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INTRODUCTION & OVERVIEW
Purpose of the Plan
PenMet Parks began development of this update to its District
Comprehensive Plan in January 2017 to provide a logical blueprint for the
management and growth of the District’s park and recreation system.
As a six-year guide and strategic plan for enhancing park and recreation
amenities for the community, the District Comprehensive Plan establishes
a path forward for enabling and enhancing high quality, community-driven
parks, trails, open spaces and recreational opportunities.
The District Comprehensive Plan is a document that will guide the PenMet
District Board, management and staff when making decisions or taking
actions regarding planning, acquiring, developing or enhancing parks, open
space or recreational facilities and programs. This Plan was developed
with the input and direction of local recreation leaders, stakeholders and
residents, and the process included public meetings and a community
survey as baseline data to inform the plan. The Plan outlines funding,
program objectives, development or resource goals, and sets a longrange vision for the District with clear action items and strategies for
implementation for the next 6 to 10 years.
This 2018 District Comprehensive Plan considers the park and recreation
needs of residents across the district. It provides updated inventories,
demographic conditions, needs analysis, management considerations
and capital project priorities. The Plan establishes specific goals,
recommendations and actions for developing, managing and maintaining
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high-quality parks, trails, facilities and recreation programs across the
district. The Plan is intended to be updated periodically to remain current
with local interests and maintain eligibility for state-based grants.

Planning Process
The District Comprehensive Plan is a reflection of the community’s interests
and needs for park and recreational facilities, trails and programming. The
planning process was aimed to encourage and enable public engagement
in the choices, priorities and future direction of the District’s park and
recreation system. The Plan project team conducted a variety of public
outreach activities to solicit feedback and comments, in concert with a
review of the recreation system inventory, level of service review and the
current and future needs assessment.
Current community interests surfaced through a series of public outreach
efforts that included mail and online surveys, open house meetings, focus
group discussions, online engagement, website content and District Board
meetings. A physical assessment of the park inventory became the basis for
determining the current performance of the system. An overarching needs
analysis was conducted for recreation programs and facilities, parks and
trails to assess current and projected demands accounting for population
changes.
To guide the implementation of the goals of the Plan, a capital facilities
plan was developed with a set of strategies that identified costs and
potential funding sources. Together, this process is represented in this
planning document, which will be reviewed by the public and District Board
members. Once adopted, the Plan directs park and recreation service
delivery for the next 6 to 10 years.

District Overview &
Accomplishments
The Peninsula Metropolitan (PenMet) Park District is responsible for
the planning, acquisition, construction and maintenance of park, open
space and recreation facilities and the provision of recreation programs
and events in the unincorporated areas outside of Gig Harbor city limits.
PenMet provides management within 325.6 acres of parks, 143.23 acres of
natural areas, 112.8 acres of special use facilities and 14.7 miles of trails that
offer varied, safe and attractive places for public recreation. The District
also provides diverse, year-round recreational programming and services
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that respond to the changing needs of the community. PenMet proactively
partners with other recreational providers to create a broader range of
activities and programming for the Gig Harbor peninsula community. The
benefits of these services are especially designed to meet the physical,
mental, cultural and social needs of the residents and visitors to the
Peninsula while enhancing the quality of life to its residents.
The Peninsula Metropolitan Park District was incorporated in May 2004 and
is governed by a five-member Board of Commissioners who are responsible
for all legislative actions and policy making for the District. Adopted policies
are implemented through the Executive Director who coordinates the
work of all District departments and employees. The total number of FTE’s
for the District is currently 18.24 full time equivalent personnel covering
administrative services, parks & grounds, facilities and recreation services.
The District is principally funded through property taxes with other
revenues collected from sales tax, intergovernmental revenues, charges for
services and interest income. Primary expenditures are for general District
administration, finance, planning services, park buildings and public grounds
maintenance, and cultural and recreational services. The 2017 Capital
Program is funded through Interfund transfers from the General Fund. The
2017 budget contains the Capital Improvement Program which is currently
funded by limited tax obligation funds, grants, donations and transfers from
the General Fund. The 2018 assessed valuation of property is $7,940,156,061.
The tax rate for 2018 is $.75 per $1,000 of assessed value for PenMet Parks.
The 2018 budget projects General Fund operating revenue at $5,955,117
(property tax) and $342,400 (other sources) equaling $6,297,517.

Accomplishments
PenMet has successfully implemented many of the recommendations from
its previous 2012 Park Plan. Those successful accomplishments over the last
five years include the following:
ɤɤ Acquired 10-acre Cushman-Narrowsgate property (Tubbys Trail)
ɤɤ Acquired 5-acre DeMolay property (Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit Nature
Preserve)
ɤɤ Developed two dog parks: Rotary Bark Park & Tubby’s Trail (at
Narrowsgate)
ɤɤ Renovated synthetic infields at Sehmel Park
ɤɤ Constructed upper restroom and maintenance facility at Sehmel Park
ɤɤ Leased the Indoor Soccer Center for programming and began offering
indoor youth & adult soccer leagues
ɤɤ Expanded program offerings to include gymnastics, golf, coding, spring
flag football, junior soccer
ɤɤ Produced PenMet Parks recreation guide
ɤɤ Added new program offerings for teens (leadership program, open mic)
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ɤɤ Acquired PAA Youth Sports (soccer, basketball, baseball) and PAA Adult
Sports (softball, basketball)
ɤɤ Offered two new special events (Daddy/Daughter and Mother/Son Dances
from PAA) and added Food Truck Feast
ɤɤ The District completed the tenth year of its own Park Enhancement
Grant Program (PEG Grant) to provide support for partners interested in
improving recreation facilities and services for area residents.

Growth in Recreation Programming
The District has had significant growth in its recreation programming
since the 2012 Parks Plan as PenMet responded to demand and need for
more programming in the community. Growth in the recreation offerings
can be demonstrated through several milestone accomplishments in the
last five years. Participants in recreation programs have jumped from
833 participants to 7,037 participants, an 844% increase in participation.
Recreation program revenue accompanying this increase in participation
rose from $94,614 in 2011 to $452,899 in 2016. The District sponsored
special events with ever increasing attendance from 7,403 in 2011 rising
to 15,150 in attendance in 2016. Event sponsorships increased from $1,750
in 2011 to $10,000 in 2016. The District has also been able to attract and
benefit from in-kind sponsorships valued at over $11,500 in 2016. In 2016,
volunteers provided approximately 3,925 hours of work worth an estimated
$113,786 of service to PenMet Parks.
Figure 1. Organizational Chart for 2018 PenMet Parks District Official and Staff
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Other Related Plans
Past community plans and other relevant documents were reviewed for
policy direction and goals as they pertain to planning for parks, trails and
recreation opportunities on the Gig Harbor Peninsula.

Peninsula Metropolitan Park District Plan
In its 2012 update, PenMet’s Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open
Space (PROS) Plan reaffirmed its mission as follows.
“The mission of PenMet Parks is to enhance the quality of life on the Gig
Harbor Peninsula by providing park and recreational opportunities for
all of its citizens.”
The 2012 PROS plan made recommendations for park categories and
level of service standards. The District’s park and recreation facilities
were classified as Regional Parks, Community Parks, Neighborhood Parks,
Open Space, Trails, Indoor Facilities, and Special Use Facilities. Service
standards were based on geographic areas. The plan also outlined proposed
capital facility recommendations that included acquisition development,
renovation and planning projects. The total estimated capital cost of all the
proposed capital facility recommendations in the Capital Facility Plan was
estimated at $48.5 million with the understanding that this target would
require additional and outside funding sources to fully implement.

City of Gig Harbor 2016 Parks, Recreation and Open
Space Plan
The Gig Harbor parks plan updated its goals and objectives for the
development of parks, recreation and open spaces in Gig Harbor with a
strong focus on public access to waterfront and trail connections. Public
input emphasized trail development, leveraging public funds through
partnerships, pursuing additional land acquisition and improving access to
natural features (shoreline and critical areas). Level of service standards
were adopted for waterfront parks and trails. The City would need over
53 acres of additional park acres using adopted local standards. The parks
plan outlined options and strategies to complete different projects given
limited funding and resources. The parks plan serves as a guide for meeting
identified gaps in services and park development to support the quality of
life in the future.
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City of Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan: Parks, Recreation
& Open Space and Capital Facilities Elements
The City of Gig Harbor 2015 Comprehensive Plan recognized the adopted
2010 Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan as its Parks, Recreation and
Open Space Element with the goals and objectives for the development of
parks, recreation and open spaces for the next six years and beyond. The
parks element established levels of service for its park system. Those level
of service standards with forecasted future park and recreation needs were
used to calculate the amount of park land and facilities needed to meet
existing and projected levels of service. Over 48 acres of additional park
land was projected for the 2030 population and associated level of service
needs. The comprehensive plan’s capital facilities element contained a sixyear capital improvement program that outlined 23 park, recreation and
open space projects over the six-year planning period totaling an estimated
$24.5 million through a variety of funding sources. The projects ranged
from park and trail developments, dock renovations and critical habitat
enhancements to site master plans and conservation land acquisition.

Pierce County Parks Recreation and Open Space Plan
Pierce County adopted their Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS)
Plan in 2014 to address the recreational needs and establish specific goals,
recommendations and actions for the implementation of capital and noncapital improvements that will benefit the community. Built on a foundation
of previous park and trail plans, the recent PROS plan added a new Habitat
component to incorporate the critical areas, shorelines and biodiversity
within Pierce County.
The Pierce County PROS reasserts the regional role of county parks that
reflects the goals and policies in its county comprehensive plan. That
role focuses on (1) the responsibility for the development, operation and
maintenance of facilities that have a regional benefit, (2) the continuation
of land-banking local park sites then moving those properties to local
control when feasible, and (3) the provision of technical assistance to local
jurisdictions for the development, operation and maintenance of local parks
and facilities. The Pierce County Parks and Recreation (PCPR) Department
seeks to achieve an innovative, inclusive and interconnected system of
parks, recreation facilities, programs and services for the residents of the
county. The PCPR department owns or manages a range of regional, county,
and local parks as well as special use facilities, cemeteries, boat ramps,
resource conservancy lands and linear parks/trails totaling over 5,000 acres.
Among the key findings from public feedback during the county PROS plan
indicated the value placed on facilitating the connections and access across
the system of county/regional and local parks, trails and natural areas.
The PROS plan also refined its adaptive system approach which considers
regional needs in conjunction with the needs of local communities to
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ensure a responsiveness to changing recreational needs. The plan applies
this adaptive approach to operate more strategically to sustain parks and
open space for future generations.

