes 1 2 3 4 5 
N. Park benches 1 2 3 4 5 
O. Picnic areas 1 2 3 4 5 
P. Picnic tables 1 2 3 4 5 
Q. Playgrounds 1 2 3 4 5 
R. Ramadas/shade structures 1 2 3 4 5 
S. Restrooms 1 2 3 4 5 
T. Sand volleyball courts 1 2 3 4 5 
U. Soccer Fields 1 2 3 4 5 
V. Softball Fields 1 2 3 4 5 
W. Tennis Courts 1 2 3 4 5 
X. Unpaved multi-use trails 1 2 3 4 5 

 
5. Please rate the following PROGRAMS on how they meet your recreation needs.  (Circle the corresponding  number) 

  Highest   Lowest N/A 
A.  Fitness classes/programs 1 2 3 4 5 
B.  Adult dance programs 1 2 3 4 5 
C.  Adult softball leagues 1 2 3 4 5 
D.  Adult classes (general education/skills/health) 1 2 3 4 5 
E.  Before & after school programs 1 2 3 4 5 
F.  Day camps  1 2 3 4 5 
G.  Golf programs/leagues 1 2 3 4 5 
H.  Library programs and events 1 2 3 4 5 
I.  Outdoor recreation programs 1 2 3 4 5 
J.  Pre-school programs 1 2 3 4 5 
K.  Senior citizen programs 1 2 3 4 5 
L.  Special interest classes 1 2 3 4 5 
M.  Special events/festivals 1 2 3 4 5 
N.  Special needs programs 1 2 3 4 5 
O.  Teen/Youth Programs 1 2 3 4 5 
P.  Tennis programs/leagues 1 2 3 4 5 
Q.  Youth baseball programs/leagues 1 2 3 4 5 
R.  Youth classes (general education) 1 2 3 4 5 
S.  Youth dance/cultural programs 1 2 3 4 5 
T.  Youth football programs 1 2 3 4 5 
U.  Youth soccer programs/leagues 1 2 3 4 5 
V.  Youth softball programs/leagues 1 2 3 4 5 
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6. How often do you participate in the following activities?  (Circle the corresponding number) 
 
  Frequently Sometimes Never 
A. Aerobics/fitness 1 2 3 
B. Aquatic exercise  1 2 3 
C. Birdwatching/Birding 1 2 3 
D. BMX  1 2 3 
E. Boating 1 2 3 
F. Dancing 1 2 3 
G. Disc Golf  1 2 3 
H. Golfing 1 2 3 
I. Fishing 1 2 3 
J. Hiking 1 2 3 
K. Horsehoes 1 2 3 
L. Horseback riding 1 2 3 
M. Landscaping  1 2 3 
N. Mountain biking 1 2 3 
O. On-street biking 1 2 3 
P. Paint ball  1 2 3 
Q. Paved multi-use paths 1 2 3 
R. Racquetball 1 2 3 
S. Skateboarding 1 2 3 
T. Swimming  1 2 3 
U. Unpaved multi-use trails 1 2 3 
V. Volleyball  1 2 3 
W. Youth Gymnastics 1 2 3 
X. Walking 1 2 3 
 
 
7. Please check all of the reasons that PREVENT YOU or members of your household from using City 

of Avondale parks and recreation facilities or programs more often? 
 
 A. Hours of operation are not 

convenient 
 H Lack of desired facilities 

 B. Too far to travel  I. We are too busy or just not interested 
 C. Don’t know what is available  J. Use facilities/programs provided by other cities or 

organizations 
 D. Facilities are not well maintained  K. We don’t know the location of the facilities 
 E. Lack of quality programs by the 

City 
 L. Security is poor/don’t feel safe 

 
F. 

Don’t offer programs I’m 
interested in 

 M. Other: ___________________________________ 

 G. Programs are full    
 
PARKS FUNDING 
 
8. Which of the following funding mechanisms would your family be willing to support for additional 

parks and recreation facilities and activities? (Circle the corresponding number)  
 

  Would Support Would Not Support Don’t Know 
A. Sales Tax Increase 1 2 3 
B. Bond Issue 1 2 3 
C. Special Fund Raising Campaign 1 2 3 
D. User Fees 1 2 3 
E. Property Tax Increase 1 2 3 
F. Other __________________________________________ 1 2 3 
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9.   Tell us how supportive you are for ALLOCATING CITY RESOURCES to the following:  (Circle the 
corresponding number) 

 
 Very 

Supportive 
Somewhat 
Supportive Not Sure 

Not 
Supportive 

A. Fix-up/repair existing park facilities 1 2 3 4 
B. Purchase land to preserve open space 1 2 3 4 
C. Build a municipal golf course 1 2 3 4 
D. Develop new walking/hiking trails 1 2 3 4 
E. Develop new biking trails 1 2 3 4 
F. Upgrade existing youth/adult athletic fields 1 2 3 4 
G. Purchase land to develop athletic fields & recreation 

facilities 1 2 3 4 

H. Build a multi-generational recreation center 1 2 3 4 
I. Develop outdoor fitness courses 1 2 3 4 
J. Build  aquatic/pool facilities  1 2 3 4 
K. Develop new athletic fields 1 2 3 4 
L. Develop new dog parks 1 2 3 4 
M. Develop new skate parks 1 2 3 4 
N. Develop new sports courts (basketball, tennis, racquetball, 

volleyball, etc.) 1 2 3 4 

O. Develop nature centers / interpretive centers 1 2 3 4 
P. Provide indoor exercise and fitness facilities 1 2 3 4 
Q. Develop teen programs 1 2 3 4 
R. Develop before and after school programs 1 2 3 4 
S. Develop senior programs 1 2 3 4 
T. Develop special needs programs 1 2 3 4 
U. Purchase land for trail corridors 1 2 3 4 
V. Develop new equestrian trails and facilities 1 2 3 4 
W. Attract amateur sporting events 1 2 3 4 

 
 
 

TELL US ABOUT YOU 

10. Using the map to the right, please circle the number that 
corresponds to the area that you live in? 

 
1 2 3 4 

 
 
 

11. How many members of your household, including yourself, are the 
following ages:  

 

 Under 5  20 to 24  55 to 59 
 5 to 9  25 to 34  60 to 64 
 10 to 14  35 to 44  65 to 74 
 15 to 19  45 to 54  75 & older 
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Question 7 - “Other”   

(Reasons that prevent you from using Avondale parks and recreation 
facilities).  

 

Thirty-five of the respondents either gave an answer for the “Other” option on the 
question for the 8th chart, or left a related comment in the margin below. This 
question covered the reasons why respondents don’t utilize the existing parks and 
facilities more than they currently do. The most frequently given reasons included a 
perceived lack of desired facilities or concern with the state of current facilities (11); 
the weather being too hot, a lack of shade (7); problems due to health, being 
disabled, or new to the area (6); and inappropriate times for classes and activities 
(4). Some answers encompassed more than one of these categories and were counted 
for each related category. 

 

Common weather and shade concerns mentioned: 

 Arizona heat 

 Weather 

 Lack of shade/trees/ramadas 

 Too hot to go to the park 
 

Common concerns with facilities included: 

 Most fields are for rent only 

 Not enough shade/ramadas etc. 

 No swimming pools in AZ? 

 All fields are filled with “Soccer.” Friendship park is a gathering place for the 
Spanish and Soccer kids. 

 Need picnic areas and play area for the children, also skateboarding, and maybe 
a swimming pool and volleyball. More family group things like Sun City 

 Dog areas not maintained 
 

Common concerns with health, disability, and being new included: 

 Just new to area 

 My health prevents me from doing a lot of activities 

 New mover to AZ and I am deaf – need interpreter 

 Disabled/handicapped 
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 Recent health problems 

 Disabled 
 

Common activity and program time issues included: 

 Times for youth programs 

 Classes I’m interested in are during my work hours. Daytime 

 Work 

 Only Saturday is available for working Moms to take their kids to activities, but 
I work Saturday, so my kids cannot enjoy 

 

A significant proportion of concerns with lack of facilities focused on sidewalks, bike 
paths, and walking trails: 

 Ride bike everywhere. No bike lanes or sidewalks  

 No good running paths with distance and traffic is too busy on street 

 I live a quarter mile from Friendship Park, but I can’t walk there because there 
is no contiguous sidewalk on McDowell 

 

Answers for “Other” on Question 8 

 

Question number 8 was concerned with discerning how supportive the respondents 
are of various funding mechanisms for use by the parks planners.  Nine respondents 
provided a response for “Other” funding mechanisms, of which six were actual 
suggestions.  

 

These responses were: 

 Donation 

 Government funded! 

 Grants 

 Increased fees for developers 

 Visitor fees 

 Offsetting spending decreases 
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Other Miscellaneous Comments 

 

Although there was not a space on the survey for other comments, a number of 
people wrote in comments in the margins, on the front, or elsewhere. Most of the 
time, these comments were expressing concerns and opinions, or sometimes further 
explaining their answers. In general, comments explaining answers were tabulated 
under the “Other” category when that comment pertained to that particular 
question. Most comments listed issues people have with the parks and facilities. The 
remaining comments are listed here: 

 

 I ride a bike everywhere I go, as I no longer own a car. I am retired. I am 69 and 
retired. 

 Need more programs. 

 Need sidewalks and bike lanes from 127th to 107th on Indian School. 

 (Referring to “On street bike lanes/routes” in question 4) DANGEROUS! Like the 
sidewalk/bike lane. 

 Not aware of any problems (referring to how well facilities meet their needs, how 
well programs meet their needs). Not in Upland Park area. Low cost (referring to 
user fees on question 8)! 

 Get supporters to do/pay for (referring to special events, natural resource 
tourism, and amateur sporting events in Question 2). We wish you wouldn’t 
spend so much $ on that very colorful “P & R class info catalog” each year! 

 NONE FOR MORE SPANISH SOCCER FIELDS (referring to funding 
mechanisms they would be willing to support in Question 8)! 

 I can’t understand why city or towns can’t think of other things to waste taxs 
[sic] payer money. I would like my property taxes to be lower not to go up for all 
this kind of stuff. 

 Not Interested. Not Interested. Not Interested (referring to Questions 
4,5,6,7,8,10,11). 

 Avondale taxes have skyrocketed, where’s the fiscal management for government 
and schools! My taxes went way up even though my property value went way 
down (referring to their complete disagreement with using sales tax and property 
tax increases mentioned in Question 8). 

 Covered outdoor picnic areas for Birthday parties or rental facilitys [sic] for 
smaller parties (referring to Question 9 relating to allocation of city resources). 