Pierce County Comprehensive Plan: Gig Harbor Peninsula
Community Plan
Community Plans are a part of the Pierce County Comprehensive Plan and
are intended to be a supplement to and refinement of the Comprehensive
Plan policies. Community Plans represent the unique characteristics of
each community planning area. The community plan provides a framework
for consistent land use standards in the UGA for both Pierce County and
the City of Gig Harbor. This growth management planning concept also
eliminates urban development patterns from sprawling into the rural area,
allowing the rural area to retain the low density, pastoral and forested
characteristics that the community favors.
The Gig Harbor Peninsula Community Plan contains policies and
implementing actions for five major subject areas or elements: Land Use,
Community Character and Design, Natural Environment and Open Space
Element, Economic Development, and the Facilities and Services Element.
The Natural Environment and Open Space Element include consideration
of the natural resources and identifies a system of open space corridors
throughout the community. This element fosters the preservation,
restoration, and enhancement of the areas that have been designated
as open space. The Facilities and Services Element addresses the basic
facilities needed to keep the whole system functioning. Infrastructure
includes capital facilities such as roads, trails, sewage disposal, parks,
domestic water, stormwater control, electricity and natural gas.
The Community Plan established a goal for recreation intended to “assure
that abundant and varied recreation opportunities are established and
enhanced to serve as focal points for present and future population needs
as an integral part of neighborhoods and the larger community.” The plan
identified that additional parkland and recreational services should be
provided and boat ramps should be enhanced to meet growing needs for
water access.
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Contents of the Plan
The remainder of the Comprehensive Plan is organized as follows:
ɤɤ Chapter 2: Community Profile – provides an overview of the District and
its demographics.
ɤɤ Chapter 3: Community Engagement – highlights the methods used to
engage the Gig Harbor Peninsula community in the development of the
Plan.
ɤɤ Chapter 4: Goals & Objectives – provides a policy framework for the parks
and recreation system grouped by major functional or program area.
ɤɤ Chapter 5: Inventory & Recreational Opportunities – describes the existing
parks and recreation system within the District.
ɤɤ Chapters 6: Needs Assessment – discusses survey results and recreation
trend data and provides context to the identification of potential system
enhancements.
ɤɤ Chapter 7: Projects & Implementation Strategies – describes a range of
strategies to consider in the implementation of the Plan and details a
6-year program for addressing park and facility enhancement or expansion
projects.
ɤɤ Appendices: Provides technical or supporting information to the planning
effort.
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COMMUNITY PROFILE
The Peninsula Metropolitan Park District serves residents of unincorporated
Pierce County on Gig Harbor Peninsula and Fox Island. The District is home
to many older adults and families with children, who enjoy the recreational
opportunities provided by the District’s 600 acres of parkland. Residents
are generally well-educated and relatively affluent. While the District’s
population has been growing in recent decades, regional projections
forecast slowing growth over the coming decades.

Location
The Peninsula Metropolitan Park District serves unincorporated areas of
the Gig Harbor Peninsula, outside the City of Gig Harbor, Washington. It
encompasses approximately 52 square miles of rural and suburban lands,
including the unincorporated communities of Purdy, Rosedale, Swede Hill
and Canterwood, as well as Fox and Raft Islands.
The District is located in northwest Pierce County on the southern tip
of the Kitsap Peninsula, approximately 12 miles northwest of Tacoma,
Washington. It is surrounded on three sides by the waters of the Puget
Sound; the fourth, northern side, abuts Kitsap County. The District is
bisected by State Route 16, which runs from the northwest to southeast
and connects the peninsula to Tacoma via the Tacoma Narrows Bridge.
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History
Native American people, including the Puyallup, Nisqually and Steilacoom,
lived on the Gig Harbor Peninsula and Fox Island for thousands of years
before the arrival of white settlers. Native American villages dotted the
region’s waterways, including at the north end of Gig Harbor and along
Wollochet Bay and Burley Lagoon. Families lived in these villages, as well as
in seasonal homes, fishing, clamming, gathering food and trading crafts and
other goods until the mid-1900s. While native tribes were forced from their
ancestral lands on the peninsula, some retain fishing and clamming rights
along the Sound.
The first European exploration of the Puget Sound area occurred in 1792,
led by British Captain George Vancouver. A second expedition, led by
American Navy Lieutenant Charles Wilkes, surveyed the area in 1841 and
gave Gig Harbor its name. These expeditions paved the way for early white
settlers, who came to the area in the 1860s to fish the waters of Puget
Sound.
White homesteaders settled the peninsula beginning in the late 1880s,
when the Northern Pacific Railroad was completed and offered rail
transportation from cities across the northern U.S. from Minnesota to
Tacoma, Washington. Early industries on the peninsula focused on fishing,
agriculture and logging. Later, the area developed a manufacturing base of
shipbuilders for commercial and pleasure craft.
Two bridges – the Purdy Bridge, connecting west to Mason and Kitsap
Counties, and the Tacoma Narrows Bridge, connecting the Gig Harbor
Peninsula to Tacoma – played significant roles in the development of the
peninsula. These bridges allowed farmers and ranchers on the peninsula
to bring goods to markets in Tacoma and allowed residents of the Tacoma
area to reach the peninsula easily. The Tacoma Narrows Bridge is notable
for the spectacular 1940 collapse of its initial incarnation; the second, and
permanent, bridge was completed in 1950. The Tacoma Narrows Bridge
provided easy access by car to Tacoma, spurring the suburban residential
development of the Gig Harbor Peninsula. In 2007, the third Tacoma
Narrow Bridge was constructed providing eastbound access to Tacoma,
with the 1950s bridge dedicated to westbound traffic.
Growth in the latter half of the 20th century was dominated by continued
residential development, along with the preservation of Gig Harbor’s
historic downtown. Residents and visitors continue to be drawn to the
areas’ rural character, Gig Harbor’s quaint, maritime downtown, and the
convenient access to Tacoma and the I-5 corridor.
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Demographics
Economy
The economy on the Gig Harbor Peninsula centers on local businesses,
including both retail and professional businesses, which employ two-thirds
of employed residents. Major industries include schools, health services,
and local government.
Approximately six in ten residents over 18 are employed and the remaining
41% are out of the work force, with 4% unemployed. Employment levels are
relatively high in the area, and jobs tend to be high paying. At over $85,000,
the median income in the District is nearly $25,000 higher than that of
surrounding Pierce County. Over half of residents (55%) have completed
an Associates Degree or higher, with 19% having completed a graduate or
professional degree.
Figure 2. Population Characteristics: Peninsula Metropolitan Park District, Pierce County and Washington state
PenMet Park
District

Pierce County

Washington

Population (2015)

37,485

821,952

6,985,464

Population (2010)

35,657

795,225

6,724,540

Population (2000)

32,421

700,820

5,894,121

Percent Change (2000‐15)

16%

17%

19%

Persons w/ Disabilities (%)

9.5%

13.5%

12.6%

Households

13,460

303,586

2,668,912

Percent with children

31.4%

34.1%

31.2%

$85,079

$59,953

$61,062

Average Household Size

2.68

2.65

2.56

Average Family Size

3.06

3.2

3.13

Owner Occupancy Rate

83%

61%

63%

Demographics
Population Characteristics

Household Characteristics (2011‐15)

Median Household Income

Age Groups (2010)
Median Age

44.6

35.9

37.3

Population < 5 years of age

4.5%

7.0%

6.5%

Population < 18 years of age

23.5%

24.9%

23.5%

Population 18 ‐ 64 years of age

61.5%

64.1%

64.2%

Population > 65 years of age

15.0%

11.0%

12.3%

Meeting the Needs of a Changing Community
In 2017, the Peninsula Metropolitan Park District service area, which includes
the District plus the City of Gig Harbor, was home to an estimated 49,314
people, according to the Office of Financial Management and the Puget
Sound Regional Council. According to the American Community Survey, the
area’s population grew by approximately 40% between 1990 and 2010, an
increase of nearly 11,000 people (see Figure 2). The area’s annual growth
rate over this period was 2%, slightly higher than that of Pierce County (1.7%
annually) and Washington State as a whole (1.9% annually). However, the
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District’s population grew at a much slower annual rate (0.9%) between
2010 and 2017.
This slower rate was generally a result of the Growth Management Act,
passed in 1990, which required state and local governments to manage
Washington’s growth by identifying and protecting critical areas and natural
resource lands, designating urban growth areas, preparing comprehensive
plans, and implementing them through development regulations. The
subsequent regulations concentrated population growth within the City
of Gig Harbor, and zoned most of the remaining District (GH Peninsula) as
Rural 10 (one house per 10 acres).
In keeping this more recent growth trend, the Puget Sound Regional
Council projects the District’s residential population will stabilize in the
coming decades. The Council projects that the District will grow to
approximately 41,000 residents in 2025 and remain relatively flat in the
years that follow. This decline in the rate of population change is likely due
to both regional shifts in housing preferences, as well as land use patterns
on the peninsula favoring urban-area development.
Figure 3. Population Change: 1990 – 2040
45,000
40,164

40,000

41,216

41,361

41,847

2025

2030

2035

2040

37,568

35,000
30,000

41,019

32,190
26,523

25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0

1990

2000

2010

2020

As of 2010, 90.6% of District residents identified as White alone, 2.6% as
Asian, 1.1% as Black or African American, 0.8% American Indian or Alaskan
Native, and 0.3% Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. Just under 1%
of residents identified as some other race and 3.6% as two or more races.
Approximately 4% of residents identify as Hispanic or Latino (of any race).
This represents an increase in the diversity of the Peninsula Metropolitan
Park District’s population over the decade between 2000 and 2010.
Approximately 6% of residents (about 2,300 people) speak a language
other then English at home. One-third of this group speaks English less than
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“very well”, meaning some residents could benefit from translated park and
recreation information. About half of these residents speak Spanish, while
the remainder speak other European, Asian and Pacific Islander languages.
The District should continue monitoring how it could best provide
recreational opportunities, programs and information that are accessible to
all community members.

Providing Age-Appropriate Recreational Services
On average, residents of the District are much older (median age 44.6) than
residents of Pierce County (35.9) and Washington (37.3). In fact, adults from
45 to 64 years old make up the District’s largest 20-year population group,
comprising 34% of the overall population in 2010. This differs from Pierce
County, where the largest group is 35 to 54 year olds (28.5%). The District’s
population has important implications for park and recreation needs.
ɤɤ Youth under 5 years of age make up 4.5% of the District’s population, see
Figure 3. This group represents users of preschool and tot programs and
facilities, and as trails and open space users, they are often in strollers.
These individuals are the future participants in youth activities.
ɤɤ Children 5 to 14 years make up current youth program participants.
Approximately 17% of the district’s population falls into this age range.
ɤɤ Teens and young adults, age 15 to 24 years, are in transition from
youth program to adult programs and participate in teen/young adult
programs where available. Members of this age group are often seasonal
employment seekers. About 14% percent of residents are teens and young
adults.

Since the District’s overall population is of a relatively older age compared
to the county and state, the needs of adults and seniors are important to
consider. The average age of a District resident has increased significantly
since 2000, when it was 40.3 years of age. Much of this change is due
to a growing percentage of adults over 55 years of age and a declining
percentage of residents of all younger ages. This increasing percentage of
older adults also has impacts on recreational needs.
ɤɤ Adults ages 25 to 34 years are users of adult programs. Approximately
8% of residents are in this age category. These residents may be entering
long-term relationships and establishing families. Just under one-third of
District households are families with children (31%).
ɤɤ Adults between 35 and 54 years of age represent users of a wide range of
adult programs and park facilities. Their characteristics extend from having
children using preschool and youth programs to becoming empty nesters.
This age group makes up 13% of the District’s population.
ɤɤ Older adults, ages 55 years and older, make up approximately 32% of the
District’s population. This group represents users of older adult programs.
These residents may be approaching retirement or already retired and
may be spending time with grandchildren. This group also ranges from
very healthy, active seniors to more physically inactive seniors.
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Figure 4. Age Group Distributions: 2000 & 2010
5%

Under 5 Years

6%
14%

5 to 14 Years

16%
11%
11%

15 to 24 Years
8%

25 to 34 Years

9%
13%

35 to 44 Years

17%
18%

45 to 54 Years

19%
17%

55 to 65 Years

11%
15%

65 and older

11%
0%

2%

4%

6%

8%
2010

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

2000

Serving Residents of All Income Levels
A community’s level of household income can impact the types of
recreational services prioritized by community members, as well as their
willingness and ability to pay for recreational services. Perhaps more
importantly, household income is also closely linked with levels of physical
activity. District residents are generally more affluent than residents of
other areas of the county and state. Middle and upper-income residents
are three times more likely to live an active lifestyle than low-income
households, according to an analysis of national data by the Active Living by
Design organization.
In 2015, the median household income in the District was $85,079,
according to the American Community Survey. This figure is about $25,125
(42%) higher than the median household income for Pierce County
residents ($59,953) and about $24,000 (39%) higher than the average
Washington household ($61,062).
About half of District households have annual incomes of over $100,000,
more than the county (30%) and state (34%). Higher income households
have an increased ability and willingness to pay for recreation and leisure
services, and they often face fewer barriers to participation.
At the lower end of the household income scale, 6% of District residents
and 4% of families are living below the poverty level. The poverty threshold
was an income of $24,250 for a family of four. Poverty affects 5% of children
under 18 and 3% of those 65 and older. Poverty rates for residents and
families are approximately half that of county and state levels. Rates for
children are less than one-third of rates in the county and state.
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Lower-income residents can face a number of barriers to physical
activity including poor access to parks and recreational facilities, a lack
of transportation options, a lack of time and poor health. Low-income
residents may also be less able financially to afford recreational service fees
or to pay for services, such as childcare, that can make physical activity
possible.

Providing Services for Community Members with
Disabilities
Despite the District’s older population, fewer than one in ten residents
(9.5%) have a disability that interferes with life activities. This rate is lower
than that of Pierce County (13.5%) and the state (12.6%). Rates are lower
than the county and state across all age groups. Despite the relatively
smaller percentage of people living with disabilities within the District,
PenMet Parks has embraced and should continue to recognize the need
to design inclusive parks, recreational facilities and programs. Planning,
designing and operating a park system that facilitates participation by
residents of all abilities will also help ensure compliance with Title III of the
Americans with Disabilities Act.
Just over 2% of District youth between 5 and 17 have a disability that
interferes with daily life. These young residents, and their families, may need
additional support or accommodations to fully enjoy recreational activities.
Approximately one in four residents 65 and older (25% or 1,526 persons)
have a disability that impacts daily life. This is lower than the percentage
found in the general senior population of Washington (36%).
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BENEFITS
OF PARKS,
RECREATION
& OPEN
SPACE

A number of organizations and non-profits have documented the
overall health and wellness benefits provided by parks, open space
and trails. The Trust for Public Land published a report in 2005 called
The Benefits of Parks: Why America Needs More City Parks and
Open Space. This report makes the following observations about the
health, economic, environmental and social benefits of parks and
open space:
■■ Physical activity makes people healthier.
■■ Physical activity increases with access to parks.
■■ Contact with the natural world improves physical and
physiological health.
■■ Value is added to community and economic development
sustainability.
■■ Benefits of tourism are enhanced.
■■ Trees are effective in improving air quality and assisting with
stormwater control.
■■ Recreational opportunities for all ages are provided.

Physical Activity Benefits

Social & Community Benefits

Economic Benefits

Residents in communities with increased
access to parks, recreation, natural areas and
trails have more opportunities for physical
activity, both through recreation and active
transportation. By participating in physical
activity, residents can reduce their risk of
being or becoming overweight or obese,
decrease their likelihood of suffering from
chronic diseases, such as heart disease and
type-2 diabetes, and improve their levels of
stress and anxiety. Nearby access to parks
has been shown to increase levels of physical
activity. According to studies cited in a 2010
report by the National Park and Recreation
Association, the majority of people of all
ages who visit parks are physically active
during their visit. Also, the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
reports that greater access to parks leads to
25% more people exercising three or more
days per week.

Park and recreation facilities provide
opportunities to engage with family, friends,
and neighbors, thereby increasing social
capital and community cohesion, which can
improve residents’ mental health and overall
well-being. People who feel that they are
connected to their community and those
who participate in recreational, community
and other activities are more likely to have
better mental and physical health and
to live longer lives. Access to parks and
recreational facilities has also been linked
to reductions in crime, particularly juvenile
delinquency.

Parks and recreation facilities can bring
positive economic impacts through
increased property values, increased
attractiveness for businesses and workers
(quality of life), and through direct increases
in employment opportunities.
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In Washington, outdoor recreation
generates $26.2 billion in consumer
spending annually, $7.6 billion in wages and
salaries and $2.3 billion in state and local
tax revenue. Preserving access to outdoor
recreation protects the economy, the
businesses, the communities and the people
who depend on the ability to play outside.
According to the Outdoor Recreation
Economy Report published by the Outdoor
Industry Association, outdoor recreation
can grow jobs and drive the economy
through management and investment in
parks, waters and trails as an interconnected
system designed to sustain economic
dividends for citizens.

3

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Community engagement and input played a crucial role in revealing the
current interests in and needs for the provision of park and recreation
opportunities, as well as establishing the future recreational framework
that reflects community priorities. This planning process was guided by
direct community outreach, focus group meetings, surveys and extensive
inventorying to provide a baseline of local demand and need. Public
outreach methods were varied and extensive, including:
ɤɤ Three community meetings
ɤɤ Mail & online community survey
ɤɤ Review of past community survey (2016)
ɤɤ 14 Focus group discussions
ɤɤ Social media content & emails
ɤɤ District Board meetings

Throughout this process, the public provided information and expressed
opinions about their needs and priorities for parks, trails and recreation
facilities and programs on the Gig Harbor Peninsula. This feedback played
a important role in updating policy statements and prioritizing the Capital
Facilities Plan project list contained within this Plan.
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Public Meetings
The project team sought feedback from local residents and program users
at three public meetings, all of which were held at the Volunteer Vern
Pavilion at Sehmel Homestead Park. Newspaper articles, social media and
email announcements were used to publicize the events and encourage
participation. Summary responses from each of the meetings are provided
in Appendix A.

Community Meeting #1
The first community meeting was intended to gather information and
feedback from a variety of stakeholder interests and was used to solicit
individual involvement in an advisory group for the topic-based focus
group discussions. This meeting, held on March 2 from 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.,
introduced the community to the project and the process used to update
the Plan. District staff led the meeting and offered a review of the PenMet
Parks system. The group talked through local recreational needs and goals
for the overall park system.

Community Workshop #2
Community members were invited to a second open house for the District
Comprehensive Plan on Wednesday, May 24, 2017 from 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
at Sehmel Park. The project team prepared informational displays and a
presentation to share with attendees. The presentation offered an overview
of the planning process and timeline, along with information about
PenMet’s park and recreation system and a summary of current trends in
recreation. Following the presentation, attendees were asked to work in
small groups to discuss project ideas and prioritize ideas by ‘voting’ with
dots for their top priorities. Attendees were encouraged to talk to project
team members, record their comments and complete a written comment
card. District staff and project team staff engaged with participants to
explore proposed recommendations and general needs and interests for
park and recreation on the Peninsula. Approximately 20 people participated
in the meeting.