 Classes for kids are mainly available during the day, so only stay at home moms 
can use them. That is no help!  
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 Please, please enhance the sidewalk system! It’s so inconstant [sic] right now. I 
can’t get anywhere from where I live without going on a busy street. 

 25 miles 1 way, don’t go to school, and won’t let me kids walk alone (referring to 
walking or biking between home and school or work in Question 3). Need more 
stops and then “2” (referring to walking or biking between home or work and a 
public transit stop in Question 3). 

 This respondent included many other comments, which generally seemed to 
indicate unfamiliarity with a number of facilities, programs, and activities. Other 
remarks commented on the state of current facilities, such as “nets need 
replacing” next to basketball courts on Question 4. 

 Some have outdoor back rooms and that isn’t desirable especially for handicap. 
 



Appendix C – Benchmark Survey Report 
 

City of Avondale Parks, Recreation Facilities & Trails Master Plan  Preliminary Report 
Logan Simpson Design Inc. Page 85 
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I .  IN T R O D U C T I O N 
 

A benchmark survey was conducted by ESI Corporation on behalf of the City of 
Avondale, which was administered to assess the status of parks, recreational 
facilities, and programs in Avondale relative to those in comparable cities around 
the United States.  

The City of Avondale chose ten cities for inclusion in the benchmarking survey. ESI 
mailed each city a six-page benchmarking survey (see Appendix A) as well as a letter 
explaining the survey and requesting that they complete it. After mailing, ESI 
contacted each city by telephone to encourage participation and to answer questions. 
Five cities responded and participated in the survey, which include: 

 
 Grand Prairie, Texas 

 Bloomington, Indiana 

 Canton, Michigan 

 Santa Clarita, California 

 Chandler, Arizona 
 

The size of participating cities ranged considerably, from Bloomington, Indiana with 
a population of 69,229 to Chandler, Arizona with a population of 251,297. The 
average population for cities included in the benchmark is 147,776, while Avondale 
has a population of 75,000. To gain better insight into the parks, facilities, and 
programs that cities offer their citizens, many aspects of the survey were calculated 
on a per 1,000 resident basis. Equalizing the responses in this way provided data 
that was more easily comparable. In addition, per 1,000 calculations are useful in 
creating service standards. 

The benchmark average referenced in this report takes into account the average 
response of all of the five cities surveyed. Key findings are summarized in Tables 1 
and 2. The full database of tabulated responses can be found at the end of the report 
in Table 3. 
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I I .  MA J O R  F I N D I N G S  
 

The summarized findings of the Benchmarking Survey are presented in this section. 
Information that was evaluated included acres of parks and open space, square feet 
of indoor recreational facilities, recreational programs offered, outdoor recreational 
facilities, trails, joint use agreements, budgets, staffing, and capital improvement 
plans. 

 

PARKS  

As shown in Table 1, Avondale has 13 parks, which is considerably lower than the 
benchmark average of 38.8, as well as each of the surveyed cities except Canton, 
Michigan. Avondale possesses fewer parks than the benchmark average, which 
when combined, the parks encompass 3.73 acres per 1,000 population. This figure 
also appears low in comparison to the benchmark average of 18.98 park acres per 
1,000 population, which ranged in size from 6.25 to 33.82 acres per 1,000 population 
for the surveyed cities. However, the benchmark average may be skewed somewhat 
by large numbers of acreage being reported by the benchmark cities, particularly for 
recreational lakes. Even when recreational lakes are taken out of the equation, 
Avondale’s park area appears to be quite low compared to the adjusted benchmark 
average of 12.91 park acres per 1,000 population.  

When evaluating the number of acres per 1,000 people, Avondale lags in each type of 
park aside from regional parks, where they possess 2.11 parks compared to the 
benchmark average of 0.78. For passive open space, Avondale has 0.96 parks per 
1,000 compared to the benchmark of 4.82.  With neighborhood parks Avondale is 
slightly below the benchmark average of 0.78, coming in at 0.67 parks per 1,000 
residents. Finally, Avondale does not possess any recreational lakes, community or 
joint use parks. The benchmark average of the surveyed cities offers 6.07, 2.71, and 
1.38 parks per 1,000 population for each of these parks, respectively. 
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Table 1 - Benchmark Survey Results Summary 

  
Benchmark 

Average Avondale 
Grand 
Prairie Bloomington Canton 

Santa 
Clarita Chandler 

Population  147,776 75,000 156,050 69,229 85,144 177,158 251,297 
Total # of Parks  38.80 13.00 43.00 37.00 11.00 34.00 69.00 
Park Acres/1,000  18.98 3.73 29.07 33.82 8.53 17.24 6.25 

Passive Open 
Space acres/1,000 4.82 0.96 1.09 1.33 5.46 15.91 0.07 

Neighborhood 
Park acres/1,000 0.78 0.67 0.42 0.98 -- 0.33 1.54 

Community Park 
acres/1,000 2.71 -- 4.78 4.68 3.07 0.42 2.37 

Regional Park 
acres/1,000 0.78 2.11 1.10 -- -- 0.58 1.21 

Joint Use Park 
acres/1,000 1.38 -- 0.60 9.61 -- -- 1.03 

Recreational Lake 
acres/1,000 6.07 -- 21.07 17.21 -- -- 0.04 

# of Indoor 
Facilities/1,000  0.06 0.03 0.08 0.09 0.13 0.02 0.04 

# Outdoor 
Recreation 
Facilities/1,000 

1.42 1.00 1.60 1.59 1.05 1.57 1.28 

# Recreation 
Programs/1,000 11.31 1.00 11.20 9.53 26.06 18.09 2.09 

Miles of 
Trails/1,000 0.18 -- 0.12 0.87 0.14 0.21 0.03 

Annual Operating 
Budget/1,000 $262,545 $45,301 $122,172 $120,757 $122,333 $683,435 $139,565 