Community Workshop #3
A third open house was held on Tuesday, September 19, 2017 from 6:30 8:00 p.m. at Sehmel Park. A series of informational displays were prepared
and covered the major themes of the Plan, which included Project
Overview, Parks & Open Spaces, Trails & Connections, Recreation Programs,
Parks & Trails Maps, and Investment Priorities. Attendees were encouraged
to talk to project team members, record their comments and complete a
written comment card. Approximately 18-20 people attended the meeting
to review materials and provide comment. An additional 26 people
responded online to the materials.
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2017 Mail & Online Survey
The development of this Plan included the administration of a community
survey between May and June 2017. The purpose of the survey was to gather
input to help determine park, trail, open space and recreation program
priorities of the community. In collaboration with staff, the project team
designed a 16-question survey to assess residents’ recreational needs,
preferences and priorities. This allowed the survey to be tailored to issues
of strategic importance to effectively plan the future of the parks and
recreation system. A total of 709 completed surveys were recorded.
The survey was mailed to a random sample of 2,500 households within the
boundaries of the PenMet Parks District on May 16, 2017. An online version
of the survey was posted to the District’s website on the same day. Reminder
postcards were mailed to the 2,500 households on May 26th. While the
District’s 39,040 residents were the focus of the mailed survey, the District’s
service area includes the City of Gig Harbor (population: 9,065), and many
City residents also took part in the online version of the survey.
Information about the survey was provided on the District’s website home
page and on the District Comprehensive Plan Update subpage. It was
promoted via multiple District email blasts, the Food Truck Feast event,
and on the mySidewalk online engagement, as well. The survey was also
promoted during a public open house meeting held on May 24, 2017 that
served as the second public meeting for the District Comprehensive Plan
Update, and attendees were encouraged to take the survey online with
laptops provided at the meeting. The survey was closed on June 21st, and
data were compiled and reviewed. In all, 272 responses were completed
from the print version mail survey, and 437 responses were generated via the
online link published on the District’s website.
Major survey findings are noted below, and a more detailed discussion of
results can be found in the Needs Assessment (Chapter 6). The survey
instrument and a summary of the response data from the survey is provided
in Appendix B.
ɤɤ 98% feel PenMet’s parks and recreation services are essential or important
to the quality of life on the Peninsula.
ɤɤ 86% said they are very or somewhat satisfied with the overall value they
receive from PenMet Parks.
ɤɤ 94% rate the maintenance and upkeep of parks and facilities as excellent or
good.
ɤɤ 77% said they were very or somewhat supportive of replacing the Indoor
Soccer Center.
ɤɤ Adult activities, youth day camps, youth sports and teen activities ranked as
recreation program priorities.
ɤɤ Approximately 82% of respondents who had an opinion about the pricing
of recreation programs believed programs are inexpensive or reasonably
priced.
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2016 Phone Survey
A telephone-based survey was conducted in April 2016 to explore local
residents’ perspectives on the District’s performance delivering parks
and recreation services and to explore recreational needs and messaging
options related to a potential, future bond initiative. The phone survey
utilized land lines and cell numbers, and the sample was segmented by the
three primary zip codes covering the peninsula. In all, 400 surveys were
completed.
The Needs Assessment chapter (Chapter 6) provides information on
specific survey responses, and Appendix B includes the topline survey
results. The following list represents response highlights from the survey.
ɤɤ A strong majority (62%) of residents think things on the Gig Harbor
Peninsula are moving in the right direction –24% think things are headed
in the wrong direction.
ɤɤ Residents overwhelmingly (82%) believe PenMet parks are well-maintained
and give positive (74%) ratings for the quality of parks and recreation
facilities in the district.
ɤɤ Residents trust PenMet Parks to be responsible with their tax dollars
(68%); however, when asked if PenMet has enough money to expand
and improve parks and recreation facilities without a new tax measure, a
plurality (41%) were not sure.
ɤɤ Protecting and preserving natural open space and forested areas,
improving walking, hiking and biking trails, adding inclusive playgrounds
for children, and improving safety and security were the top priorities for
funding both overall and by intensity. Items related to sports facilities were
considered much lower priorities for funding.

Focus Group Discussions
Between March and June 2017, District staff organized, hosted and
convened fourteen unique discussions with different interest groups on
the peninsula. The purpose of these sessions was to solicit topic-oriented
feedback to help inform the development of this Plan and identify priority
projects or partnerships. Appendix C provides additional detail, and the
feedback from these focus groups was incorporated into the Needs
Assessment chapter. The following list identifies the topic areas.
ɤɤ Arts (Performing, Visual)

ɤɤ Open Space, Preservation, Habitat

ɤɤ Biking - Roads, BMX

ɤɤ Playgrounds

ɤɤ Courts & Fields - Indoor & Outdoor, Fees & Charges

ɤɤ Recreation Programming, Youth, Seniors, Events

ɤɤ Dog Parks, Equestrian

ɤɤ Swimming, Water Activities, Pools, Spray Parks

ɤɤ Endowments & Fundraising

ɤɤ Trails & Running, Skating - Boards, Rollerblades

ɤɤ Facility Providers, Partnerships

ɤɤ Volunteers

ɤɤ Gardening, Farmers’ Market

ɤɤ Water Access
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District Board Meetings
The District Board provided feedback on the Plan during two regularly
scheduled public sessions. The first session occurred on January 23, 2017
immediately after the plan update project was initiated. The Commission
discussed the update and provided their perspectives on a vision for
the District, parks and programs, specific challenges, opportunities and
potential community partnerships. The second session was held on January
22, 2018 to review and discuss the draft Plan and provide direction on
proposed goals and capital improvements. District staff also provided
project updates to the Board throughout the duration of the project.

Other Outreach & Promotions
In addition to the direct outreach opportunities noted above, the Peninsula
community was informed about the planning process through a variety of
media platforms. The following methods were used to inform residents
about the project and about opportunities to participate and offer their
comments.
ɤɤ Project website
ɤɤ Email blasts
ɤɤ Social Media: mySidewalk & Facebook

Project Website
A unique webpage was created for the Plan update on the District’s website.
The website includes a brief overview of the master plan project including
the event dates, links to the online survey, and meeting notes. The page was
updated periodically to keep residents informed of progress and alerted to
opportunities for involvement during the process.

Email Blasts
Email blasts were sent to the District’s recreation program database,
key stakeholder groups and other community organizations. The emails
informed the public about public meetings and what to expect, and
promoted opportunities to provide feedback online.

Social Media
The District’s Facebook page was used to generate and maintain ongoing
interest in the project, drive traffic to the project website, and inform the
public about engagement activities for the Plan. Notifications were posted
on the Facebook page frequently leading up to the community meetings.
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In addition to the District’s social media feeds via Facebook, the project
team utilized the mySidewalk platform as an integrated, on-going online
community discussion. The tool allowed for integration with the traditional
public meetings, and it enabled residents to submit ideas, offer feedback
and answer questions about key issues and topics. The mySidewalk site was
also linked to the District’s social media accounts and website.
Figure 5. Screenshot of Facebook Posting

Figure 6. Screenshot of mySidewalk Webpage
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES
The goals and objectives described in the following section define the
park and recreation services that PenMet Parks aims to achieve based
on the needs within the local community and the trends developing on
the peninsula. These goals and objectives follow from the foundation
established in the previous 2012 comprehensive parks plan and the
feedback from the community, stakeholders and staff during this planning
update process. These goals also are reviewed annually during the District’s
budget process.
The District’s mission statement provides the overarching direction for the
District, while the goals and objectives focus the efforts towards tangible
parks and recreation achievements.

Mission Statement
“The mission of PenMet Parks is to enhance the quality of life on the
Gig Harbor Peninsula by providing park and recreational opportunities
for all of its citizens.”
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Core Values of Park and Recreation Providers
The Plan goals are in alignment with the National Recreation and Parks
Association’s Three Pillars, which are foundational concepts adopted by
the national organization in 2012. These core values (below) are crucial to
improving the quality of life for all Americans by inspiring the protection
of natural resources, increasing opportunities for physical activity and
healthy eating, and empowering citizens to improve the livability of their
communities.
ɤɤ Conservation – Public parks are critical to preserving our communities’
natural resources and wildlife habitats, which offer significant social and
economic benefits. Local park and recreation agencies are leaders in
protecting our open space, connecting children to nature and providing
education and programs that engage communities in conservation.
ɤɤ Health and Wellness – Park and recreation departments lead the nation in
improving the overall health and wellness of citizens, and fighting obesity.
From fitness programs, to well-maintained, accessible, walking paths and
trails, to nutrition programs for underserved youth and adults, our work is
at the forefront of providing solutions to these challenges.
ɤɤ Social Equity – We believe universal access to public parks and recreation
is fundamental to all, not just a privilege for a few. Every day, our members
work hard to ensure all people have access to resources and programs
that connect citizens, and in turn, make our communities more livable and
desirable.

Role of PenMet Parks
PenMet Parks will continue to provide well-maintained and quality park
and recreation facilities in the district. To expand the provision of services,
PenMet Parks will continue to develop partnerships with other public
agencies, such as the Peninsula School District, City of Gig Harbor, Pierce
County, Washington State, Key Peninsula Metropolitan Park District, Gig
Harbor Fire and Medic One, as well as private organizations.
To achieve the goals outlined below, PenMet Parks will need to engage all
its resources and capture additional value through its partnerships and also
as advocates for advancement of parks, open space, trails and recreation.
PenMet’s role in future projects and programs for the Gig Harbor Peninsula
may be as leader, partner or advocate.
Leadership roles dictate a primary responsibility for action by the District
while facilitation suggests more of a partnership and coordination
responsibility and an advocate role would provide a level of support or
backing.

24

Chapter 4

Crafting Partnerships
Goal 1: To provide park and recreation opportunities
for our constituents through partnerships with
Peninsula School District, City of Gig Harbor, Pierce
County, Washington State, Key Peninsula Metropolitan
Park District, and other public agencies or private
organizations.
Objective 1.A: Increase public outreach to recognize and educate the
community about the District and its parks and recreation system.
Objective 1.B: Partner with local volunteer organizations to consolidate
efforts and focus volunteer programs in the areas of greatest need.
Objective 1.C: Develop and sustain partnerships with non-profit and private
organizations including Greater Gig Harbor Foundation, EnviroCorps,
the YMCA, Boys & Girls Club, and other service providers.
Objective 1.D: Continue to fund Park Enhancement Grant program which
provides grant funding assistance to organizations and agencies to
enhance park and recreation opportunities within the District.
Objective 1.E: Facilitate partnerships with other agencies to provide for
persons with limited financial resources, disadvantaged youth, the
elderly, the disabled, and others with special needs to ensure they
have access to programs and facilities.
Objective 1.F: Work with Preserve Our Parks (POP) to conduct educational
programs, lobby state legislators and organize volunteer efforts to
continue operations and maintenance of state park facilities in the
District.
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Acquiring Assets
Goal 2: To acquire land, facilities, and other park
assets necessary to provide high quality recreational
opportunities.
To employ a decision-making process that is transparent,
predictable, and consistent with community planning.
Objective 2.A: Continue to acquire land as opportunity and funding allow
in support of specific proposed park, recreation and open space
needs identified in this Plan, specifically additional regional park sites
located in areas of service gap.
Objective 2.B: Enhance water-based recreation by acquiring more public
shoreline access locations and developing existing waterfront
properties to support safe, watercraft launch and water trail
accommodations.
Objective 2.C: Create public access into and through natural open space
lands, where appropriate, to provide passive recreation experiences
for residents and visitors to explore nature and personal connections
with the environment.
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Developing & Maintaining High Quality
Facilities
Goal 3: To build and maintain high quality facilities
consistent with community planning.
Objective 3.A: Create master plan designs for park development that add
recreational value and uniqueness to the PenMet park system, as well
as help sustain the peninsula environment.
Objective 3.B: Implement the development of existing parklands, including
Peninsula Gardens, Kopachuck Heights, Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit
Nature Preserve, Harbor Family Park, Maplewood and Wollochet
Estuary Bay Park.
Objective 3.C: Emphasize and implement the design of park areas to
reduce long-term operating costs and to conserve natural resources.
Objective 3.D: Address deferred maintenance, then implement needed
renovations to existing facilities on an on-going basis to ensure safe,
high-quality recreation experiences throughout the park system.
Objective 3.E: Plan for and develop park and recreation facilities to provide
multi-generational activities throughout the park system, including
traditional and trending amenities (i.e., horse shoes, slack-lining).
Objective 3.F: Build flexibility into park development to offer the widest
range of recreation opportunities and the ability to diversify those
opportunities with the changing needs and trends of the community.
Objective 3.G: Develop additional amenities at existing parks to support
and enhance a diversity of outdoor activities, such as picnic shelters,
restrooms, paved trails, playgrounds, sports courts and other
amenities.
Objective 3.H: Provide safe and secure public facilities through effective
signage describing regulations that encourage appropriate use and
discourage inappropriate activities, and by maintaining visibility into
facilities for appropriate levels of surveillance.
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Preserving Open Space
Goal 4: To preserve open space consistent with
community planning.
Objective 4.A: Protect the diverse local environments, including the
marine environment surrounding the Peninsula, Fox Island, estuaries,
and upland forest environments.
Objective 4.B: Preserve wildlife habitat, habitat corridors, protect water
quality, and retain and manage forested areas where feasible.
Objective 4.C: Consider Pierce County open space priorities when
identifying projects which may affect changes in land use.
Objective 4.D: Incorporate natural areas and unique ecological features
into the park and open space system to maintain biodiversity, protect
threatened species, conserve significant natural resources, and retain
migration corridors that are unique and important to local wildlife.
Objective 4.E: Promote and enhance opportunities to educate park system
users on the value of the natural open space environments and the
overall ecological systems that interconnect the Peninsula community.
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Providing Diverse Recreational
Programs
Goal 5: To facilitate or provide diverse recreation
opportunities for all members of our community.
Objective 5.A: Continue cooperative efforts with the private sector, civic
organizations and volunteer groups on recreation programming.
Objective 5.B: Proactively engage and partner with providers to serve
population groups that traditionally lack opportunity, financial
resources or inclination to participate in private recreation programs.
Objective 5.C: Provide “gap programs” that are sensitive to the needs and
resources of the community.
Objective 5.D: Continue to plan for the development of both outdoor and
indoor recreation facilities that address the need for all-weather and
year-round sports fields and courts.
Objective 5.E: Continue to provide and support festivals and events that
promote community awareness, social opportunities and pride in local
heritage, parks and community.
Objective 5.F: Expand recreational programs and facilities that promote
and encourage visitors to the Peninsula and Fox Island, contributing
a significant positive impact on the economic health of the area,
including sponsorship of special events and recreation programs with
the potential for bringing more visitors to the community to stay in its
lodgings, eat at local restaurants and shop in local businesses.
Objective 5.G: Prepare and implement resource allocation and cost
recovery goals for recreation facilities and services.
Objective 5.H: Support and promote a robust scholarship program,
consider sibling discounts, and additional measurements as necessary
to continue to assure recreation programs are available to all citizens.
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Prudently Managing District Funds
Goal 6: To ensure the District’s ability to provide high
quality operations and maintenance within taxing
authority.
To maximize the use of tax revenues by using other
resources such as grants, user fees, and volunteers.
To create and manage reserves for contingencies and
capital projects.
To manage endowments for maintenance, operations
and other designated purposes.
Objective 6.A: Continue prudent management of District resources
through good planning, leveraging revenues through grants and fees,
up-to-date maintenance practices/equipment/projects, volunteer
contributions, and collaborative partnerships.
Objective 6.B: Seek funding for parks, facilities and renovations through
a variety of sources including capital reserves, bonds or levies,
donations, sponsorships, partnerships, grants, among others.
Objective 6.C: Designate endowments and funding sources to support
specific park operations, such as major equipment, renovations and
facility replacement.
Objective 6.D: Provide sufficient financial and staff resources to maintain
the overall parks and recreation system to high standards.
Objective 6.E: Promote professional development opportunities for staff,
Parks & Recreation Commission members and key volunteers.
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Promoting Healthy Lifestyles
Goal 7: Provide parks and recreation facilities and
programs that contribute significantly to the health and
well-being of our community.
Objective 7.A: Provide opportunities, settings and equipment for physical
and mental health.
Objective 7.B: Meet the physical health needs of our community through
fitness activities, organized and supervised recreation programs,
and safe and functional trails for walking, jogging, roller-blading, and
bicycling.
Objective 7.C: Foster programs and support organizations that sponsor
group activities, facilitating an inherent support network for long-term
health and wellness goals.
Objective 7.D: Support educational opportunities in related health and
wellness topics such as nutrition and alternative health methods.
Objective 7.E: Provide facilities and programs that contribute to overall
well-being through programs supporting life-long learning, healthy
lifestyles, and places for visual and physical relief from the urban
development.
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Trail Planning & Connections
Goal 8: Connect and expand the system of bicycle,
walking and hiking trails across the Peninsula using
regional, local and park trails.
Objective 8.A: Continue efforts to proactively work with city, county and
state agencies in their planning efforts to acquire, plan and develop
park, recreation, trail and open space facilities within the District’s
service area.
Objective 8.B: Expedite partnerships with City of Gig Harbor, Pierce
County and the State of Washington to complete the Cushman Trail
and lateral connections, including crossings/overpasses at SR 16, to
destinations on the Peninsula.
Objective 8.C: Acquire and develop facilities, including trails, to help
bridge the gap between existing and needed recreational facilities,
particularly in underserved locations.
Objective 8.D: Advocate for and pursue, as appropriate, the acquisition of
easements, right-of-way or land purchases to complete trail corridors.
Objective 8.E: Advocate for safe roadway design and improvements that
provide safe corridors and connections to off-road trails, parks and
recreation facilities for pedestrians and cyclists.
Objective 8.F: Facilitate volunteer resources to contribute to the creation
and maintenance of trail systems in natural areas.
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PARK SYSTEM INVENTORY
Park Classifications
Parkland is classified to assist in planning for the community’s recreational
needs. The PenMet Parks system is composed of a hierarchy of various
park types, each offering recreational and/or natural area opportunities.
Separately, each park type may serve only one function, but collectively the
system will serve the full range of community needs. Classifying parkland by
function allows the District to evaluate its needs and to plan for an efficient,
cost effective and usable park system that minimizes conflicts between
park users and adjacent uses. The classification characteristics are meant as
general guidelines addressing the intended size and use of each park type.
Parks and recreation facilities are categorized by geographic size, location
and use within the District. The following five classifications are in effect for
the PenMet Parks system and are defined as follow:
ɤɤ Regional Parks
ɤɤ Neighborhood Parks
ɤɤ Open Space
ɤɤ Special Use Facilities
ɤɤ Trail Corridors
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Regional Parks
Regional parks are large park sites developed for organized play that
generally contain a wide array of both passive and active recreation facilities
and appeal to a diverse group of users. They are typically larger than 40
acres in size and serve residents across the District. Regional parks are
designed for active and passive recreation areas. Amenities include space
for structured recreational activities and sports, swimming beaches, boat
launch ramps, campgrounds, trail systems and other passive components,
such as pathways, picnic areas, woodland and shoreline conservancies.
In areas without neighborhood parks, regional parks can also serve as local
neighborhood parks. Since regional parks serve a large geographic area and
offer more facilities than neighborhood parks, on-site parking and restroom
facilities should be provided.

Neighborhood Parks
Neighborhood parks vary in size, depending upon a variety of factors such
as location, need, opportunity and available funding sources. These are
small park areas designed for unstructured, non-organized play and limited
active and passive recreation. They are generally 3 to 10 acres in size,
depending on a variety of factors including neighborhood need, physical
location and opportunity, and should meet a minimum size of one acre in
size when possible.
Typically neighborhood parks are readily accessible to nearby residents and
are geographically located within safe walking and bicycle access. While a
¼-mile radius is used for planning purposes, a 1-mile radius was determined
to be an acceptable walking distance for District residents. However, there
should still be some recreation facilities, including trails, which can help
bridge the gap between neighborhood parks and residences throughout
the District. Neighborhood parks should be located along road frontages to
improve visual access and community awareness of the sites. Connecting
and frontage streets should include sidewalks or other safe pedestrian
access. Additionally, street plans should encourage maximum connectivity
and public access to park sites.
Neighborhood parks should contain features designed to provide for the
needs of a variety of different age groups and generally include less formal
recreation activities. Generally, developed neighborhood parks typically
include amenities such as pedestrian paths, picnic tables, benches, play
equipment, open field area for informal play, sport courts or multi-purpose
paved areas, parking areas and landscaping. When neighborhood parks are
designed in conjunction with school sites, these sites typically include multiuse sport fields.
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Open Spaces
Open space areas are acquired to preserve the special natural and
unspoiled character of a particular location or geographic feature. These
areas are typically important habitat conservation or environmentallysensitive areas such as wetlands, shorelines, forest lands and stream
corridors. Passive recreation uses are appropriate for these sites such as
walking, bird watching, interpretive educational programs and signage.
Limited parking may be provided to support passive recreation needs with
other support facilities, such as shelters and restrooms.

Special Use Facilities
Special use facilities include single-purpose recreational areas or standalone sites designed to support a specific, specialized use. This classification
may include indoor recreation facilities, stand-alone sport field complexes,
golf courses, and sites of historical or cultural significance, such as
museums, historical landmarks and structures. Specialized facilities may also
be provided within a park of another classification. No standards exist or are
proposed concerning special facilities, since facility size is a function of the
specific use.