FT Staff/1,000  0.57 0.24 0.83 0.84 0.63 0.33 0.48 
PT Staff/1,000 0.96 0.83 1.22 3.64 1.20 0.07 0.62 
Total $ in CIP/1,000  $321,528 $607,439 $147,389 $373,199 -- $26,462 $543,307 
$ in CIP Per 
Year/1,000  $61,243 $60,744 $29,478 $62,200 -- $5,292 $108,661 

Source: Parks & Recreation Benchmark Survey Results, January 2009 
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An additional distinction in the quality of parks is park service radius, which 
represents the area in miles that each park type services, as seen in Table 2. For 
Avondale and the other cities surveyed, there was quite a variance in service area 
radii, ranging anywhere from 0.25 to 11.77 miles. Half of the cities surveyed did not 
provide a service radius standard for a particular type of park, and were 
subsequently excluded from the respective calculated averages. In general, regional 
parks offer the greatest radius of service, followed by passive open space.  

 

Table 2 - Service Radius for Publicly Maintained Parks by Park Type (Denoted in Miles) 

    
Passive Open 

Space 
Neighborhood 

Parks 
Community 

Parks 
Regional 

Parks 
Joint Use 

Parks 
Recreational 

Lakes 
Total All 

Parks 
Benchmark Average        
 Number of Parks 5.60 16.80 8.60 0.80 6.20 0.80 38.80 
 Service Radius 2.62 1.41 2.45 8.41 0.50 1.00 8.29 

  Per 1,000 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.06 

Avondale        
 Number of Parks 1.00 10.00 -- 2.00 -- -- 13.00 
 Service Radius 2.00 1.00 -- 3.00 -- -- 6.00 

  Per 1,000 0.03 0.01 -- 0.04 -- -- 0.08 

Grand Prairie        
 Number of Parks 3.00 9.00 14.00 1.00 15.00 1.00 43.00 
 Service Radius -- 0.50 2.50 11.77 -- -- 14.77 

  Per 1,000 -- 0.00 0.02 0.08 -- -- 0.09 

Bloomington        
 Number of Parks 2.00 12.00 8.00 -- 14.00 1.00 37.00 
 Service Radius 1.00 0.25 1.50 -- 0.50 1.00 4.25 

  Per 1,000 0.01 0.00 0.02 -- 0.01 0.01 0.06 

Canton        
 Number of Parks 6.00 -- 5.00 -- -- -- 11.00 
 Service Radius 4.24 -- 4.24 -- -- -- 8.48 

  Per 1,000 0.05 -- 0.05 -- -- -- 0.10 

Santa Clarita        
 Number of Parks 15.00 12.00 5.00 2.00 -- -- 34.00 
 Service Radius -- 0.50 2.00 -- -- -- 2.50 

  Per 1,000 -- 0.00 0.01 -- -- -- 0.01 

Chandler        
 Number of Parks 2.00 51.00 11.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 69.00 
 Service Radius -- 4.40 2.00 5.05 -- -- 11.45 

  Per 1,000 -- 0.02 0.01 0.02 -- -- 0.05 

Source: Parks & Recreation Benchmark Survey Results, September 2008 
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For average total service radius, Avondale covers slightly less distance than the 
benchmark, offering 6 miles compared to the 8.29 mile service radius average. 

Following are the summarized key findings of the Benchmark Survey. The data 
associated with this section can be found in Table 2, or more detailed information 
can be found in Table 3 at the end of this report. 

 

INDOOR RECREATION FACILITIES 

Two community centers comprise Avondale’s 15,000 square feet of indoor 
recreational facilities. With two indoor facilities, Avondale lags the benchmark 
average of 9.6 facilities. However, compared to the benchmark average of 0.065 
indoor facilities per 1,000, Avondale fairs slightly better with 0.027 facilities per 
1,000 persons. The most numerous indoor facilities noted were gymnasiums 
(average size of 12,528 sq. ft.) and pool / aquatic facilities (average size of 10,738 sq. 
ft.), each with an average of 1.4 facilities per city. Although every benchmark city 
possesses gyms, only three of the five possess indoor pool / aquatic facilities. Four of 
the five benchmark cities report having community centers (29,747 sq. ft. average), 
with an average of 1.2 facilities per city. On average, each of the benchmarked cities 
offers 120,629 sq. ft. of indoor recreational space, compared to Avondale’s 15,000. 

Every benchmark city indicated that they possess a community center or multi-
purpose facility. Within the community center and/or multi-purpose facilities, the 
most numerously cited facilities present were gymnasiums, kitchens/cafeterias, 
meeting rooms, classrooms, and exercise/dance facilities, which every city indicated 
offering. 