Water Access Sites
Water access sites provide public access to ocean, river or lake frontage
and often accommodate natural area protection and viewing opportunities.
These sites typically include environmentally sensitive areas, and
concerns about potential impacts to neighboring properties may limit site
development. Parking may be limited and insufficient for access demand.

Trail Corridors
Trail corridors provide access to park sites, environmental areas, as well as
community facilities, commercial districts and residential neighborhoods.
Trail corridors are linear parks that may have local, as well as regional
significance. Trails should be provided such that any resident can walk from
their home or business to a park or to a trail connecting them to a park,
generally within a range of ¼- to 1-mile radius. In the rural area, certain
Pierce County arterials include wide shoulders as walking or riding routes.

Facility Inventory
PenMet Parks is situated on the Gig Harbor Peninsula where an array
of public lands provide a variety of outdoor recreational opportunities.
Federal, state, county, city and other public and private agencies own
significant lands that include multi-purpose trail corridors, athletic fields,
playgrounds, community centers, waterfront access, picnic facilities, historic
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sites and shoreline conservancies. While the District owns a number of
outdoor recreation sites, the broader combination of outdoor recreation
facilities on the Peninsula support a high quality of life for residents in the
District and the region.
PenMet Parks provides and maintains a growing system of parks that
supports a range of active and passive experiences. The park and open
space inventory identifies the recreational assets owned by the District on
the Peninsula. PenMet Parks provides 248.9 acres of developed parks and
over 421 acres of undeveloped open space. The following table summarizes
the current land inventory.
Figure 7. Existing Inventory of District-owned Parklands

Park Site

Address

Acreage

Regional Park
Fox Island Fishing Pier

1453 Ozette Drive

9.1

Narrows Park

1600 Lucille Parkway

34.3

Peninsula Gardens

Wollochet Drive NW

10.6

Sehmel Homestead Park

78th Avenue NW & Sehmel Drive NW

Sunrise Beach Park

10015 Sunrise Beach Drive NW

97
77.6

Neighborhood Park
Hales Pass Community Center

3507 Ray Nash Drive NW

3.8

Rosedale Playfield & Tennis Courts

86th Avenue NW & Rosedale Street

2.7

Natural Areas
Harbor Family Park + Knight Forest

6620 32nd St. NW

37.5

Kopachuck Heights

East / adjacent to Voyager Elem School

17.8

Maplewood

14600 14th Avenue NW

McCormick Forest Park

Sehmel Drive & Bujacich Road NW

Peters Pond Natural Area

82nd Ave, NW & 93rd St. Ct. NW

Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit Nature Preserve

55 Bella Bella Drive

5.1

Wollochet Bay Estuary Park

Wollochet Drive NW

21.5

14th Avenue NW to Olympic Drive

13.8

36
109.7
0.93

Trails
Cushman Powerline Trail

Special Use
Cedrona Bay Boat Launch

Leschi & 13th Avenue, Fox Island

Madrona Links Golf Course

3604 – 22nd Avenue NW

Peninsula Joint Recreation Area *

8502 Skansie Ave

Rotary Bark Park
Tubby's Trail Dog Park & Trailhead

0.3
79.7
9.2
94.9
8.5

* Leased to Peninsula School District

The following map identifies existing facilities in the PenMet service area.
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AMENITIES

CEDRONA BAY BOAT LAUNCH

Gravel drive to beach
Undeveloped site

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Confirm park/open space is an allowable land use. If so, could develop a
5 - 10 space parking lot with accessible access for beach access.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ None noted.

¹

Cedrona Bay

KAM
US

13th & Leech

Cedrona Bay

LESCHI

SPECIAL USE

13TH

Leschi & 13th Avenue, Fox
Island
0.1 acres
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AMENITIES

CUSHMAN POWERLINE TRAIL

20 parking spaces
1 picnic table

Design Opportunities

3 trash can

ɤɤ Expand picnic area adjacent to the parking lot to accommodate meeting
activities prior to accessing the trail that could include benches where
tables were previously removed, and porta-potty.

1 bike rack
3 doggie post bag dispenser
1 trail map sign
1 mile marker

Management Considerations

HALLSTROM DR NW

ɤɤ Increase enforcement of dog waste along the trail.
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AMENITIES

FOX ISLAND FISHING PIER

25 parking stalls (2
handicapped)

Design Opportunities

Restroom

ɤɤ Add accessible path to at least one picnic area. Develop picnic area/
shelter near restroom.

1 drinking fountain
1 bike rack

ɤɤ Add wayfinding signage by restroom to show route to fishing pier and
beach access. Formalize the beach access route from the restroom
through the grass with gravel path, stairs and hand railing.

Parking lights
8 benches

ɤɤ Add native landscaping to create defined spaces around the picnic areas
and install concrete pads for tables.

4 trash containers
2 picnic tables

ɤɤ Railing on pier needs to be renovated and/or repaired in places. There
are opportunities for interpretive information on pier of the Tacoma
Bridges, fish and wildlife and the Cascadia Marine Trail (CMT).

1 doggie bag dispenser and
container

ɤɤ Designate or define the area for camping as part of the CMT. Sign the
site from the water as a CMT site.

1 fishing pier- concrete, via
accessible paved route
Lawn

Management Considerations
Fox Island Fishing Pier
1453 Ozette Drive

ɤɤ Remove some lawn areas and replace with native landscaping to
improve habitat, reduce site run-off and erosion and reduce mowing
needs at the site.
ɤɤ Regularly maintain gravel path to the beach.

¹

Fishing line disposal
container
Beach access accessible by
steep gravel path
Cascadia Marine Trail site

14TH

REGIONAL PARK
Fox Island
Fishing Pier

1453 Ozette Drive, Fox Island

TE
ET
OZ

9.1 acres
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HALES PASS COMMUNITY CENTER
Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Implement the conceptual plan for the park.
ɤɤ Formalize an accessible path system to connect the parking spaces in
front of the community center to center, the tennis courts and shelter.
ɤɤ There are opportunities to develop picnic areas in the field between the
ball fields and the community center.

AMENITIES
Approximately 20 gravel
parking spaces
1 entry sign
2 benches
3 trash containers
1 backstop and baseball field
1 rules sign

ɤɤ There is an opportunity to add power and lighting to the shelter and
picnic tables to make the shelter more welcoming and multi-purpose.

1 doggie waste container
dispenser

ɤɤ There is an opportunity to define parking spaces with wheel stops.

2 tennis courts / pickleball
1 port-a-potty

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Install wheel stops to designate parking spaces.
ɤɤ Update park signage with site map.

1 large picnic shelter – timber
and rock CCC style with
concrete slab floor/no
power

ɤɤ Limb-up the trees around the back side of the tennis courts and shelter
to improve site-lines for security and safety.

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK
3507 Ray Nash Drive NW
3.8 acres

42

Chapter 5

HARBOR FAMILY PARK + KNIGHT
FOREST
Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Formalize parking with wheel stops.
ɤɤ Limb-up trees and clear the area at trail entrance for better visibility to
the trail system.
ɤɤ Add picnic area that can be visible from parking area.

AMENITIES
Gravel parking lot –
undefined spaces
1 garbage can
1 wayfinding & district sign
1 doggie waste bag dispenser
and container
Native soil trails

ɤɤ Add benches at the beginning of the trail entrance.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Limb-up the trees at the edge of the parking lot to improve site visibility
into the site and demonstrate that the site is maintained.
ɤɤ Install trail signage and map.

NATURAL AREA
6620 32nd St. NW
37.5 acres
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AMENITIES

KOPACHUCK HEIGHTS

Undeveloped site

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Implement the conceptual plan for the park, when appropriate.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ None noted.

¹

Kopachuck Heights

KOP
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U

CK

5615 Kopachuck Dr Nw

NATURAL AREA

Kopachuck
Heights

East and adjacent to Voyager
Elementary School
17.8 acres
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MADRONA LINKS GOLF COURSE
(Leased to golf course operator)

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Re-stripe and orient parking to gain more spaces & better accessible
access to the clubhouse; Add more ADA designated parking spaces and
signage.
ɤɤ Update and add rule and wayfinding signs.
ɤɤ Plant shady areas with groundcover in the shady areas around the
parking lot where grass is not growing.
ɤɤ Create designated path between clubhouse and first tee and last tee
and clubhouse/cart return area.
ɤɤ Improve accessible route to the gazebo.

Management Considerations

AMENITIES
Approximately 170 parking
stalls (1 designated
marked handicapped)
3 benches
1 flag pole (unlit)
1 gazebo with picnic table
1 storage building
1 maintenance area
1 drinking fountain
Boulder traffic control
Golf course signage
1 parking lot light
Entrance sign

ɤɤ Improve security to/for the maintenance yard.
ɤɤ Replace lighting with dark-sky compliant lighting and potentially add
parking lot lights for better coverage to the whole lot.
ɤɤ Improve vehicle control onto course with more boulders, fencing, gates,
and bollards.
ɤɤ Remove grass areas along the entry drive for storm-water plantings and
to assist with traffic control.

SPECIAL USE
3604 – 22nd Avenue NW
79.7 acres
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AMENITIES

MAPLEWOOD

Undeveloped site

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Prepare site master plan to guide future development.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ None noted.

¹

Maplewood Property
14600 14TH AVE NW

14TH

CRE
SCE
LAK NT
E

NATURAL AREA
Maplewood

34 acres

14TH

145TH

14600 14th Avenue NW

144TH
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MCCORMICK FOREST PARK

AMENITIES
3 trash can

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Formalize entrance.
ɤɤ Limb up trees for visibility.
ɤɤ Develop a space for gathering or staging prior to entering the park. Site
amenities to locate at a gathering area closer to the entrance could
include: benches, picnic table and/or a kiosk with a map of the park,
rules sign, current park events.

Management Considerations

1 porta-potty
3 doggie waste bag dispenser
1 entry sign
3 rule signs
2 picnic tables
1 kiosk
Earthen / gravel trails
Gravel parking area

ɤɤ Some site clearing to improve views into the park from the road- at
least along the main parking area.
ɤɤ Install concrete pads for picnic tables.