 

RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS 

The City of Avondale offers 75 recreational programs, including special interest 
classes (25), adult classes (15), library programs / events (12), and special events 
(10). This figure falls extremely short in comparison to the benchmark average of 
1,671 programs. Likewise, with 1 program per 1,000 persons, Avondale offers 
significantly fewer programs than the benchmark average of 11.31 programs per 
1,000. All of the surveyed cities offer more than 500 recreation programs, the most 
common of which are swimming lessons (409 classes offered on average), senior 
activities (247.8), and special interest classes (140.2). The number of senior activities 
being offered are somewhat skewed by the 880 programs offered by Grand Prairie, 
Texas. Eliminating Grand Prairie brings the benchmark average to 89.8 senior 
programs, which is still significantly greater than the number of programs offered by 
Avondale. On a per 1,000 basis, Avondale falls short of the benchmark average for 
every type of recreational program, except for library programs / events, which they 
possess 0.16 per 1,000 compared to the average of 0.04. On average, the benchmark 
cities offer 22 different types of programs, compared to Avondale’s 15 program types. 
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OUTDOOR RECREATION FACILITIES 

In regards to outdoor recreation facilities, all five benchmark cities reported 
possessing basketball courts, disc golf courses, park shelters / picnic areas, 
playgrounds, skateboard / inline parks, soccer fields, and tennis courts. The most 
numerously offered of these include park shelters / picnic areas (83 average), 
playgrounds (27.8), basketball courts (16.4), and tennis courts (15.2). Comparatively, 
Avondale possesses fewer of each of these facilities than the benchmark average. 
However, on a per 1,000 population basis, Avondale actually possesses more 
basketball courts and soccer fields than the benchmark average. In Avondale, the 
most numerous outdoor facilities include fishing pier / viewing platforms (17), park 
shelters / picnic areas (10), soccer fields (10), basketball courts (9), and playgrounds 
(7). 

Although the number of outdoor facilities that Avondale has may seem low in 
comparison to the benchmark average, at a per 1,000 population level, Avondale 
surpasses the benchmark average in many areas. For nine of the fourteen outdoor 
recreation facilities that they possess, Avondale has more outdoor facilities per 1,000 
population than the benchmark average. The facilities where they do not exceed the 
benchmark average include multi-purpose turf fields (0.037 per 1,000 benchmark 
average), playgrounds (0.188), softball fields (0.054), and tennis courts (0.103).  

According to the survey results, none of the benchmark cities own or maintain a 
synthetic turf field. 

The majority of benchmarked cities, 80 percent, possess an average of three 
aquatic facilities. The average size of these facilities was 68,934 square feet. 
Average annual operating costs for these facilities were approximately $312,703, 
though it is noted that utility costs were not available for every city. There was a 
large range of reported values for each of these averages. Facility sizes ranged 
anywhere from 3,017 square feet to 413,660 square feet, and maintenance costs 
ranged between $20,000 and $564,044 per facility. Many of the larger facilities 
contain multiple pools, rooms, and amenities, whereas the smaller ones may 
contain only a pool. The aquatic facilities of the benchmarked cities most 
commonly included lap pools, splash pools, diving areas, zero-depth play areas, 
and amenities such as ramadas and restrooms. Other facilities included water 
slides, lazy rivers, vortex pools, and classrooms. Common programs featured at 
the aquatics facilities include various types of swim lessons, scuba lessons, 
aquatic fitness programs, water sports, and lifeguard / water safety training. 
The hours of operation ranged from between 5:30 AM and 7:00 PM, with a wide 
range in-between. Most facilities observe seasonal hours, with common hours 
being from 1:00 PM through 5:00 PM. Only Santa Clarita reported having 
aquatic facilities open before 11:00 AM. Every city who indicated possession of at 
least one aquatic facility also signified that they employ on-duty lifeguards, and 
that some type of sand filtration system is used for their pools. 
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TRAILS 

Currently, Avondale does not offer its residents any trails. On average, the 
benchmark cities offer 27.21 miles of trails, the most common of which being multi-
use paths and trails, each offered by 80 percent of the cities. The most extensive type 
of trails reported were all-terrain bike trails, offering an average of 7.54 miles, 
followed by multi-use paths with 6.86 miles. This remains true on a per 1,000 
resident basis, with 0.51 and 0.46 per 1,000 being offered, respectively.  

Aside from Avondale, the cities of Bloomington and Canton are the only benchmark 
cities who reported publicly dedicated open space (excluding parks) in their 
communities. Bloomington offers 3,831 acres, Canton 504 acres, and Avondale 150 
acres. On a per 1,000 population basis, Bloomington offers 55.34 acres, Canton offers 
5.92 acres, and Avondale offers 2 acres per 1,000. Santa Clarita property owners 
recently voted in favor of an “Open Space Preservation District,” which will allow 
the City to purchase land to preserve as open space instead of developing it. While 
the plan has been passed and the guidelines for land purchase have been outlined, 
land has not yet been acquired1. 

 

JOINT USE AGREEMENTS 

All of the cities who participated in the survey indicated having agreements with 
school districts for the shared use of recreational facilities. However, only three out 
of five benchmarked cities have agreements for the shared development of 
recreational facilities, as well as with other community groups or agencies. Avondale 
possesses joint use agreements in all three instances. The two most common 
recreational facilities that were reported as having shared use were fields and pools, 
each used by 60 percent of the cities. Fields were also the most common recreational 
facility shared for development, reported in 40 percent of the cities. For agreements 
with community organizations, the department of transportation was the most 
common (60 percent), followed by the Boys & Girls Clubs, flood control districts, and 
the counties, with two of the five benchmark respondents reporting at least one such 
agreement. Avondale, likewise, has joint use agreements with the local Boys & Girls 
Club and flood control districts. The most common types of facilities reported for 
joint use agreements are spread equally amongst therapeutic recreation, ice arena, 
senior transportation, athletic fields, park property leases, trails, recreation 
programs, and facility use, each reported by one of the five surveyed cities. 