NATURAL AREA
Sehmel Drive & Bujacich
Road NW
122.0 acres

47

DISTRICT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN | 2017

NARROWS PARK
Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Develop an accessible route from the pergola to the beach and from
the main path to some of the picnic tables.
ɤɤ Consider options to install additional parking.
ɤɤ Develop a defined area to indicate where camping is available as part
of the CMT and also define the park boundary with split rail fencing vs
existing no–trespassing signs.
ɤɤ Developing a picnic area with interpretive signage about the bridge,
water and fish and wildlife would provide more information and a more
welcoming experience to visitors close to the parking lot.

AMENITIES
25 parking spaces (2
handicapped)
1 porta-potties
4 trash containers
2 doggie waste bag dispenser
2 telescopes
3 picnic tables
2 benches
1 pergola
Split rail fencing
Beach access

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Prune shrubs around the parking lot to improve the views from the
parking lot to the main park area.
ɤɤ Continue maintenance of path to the water’s edge.
ɤɤ Remove and manage invasive species near parking area.
ɤɤ Signs could be added to identify this as a Cascadia Marine Trail site.

Lawn- open field area
Pathway with railings
1 Rule sign
1 fishing line disposal
container
Non-motorized boat launch

REGIONAL PARK
1600 Lucille Parkway
35.0 acres
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AMENITIES

PENINSULA GARDENS

Undeveloped site

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Complete the site master plan to guide future development (in
progress).

Management Considerations
ɤɤ None noted.

¹

Peninsula Garden Park
5707 Wollochet Dr NW
58
TH

51ST

53RD

WO
L

LO
C

HE
T

57T
H

REGIONAL PARK
5503 Wollochet Drive NW

Peninsula
Garden Park

OR
LM
FIL

E

51ST

10.6 acres
Y
RR
BE
LE
CK
HU

49

DISTRICT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN | 2017

AMENITIES

PENINSULA JOINT RECREATION
AREA

Recently resurfaced track

(Leased to Peninsula School District)

Pole vault
Discus area

Design Opportunities

Fencing
Storage facility

ɤɤ Provide more defined bleacher area and amenities for watching events.

Port-a-potties
Trash cans

Management Considerations

Bleachers

ɤɤ None noted.

¹

Peninsula Joint Recreation Area
8502 Skansie Ave
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SPECIAL USE
8502 Skansie Ave
9.2 acres
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AMENITIES

PETERS POND NATURAL AREA

Undeveloped site

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ None noted.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ None noted.

¹

Peter's Pond
82nd Ave NW & 93rd St Ct NW

94TH
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OPEN SPACE
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS,
AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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ROSEDALE PLAYFIELD, TENNIS
COURTS & ROSEDALE HALL
Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Formalize handicapped parking.
ɤɤ Develop an accessible route to the courts.
ɤɤ Consider developing additional, nearby parking (possibly using McKee
property).

AMENITIES
2 tennis courts
2 benches
2 trash cans
Gravel parking lot with wheel
stops- approx. 10 spaces
Rosedale Hall

ɤɤ Consider improving parking at the Hall.
ɤɤ Work with Pierce County toward the utilization of the Rosedale street
end as a hand-carryboat launch and water access site.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ None noted.

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK
86th Avenue NW & Rosedale
Street
2.2 acres
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ROTARY BARK PARK

AMENITIES
1 trash cans

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Develop a gathering area at the entry into the site to reduce the
number of park users from gathering in the parking lot.
ɤɤ Provide site map at the entryway.

1 drinking fountain
6 Doggie waste bag
dispensers
Fenced in off-leash dog area
with double gated entry
Kiosk

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Work with Fire District to formalize the entry by pruning tree limbs to
create better visibility into the site.

Wayfinding signs
Trails

ɤɤ Consider developing a park/bark patrol to manage for users to follow
dog park etiquette.
ɤɤ Install small information kiosk at parking area and larger trash can by #1
entry gate.

SPECIAL USE
10100 Bujacich Rd NW
97 acres
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SEHMEL HOMESTEAD PARK

AMENITIES
Artificial turf soccer and
football field;

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Site was recently improved.
ɤɤ Baseball field renovation and maintenance yard development
completed in 2017.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ None noted.

Full size basketball court
Boundless Playground and
picnic shelter, benches
1 outdoor amphitheater with
stage and grass stepped
seating
3 baseball field complex with
synthetic turf infields and
covered dugouts
Concession / restroom
building;, fitness area
1 demonstration garden
1 maintenance yard area
4 miles of walking trails and
bicycling trails
1 open field, trail entry, picnic
area
About 280 parking spaces &
16 handicapped
1 indoor pavilion with
meeting rooms, party
room

REGIONAL PARK
78th Avenue NW & Sehmel
Drive NW
98.0 acres
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SEHMEL HOMESTEAD PARK
(Continued)

Amenities (continued)
ɤɤ 1 concession / restroom building

ɤɤ Heritage garden

ɤɤ 3 flag poles

ɤɤ Orchard

ɤɤ 1 mail box

ɤɤ Pond / Wetlands / Meadow

ɤɤ 1 maintenance yard

ɤɤ Forest conservancy area

ɤɤ 3 fire hydrants

ɤɤ Public art

ɤɤ 4 Porta-potties

ɤɤ Historic artifacts

ɤɤ 2 step bleachers at each field

ɤɤ Environmental education area

ɤɤ 2 tennis courts with 9 pickleball overlaid

ɤɤ Rule signs

ɤɤ 2 benches

ɤɤ 3 bike racks

ɤɤ 10 doggie waste bag dispensers

ɤɤ 15 trash cans

ɤɤ 1 shelter with 4 picnic tables

ɤɤ Site wayfinding signs

ɤɤ 3 drinking fountains

ɤɤ Entry gate and signs

ɤɤ 2 fitness areas

ɤɤ Trees, irrigated planted landscaped beds

ɤɤ 1 accessible/boundless playground- large with tile fall
surface
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SUNRISE BEACH PARK

AMENITIES
Gravel parking lot

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Provide accessible route to the picnic area closer to the water.
ɤɤ Expand picnic area both near parking lot and by the water.
ɤɤ This site is used as a swim, scuba diving and CMT site, but there is no
signage about these activities.
ɤɤ Design opportunities for designating CMT camping areas and areas for
water access and added amenities to support those activities.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Consider formalizing parking if demand warrants it.
ɤɤ Install concrete pads for picnic tables.
ɤɤ Install sign directing users to the beach.
ɤɤ Install split rail fence to define park boundary around residential
properties.

Caretaker/host hook up area
Signs
2 trash cans
Barn/storage area
4 picnic tables
Interpretive sign
Split rail fence
Fishing line disposal
container
Beach
Unmarked forest pathways
Lawn/open field
Cascadia Marine Trail site

REGIONAL PARK
10015 Sunrise Beach Drive
NW
82.0 acres
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AMENITIES

TACOMA DEMOLAY SANDSPIT
NATURE PRESERVE

5 picnic tables
2 benches

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Install picnic shelter.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Evaluate need to divert water from street run-off.
ɤɤ Install signage to prevent trespassing onto neighboring properties.
ɤɤ Install concrete pads for picnic tables.

Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit Nature Preserve
55 Bella Bella Dr

¹

NATURAL AREA
55 Bella Bella Drive

Tacoma DeMolay
Sandspit Nature
Preserve

ISLAND

5.0 acres
BE
LLA

BE
LLA
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TUBBY’S TRAIL DOG PARK

AMENITIES
Porta-Potty

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Develop formalized parking spaces by adding wheel stops.
ɤɤ Add wayfinding signage about the trails in the large dog area.
ɤɤ Add kiosk for district/community information sharing.

Gravel parking lot
2 picnic tables
1 garbage can
3 doggie waste dispenserswith bags and container
Water fountain

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Conduct regular maintenance on gravel lot to prevent ruts and puddles.
ɤɤ Install dog waste dispenser on shelter.

Shelter
Small dog area/large dog area
Double gate entrance
Rules sign

SPECIAL USE
82nd Ave, NW & 93rd St. Ct.
NW
10.2 acres
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AMENITIES

WOLLOCHET BAY ESTUARY PARK

Sign
Undeveloped site

Design Opportunities
ɤɤ Opportunity for pathway from the sidewalk to a bench and/or picnic
area with views to the estuary.
ɤɤ Install interpretive signs.
ɤɤ Install native plant restoration plantings; remove and manage invasive
species.

Management Considerations
ɤɤ Public parking at site is limited and near a busy intersection. Install
signage for public parking.
ɤɤ Conduct regular trail maintenance.
ɤɤ Good visibility from the road, but possible difficult access for
maintenance and operation from the main road.

¹

Wollochet Bay Estuary
56TH

4415 Wollochet Dr NW
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Other Recreation & Open Space Lands
Peninsula School District
The Peninsula School District has 11 schools on the Gig Harbor Peninsula.
During non-school hours, public school properties also provide functions
very similar to neighborhood parks. Most elementary schools have outdoor
playground equipment, small grass or dirt play fields, basketball hoops and
markings for playground games, such as hopscotch. These amenities are
similar to those offered by a neighborhood park. Middle and high schools
have the same kind of programmed sport fields common in regional parks.

City of Gig Harbor
The City owns and maintains 15 developed parks, 8.45 miles of regional trails
(plus trailheads) and 61.40 acres of dedicated open space and undeveloped
parkland. The following table highlights the parkland acreage of the City of
Gig Harbor by park classification.
Figure 8. City of Gig Harbor Parklands
Neighborhood Parks
Crescent Creek Park and BMX Park

9.79

Civic Cent er and Skate Park

6.55

KLM Veterans Memorial Park

5.57
Subtotal

21.91 acres

Special Use
Eddon Boat Park

2.89

Skansie Brothers Park

2.59

Austin Estuary

1.38

Maritime Pier

0.72

Jerisich Dock

0.56

Old Ferry Landing

0.31

Bogue Viewing Platform

0.1

Soundview Street End

0.26

Bogue Visitor Center

0.15
Subtotal

Trails

8.96 acres
1.55 acres

Natural Areas

39.89 acres

Open Space

25.79 acres

Undeveloped Parks Land

35.61 acres

Total City of Gig Harbor Park & Open Space Acres

133.71 acres

Pierce County
Pierce County Parks and Recreation owns 5,039 acres of parks, ranging from
the 1,061.4-acre Fairfax property on the Carbon River to the 0.26 acre Roy
Cemetery. The County is a park and recreation provider and currently has
about 53 developed and undeveloped parks, as well as community centers,
public docks and boat landings, golf courses and trails. The County also
owns the Purdy Transfer Station, which has been discussed as a potential
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transfer site to PenMet Parks once the site is remediated. Also, Pierce
County Public Works manages road rights-of-way and street ends, and
the street end at the western terminus of Rosedale Street NW has been
discussed as a potential hand-carry launch site.