 

ANNUAL OPERATIONAL BUDGET 

The City of Avondale’s annual operating budget is $3,397,540, which represents 
$45,301 per 1,000 population. This figure is considerably behind the benchmark 

                                         
1 City of Santa Clarita Open Space Preservation District http://www.santaclaritaopenspace.com/ 
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average of $38,797,766, or $262,545 per 1,000 residents, as well as behind each of 
the five surveyed cities. The city with the highest reported operating budget is Santa 
Clarita, who reports a budget of $121,075,964, which also translates to the highest 
per 1,000 budget of $683,435. This figure somewhat skews the average, which when 
omitted drops to $18,228,217, and is still nearly six times the budget of Avondale. 
Additionally, the re-calculated operational budget per 1,000 residents remains 
higher than Avondale at $126,207. 

Just less than one-half of Avondale’s operating budget expenditures, 45 percent, is 
for contracted services, which is quite high compared to the benchmark average of 
7.7 percent. The maintenance line item accounts for their next highest budget 
allocation at 15 percent, a figure which is also somewhat higher than the benchmark 
average of 10.2 percent. The expenditure that the benchmark average dedicates the 
most resources to is full-time staffing at 44.3 percent of the operating budget, 
compared to a mere 8 percent for Avondale. Second highest is part-time staffing at 
12.9 percent, which Avondale does not allocate any funding for. As a percentage of 
their operating budget, Avondale spends two and a half times the money on 
equipment, nearly twice the amount on general operations, less than one-third as 
much on programs, and one-third more on utilities as the benchmark average. 
Detailed amounts can be found in Table 3 at the end of this report. 

Only Chandler,2 Arizona indicated that they utilize parks maintenance services 
separately from the Parks and Recreation Department’s budget. Chandler reports 
dedicating a separate $6,485,534 to facilities maintenance, or $25,808 per 1,000 
population. The majority of this funding, 44.1 percent is on full time maintenance 
employees. The next largest amount, 24.3 percent, is spent on utilities for 
maintenance facilities. Maintenance costs themselves account for 15.8 percent of 
this funding, and supplies for another 10.3 percent. The remaining funding is split 
up amongst contracted services, equipment, part time staff, and general operations, 
none of which account for more than 2.1 percent of the maintenance budget. 

 Most of the cities surveyed rely on very few sources of revenue, limited almost 
entirely to their general fund and fees and charges. For the benchmark average, the 
general fund contributes 70.1 percent of revenues to fund departmental annual 
operations. Fees and charges comprised another 16.6 percent of these funds, and the 
remaining balance was accounted for through grants, sponsorships, enterprise 
funds, as well as a variety of funds and trusts in the case of Chandler. In 
comparison, Avondale receives 75 percent of its operating budget from the general 
fund, 23 percent from fees and charges, and the remaining 2 percent from 
sponsorships. 

 

                                         
2 Annual operating budget information for the City of Chandler has been estimated based upon their published city 
budget for the current fiscal year. 
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STAFFING 

Avondale has approximately 18 full-time parks and recreation employees, equating 
to 0.24 employees per 1,000 residents. This is supplemented by 62 part-time staff, 
which equates to 0.83 part-time staff per 1,000 population. Comparatively, their full-
time staffing amounts to less than half of the benchmark average of 0.57 per 1,000 
population, and their part-time staffing is slightly lower than the benchmark 
average of 0.96. 

The three most common full time occupations for both Avondale and the benchmark 
average are recreation programming, park maintenance, and facility maintenance. 
Where Avondale has 7 full-time workers in parks maintenance, the benchmark 
average employs 27.6. For facilities maintenance, Avondale employs 4 full-time 
employees, and the benchmark average employs 19.4 full-time employees. In 
recreation programming, Avondale employs 4 full-time employees, compared to 
the average of 19.2. 

The most common part-time occupations differ slightly. Avondale maintains the 
same three occupations as for full time employees, employing 6 for facility 
maintenance, 6 for park maintenance, and 50 for recreation programming. 
However, the three most common part-time occupations for the benchmark 
average are recreation programming (79.8 part-time employees on average), 
park maintenance (16.6), and Golf (13.6).  

 

CAPITAL BUDGET 

Four of the five cities surveyed possess a capital improvements plan (CIP), of which 
three are 5 years in duration. Bloomington is the exception, with a 6-year CIP. 
Canton, Michigan is the only city to report currently not having a CIP. Avondale 
currently has a 10-year CIP. Technically, Grand Prairie possesses a continuous CIP, 
however their planning process and funding allocation are done in 5-year 
increments, so it has been considered a 5-year CIP for the purposes of this 
benchmark. 

The benchmark average CIP is 5.3 years in duration, with a total amount of 
$47,513,923 million in the program, or approximately $9,050,271 million per year. 
On average, most of the CIP is dedicated to new parks or recreational facilities at 
61.5 percent of the funding. The next highest allocation is 36.4 percent for park 
renovations, and finally 2.2 percent is assigned to acquiring new land. The majority 
of cities, Avondale included, weight their CIP allocations most heavily towards new 
park or recreation facilities, whereas the town of Bloomington has constructed their 
CIP to weight almost everything toward parks renovation, which has somewhat 
skewed these averages. When Bloomington is taken out of the calculation, the 
average funding allocation for new park or recreational facilities rises to 82 percent, 
land acquisition funding becomes 1.33 percent, and park renovation funding falls to 
16.67 percent. 
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REVENUE SOURCES 

The most common revenue sources for funding capital projects among the 
benchmarked cities are general obligation bonds, which are utilized by four of the 
five cities. Aside from GO bonds, grants, revenue bonds, and sales taxes are each 
used by three of the five cities as key revenue sources. Sources of revenue for 
Avondale currently include general obligation bonds, grants, impact fees, and their 
general fund. Avondale is the only city to report using their general fund. 

Four of the five cities surveyed indicated that in addition to sales taxes, their cities 
employed the use of some other classification of taxes. Of these, the most popularly 
used was a lodging or bed tax at an average rate of 7 percent. In addition, one city 
each reported using restaurant and liquor taxes in the amounts of 1.8 and 14 
percent, respectively. 
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Table 3 – City of Avondale Benchmarking Results 
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 Parks and Recreation Benchmarking Survey for  
Avondale, Arizona 

 

Name of Agency:                             

Address:                                                        

Director/Manager:    

Name and title of person filling 
out survey:                                                                                                    

Telephone Number:                        

Email Address:  

Current Population of the 
Community:  

 
PARKS AND OPEN SPACE AREAS: 
 
1. The following is a list of various park classifications.  Please indicate how many existing 

or planned parks you have in each classification, the total number of acres for all parks in 
the classification, any service radius standard, (i.e. x number of miles) and what percent 
is maintained by the city versus others (county, private, etc.)      

  

Total # of Acres
Service Radius 

(miles) 

 
% City 

Maintained
A. Neighborhood parks     
B. Community parks     
C. Passive regional parks     
D. Joint use parks (i.e. schools)     

    
2. What is your existing park acreage level of service standard for city owned and 

maintained parks (acres/1,000 population)?  _____________________ 
 

  
INDOOR RECREATION FACILITIES  
 
3. Following is a list of various types of INDOOR recreational facilities.  Please identify the 

number of facilities you have of each type and, if applicable, the square feet.  If a facility 
you have is  not listed, please write in the type under “Other.” 

 
  

Number 
 Size or 

Sq. Ft. 
   

Number 
 Size or 

Sq. Ft. 
A.  Community centers   G.  Racquetball courts  
B.  Gymnasiums   H.  Recreation centers  
C.  Libraries   I.  Senior centers  
D.  Multi-generational centers   J.  Teen centers  
E.  Performing arts centers   K.  Other________________  
F.  Pools/aquatics   L.  Other________________  
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RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS 
 
4. What type of recreational programs are you offering?  Identify the number of programs 

next to each type. 
 
 Number   Number  
A.   Adult Sport Leagues G  Special Interest Classes 
B.   Before & After School Programs H.  Summer Camps 
C.   Intramural Sports Programs I.  Swim Lessons 
D.   Outdoor Recreation Programs J.  Swim Team – Dive Team 
E.   Senior Activities K.  Teen Activities 
F.   Special Events L.  Youth Sports Leagues 
 
OUTDOOR RECREATION FACILITIES  
 
5. The following is a list of OUTDOOR recreational facilities.  Please identify the number of 

facilities you have of each type.  If not listed, please write in the type under “Other.” 
 
 Number   Number  
A.   Amphitheater M.  Ponds/reservoirs 
B.   Archery range N.  Pools/aquatic 
C.   Baseball fields O.  Public Golf courses (18 hole) 
D.   Basketball courts P.  Public Golf courses (9 hole) 
E.   BMX (dirt) Q.  Racquetball courts 
F.   Disc golf courses R.  Skate parks 
G.   Driving range S.  Shooting range 
H.   Football fields T.  Soccer fields 
I.   Multi-purpose fields U.  Softball fields 
J.   Off-leash dog parks V.  Tennis courts 
K.   Paint ball courses W.  Volleyball courts 
L.   Park shelters/picnic areas X.  Water/splash pads 
M.   Playgrounds Y.  Other______________________ 
 
 
TRAILS 
 
6. Following is a list of various types of existing or planned trails.   Please identify the type 

of trails that you have and the approximate number of miles for each type of trail. 
 

 Check those that 
apply 

Approx. No. of 
Miles 

 

A.   All terrain bike trails (mountain bikes) 
B.   Fitness courses 
C.   Multi-use paths (paved surface) 
D.   Multi-use trails (unpaved) 
E.   Nature center/ interpretive trails 
F.   On-street bikeways/bike lanes 
G.   Single-use designated trails 
H.   Other _____________________________________ 
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USER FEES 
 
7. Do you currently charge a fee for participating in activities or using the following 

facilities?  If so, please check the box next to the activity and ATTACH A FEE SCHEDULE 
THAT LISTS THE ACTIVITY/FACILITY AND FEE OR FEES CHARGED. 

 
 
 
 

Fee? 
(Check if 

Applicable) 

 
 

Activity or Facility 
A.  Aquatics 
B.  Youth Sports Programs/Leagues 
C.  Adult Sports Leagues 
D.  Aerobics 
E.  Art classes 
F.  Pre-school programs 
G.  After school programs 
H.  Lights for ball fields 
I.  Picnic shelters 
J.  Gymnasiums 
K.  Meeting rooms 
L.  Shooting range 
M.  Golf course 
N.  (Name Other)___________________________________________ 
O.  (Name Other)___________________________________________ 

 
Please attach a fee schedule that lists each activity/facility noted above and 
the fee or fees charged. 
 
 
8. Please indicate the total annual revenue obtained from user fees $________________ 

Provide approximate percentages for each revenue source.  The total should add to 
100%. 

 
A.  % Recreational Programs 
B.  % Recreational Facilities (i.e. ball fields, courts, lights, etc) 
C.  % Aquatics 
D.  % Golf 
E.  % Reservations (i.e. picnic shelters, ramadas, etc.) 
F.  % Special Events 
G.  % Concessions 
H.  % Adult Leagues 
I.  % Youth Leagues 
J.  % Meeting Rooms 
K.  % Special Interest Classes (i.e. drawing, pottery, stained glass, etc.) 
L.  % Other(please list)_________________________ 
 100 % Total   

 
 
 
 



ESI Corporation Avondale Benchmarking Survey 
March 2009 A-5  
 

JOINT USE AGREEMENTS 
 
9. The following is a list of various types of joint use agreements you may have with local 

schools, other governments, and/or community providers.   Please answer by circling yes 
or no. 

 
A. Does your city and school district(s) have joint use agreements for the use of 

recreational facilities? 
 
Type of facility? (i.e. pool, meeting rooms, fields) __________________________ 

Yes No 
 
 
 

    
B. Does your city and school district(s) have joint use agreements pertaining to the 

development of recreational facilities? 
 
If yes, Are these agreements in writing? 
 
Type of facility? (i.e. pool, meeting rooms, fields) __________________________ 

Yes 
 
 

Yes 

No 
 
 

No 
 
 

    
C. Does your city have any joint use or written agreements with other community 

groups or agencies? Circle all that apply: YMCA, Boys/Girls Clubs, County, DOT’s, 
Other___________________________________ 
 
What type of facilities do these include? _________________________________ 

Yes No 

 
ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET 
 
10. What is the Parks and Recreation Department’s full operating budget for this fiscal year? 

$_________________. 
 
11. Based on your current operating budget, please identify the breakdown of your 

expenditures associated with each category.   The total should add to 100%. 
 
 
A.  % Contracted Services 
B.  % Equipment (mowers, vehicles) 
C.  % Full Time Staffing 
D.  % General Operations (administration) 
E.  % Maintenance (facilities, parks, trails) 
F.  % Part Time Staffing 
G.  % Programs (supplies) 
H.  % Utilities  
 100% Total 
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12. Following are various functions within parks and recreation programs.  Please indicate 
how many full time and part time staff you have working in each area. 

 
 # of Full Time 

Equivalents 
 

A.   Facility maintenance 
B.  Golf  
C.  Park maintenance 
D.  Recreation administration 
E.  Recreation programming 
F.  Other ___________________________________ 
G.  Other ___________________________________ 
H.  Total 
  
13. Provide approximate percentages for the revenue sources that your department uses to 

fund annual operations.  The total should add to 100%. 
 
   
A.  % General fund 
B. % User fees and charges 
C. % Sponsorships 
D. % Grants 
E. % Enterprise fund (for which operations)______________________________________ 
F. % Other ________________________________________________________________ 
 100% Total 
 
 
CAPITAL BUDGET 
 
14. Do you have a long range capital improvement program (CIP) for funding capital projects 

(i.e. new parks, trails, facilities, park renovations and land acquisition)? 
 

______ (A) Yes (please answer questions A through E) 
______ (B) No (please skip to question 15) 

 
A. How many years is your CIP? ______  
 
B. How much in total dollars is allocated over the duration of your CIP to parks and 

recreation? $__________ . 
 

C. Based on the total dollars noted above, what is the percentage allocated to park 
renovation? _________%  
 

D. Based on the total dollars noted above, what is the percentage allocated to land 
acquisition? ________%   

 
E. Based on the total dollars noted above, what is the percentage allocated to new park or 

recreational facilities? _______%  
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15. What are your sources of revenue for funding capital projects (i.e. parks and trails 
development, recreational facilities, land acquisition, pools). Please check all of that 
apply. 

 
 A.  Concessionaire contracts  H. Private fund-raising 
 B.  General obligation bonds  I. Revenue bonds 
 C.  Grants  J. Sales taxes 
 D.  Impact fees  K. Special improvement districts 
 E.  Intergovernmental agreements  L. User fees 
 F.  Lease purchase financing  M. Other ____________________ 
 G.  Private donations  N. Other ____________________ 
 

 
 

Thank you for participating in this benchmarking survey.  Please return the completed 
survey no later than Friday July 11, 2008 in the enclosed postage paid envelope to:  
 

ESI Corp 
300 W. Clarendon Avenue 
Suite 470  
Phoenix, AZ 85013   

 
If you desire, you may fax the completed survey to 602-265-5919. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan Zwayer-Jones or Judie Scalise at 
602-265-6120.  
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