Washington State Parks
Washington State Parks operates two state parks on the Gig Harbor
Peninsula. Kopachuck State Park is 109 acres of recreational land located
along Carr Inlet near Henderson Bay. There are two boat accessible areas
including the Kopachuck Underwater Park and Cutts Island State Park, an
undeveloped 2 acre site. Kopachuck State Park has 5,600 linear feet of
saltwater shoreline with two miles of hiking trails.

Private Facilities & Open Space Tracts
Private or non-profit facilities, such as the YMCA, the Boys and Girls Club,
or those found in home owner association developments, private schools
or churches, may also provide a neighborhood park function if they are
open to the public. These facilities can help offset the need to provide new
facilities in the same geographic area.
Private homeowner associations (HOAs) parks provide small-scale
recreation opportunities for certain subdivisions. Although these private
parks are not open to the general public, they are still considered an
element of the broader park system. The District should remain committed
to providing neighborhood parks, especially for those residents not
affiliated with private, homeowner association amenities and resources.

Golf Courses
Gig Harbor Golf Club
Gig Harbor Golf Club is a private, member-owned club. It provides a
regulation-length 9 hole golf course featuring multiple tee boxes and views
of Mt. Rainier. The club offers golf and social events to encourage family
participation. The 5,000 square-foot clubhouse was remodeled in the
winter of 2010 and has become a favorite gathering spot for members and
their guests.

Canterwood Country Club
Canterwood Golf & Country Club is a private, member-only club that
features a Robert Muir Graves–designed, 18-hole, 7,175-yard championship
golf course. Four tennis courts, outdoor swimming pools, fitness center,
dining and member events are also offered at Canterwood.
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT
The PenMet Parks District provides residents with a diverse array of active
and passive recreational amenities and options. These are places where
people can spend time with friends and family, exercise and play, learn
and explore, come together with community members, and engage with
the District’s natural landscape. Through its facilities and programs, the
District actively supports the mental, physical and emotional health of local
residents and visitors. By continuing to improve parks, trails and recreation
facilities and programs, the District can ensure its park and recreation
system meets the needs of the whole community into the future.

RECREATION TRENDS
National Perspectives
National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA)
The 2016 National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) Field Report
gathered data from 950 park and recreation agencies across the country.
The report offers insights into the prevalence of recreational opportunities
and offerings across the country, provides comparison information about
the agency performance, and highlights the following opportunities and
challenges for park and recreation providers:
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Social Equity/Environmental Justice
Agencies should work to ensure they provide equitable access to parks
and recreation services that are of similar quality; seek and listen to
customer complaints about unfair treatment; and openly address issues
that arise.

Capital and Operating Finance
Park and recreation agencies must continue to communicate the value
of parks and recreation services to the community and pursue diverse
funding strategies.

Global Warming and Natural Disasters
Agencies should anticipate and plan for the early impacts of climate
change, such as rising maintenance costs for beaches and other areas
subject to flooding and the potential need to replace facilities destroyed
in natural events.

Operating Budgets
The report acknowledges that tight budgets, at all agency levels, are likely
to continue into the future. It encourages agencies to understand the cost
of providing services, define their core services and need for subsidies,
report on success in meeting budget goals; and pursue partnerships with
private and nonprofit agencies to help support operations.

Safe Play
Agencies should consider the safety implications (e.g. concussion
potential) of team sports, identify knowledgeable resources, engage the
community, and explore whether alternative sports offerings (such as flag
football) might be a good fit for their community.

Community Engagement
The report encourages agencies to explore ways to engage teens in
community projects.

2016 Sports, Fitness & Leisure Activities Topline
Participation Report
Prepared by a partnership of the Sports and Fitness Industry Association
(SFIA) and the Physical Activity Council (PAC), this 2016 participation
report establishes levels of activity and identifies key trends in sports,
fitness, and recreation in the US. Overall there was a slight increase in
measures of activity from 2014 to 2015 with fluctuations in sports showing
an increase in team, water, winter, and fitness sports while individual sports
declined slightly. A slight decrease in inactivity in the last year from 28.3%
of Americans (age six and older) in 2014 to 27.7%. Inactivity rates remained
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higher in low income households: 28.4% of households with combined
incomes under $25,000 and 28.1% of households in the $25,000-$49,999
income range. These levels of inactivity have been increasing slight over the
last five years.
In terms of interest, all age groups continue to look at swimming as a means
for future fitness followed heavily by outdoor activities (such as camping
and biking). The trend shows that more Americans are interested in getting
outside and being in natural settings. Most adult age groups focus on fitness
activities while team sports are more attractive to youths. Participants in
the surveys conducted for this report shared that having someone else
participating in any fitness activity was a strong motivator. A shortage of
available time and current health issues were cited as the biggest obstacles
to more participation in active lifestyles.
Another revealing trend was the effect of physical education (PE) during
school years based on physical activities during school and post-school
years. Participation in physical exercise during grade school and high school
influenced degree of engagement in team sports, outdoor recreation
and fitness activities both during school years and after age 18. For those
who did not have PE, only 15% participated in team sports and outdoor
recreation during school years. Eighty percent of adults ages 18+ who had
PE in school were active, compared to 61% of adults who didn’t have PE in
school.
The report surveyed spending on wearable devices for fitness tracking.
Fitness trackers that sync with smartphones/tablets/computers increased
from 8.4% of participants in 2014 to 12.9% in 2015. The interest in
purchasing and using wearable technology in the future increased by 3.2%
over the last year among active individuals.

2017 Outdoor Participation Report
According to 2017 Outdoor Participation Report, published by the Outdoor
Foundation, more than 144.4 million Americans (48.8%) participated in an
outdoor activity at least once in 2016. These outdoor participants went on
a total of 11.0 billion outdoor outings in 2016, a decrease from 11.7 billion in
2015. Participation in outdoor recreation, team sports and indoor fitness
activities vary by an individual’s age. Recent trend highlights include the
following.:
ɤɤ Participation rates drop for both males and females from ages 16 to 20.
These rates climb back up slightly for females into their early 20’s and
males late 20’s before gradually declining throughout life.
ɤɤ Indoor fitness becomes the preferred activity among young women ages
16 to 20 and remains the most popular form of activity. Males, however,
favor outdoor activities until they are age 66 and older.
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ɤɤ For youth, ages 6-17, biking (road, mountain and BMX) was the most
popular activity by participation rate (25%). Running (trail running,
running and jogging) was the favorite outdoor activity by frequency of
participation (70 average outings per runner).
ɤɤ Running was the most popular activity among Americans when measured
by number of participants and by number of total annual outings. Running
was the most popular outdoor activity for all ethnic groups.
ɤɤ Walking for fitness is the most popular crossover activity between
different demographic groups.
ɤɤ The biggest motivator for outdoor participation was getting exercise.

2015 State of the Industry Report
Recreation Management magazine’s 2015 State of the Industry Report listed
the top 10 program options most commonly planned for addition over the
next three years, along with the frequency (in parentheses) noted by survey
participants:
1

Mind body / balance programs (25.2%)

2

Fitness programs (24.9%)

3

Educational programs (24.3%)

4

Day camps & summer camps (22.8%)

5

Environmental education (21.5%)

6

Teen programming (20.4%)

7

Adult sports teams (19.4%)

8

Active older adult programs (19.4%)

9

Holidays & other special events (19.1%)

10 Nutrition & diet counseling (17.4%)

For most programming types, community centers are the ones most likely
to be planning to add such programs. There are a few exceptions. Parks
are most likely to be planning to add environmental education, sports
tournaments or races, individual sports activities and water sports.
The same report indicated park systems that are planning to add features
to their facilities in the next three years list their top five planned amenities
as:
ɤɤ Playgrounds
ɤɤ Shelters such as picnic areas and gazebos
ɤɤ Park restroom structures
ɤɤ Outdoor sports courts for basketball, tennis, etc.
ɤɤ Bike trails
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Special Report on Paddlesports (2015)
In 2015, the Outdoor Foundation produced a report focused on paddle
sports data based on a participation survey (over 10,000 online interviews
with a nationwide sample of individuals and households). In 2014, 21.7
million Americans (approximately 7.4% of the population) participated
in paddle sports. This represents an increase of more than 3 million
participants since the study began in 2010. Over the last five years, there
continues to be an increase in paddle sports popularity among outdoor
enthusiasts.
In 2014, paddling participants made 215.8 million annual outings — in kayaks,
rafts, canoes and stand up paddle boards. Paddlers made an average of 7
outings each, with kayakers making the most outings and stand up paddlers
making the least. Kayaking is the most popular form of paddling, increasing
from 3 percent of Americans participating in 2010 to 4.4 percent in 2014.
Kayakers are the most avid paddlers, averaging 8.1 outings. Overall, kayaking
is most popular among young adults, ages 18 to 24.
Beyond paddling, kayakers, rafters, canoers and stand up paddlers enjoy
many of the same “crossover” activities. As seen in past years, fitness
walking is the most popular activity, with more than half of paddlers also
walking. The outdoor activities of hiking, running and bicycling follow.
A majority of paddlers get outside to get exercise. Being with family and
friends is the second most popular answer among paddlers. Adult paddlers,
ages 25 to 44, are the most likely participants to describe themselves as
paddling fanatics. That age group is also the most likely to say they are
“hooked” on paddle sports.

National Survey on Recreation and the Environment
(2012)
The National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE) is a
comprehensive survey that has been collecting data and producing reports
about the recreation activities, environmental attitudes and natural
resource values of Americans since the 1980s. The NSRE core focus is on
outdoor activity participation and personal demographics. The most recent
2012 NSRE reports the total number of people participating in outdoor
activities between 2000 and 2007 grew by 4.4% while the number of days
of participation increased by approximately 25 percent. Walking for pleasure
grew by 14% and continues to lead as the top favorite outdoor activity.
Nature-based activities, those associated with wildlife and natural settings,
showed a discernible growth in the number of people (an increase in 3.1%
participation rate) and the number of days of participation. American’s
participation in nature-based outdoor recreation is increasing with viewing,
photographing, or otherwise observing nature clearly measured as the
fastest growing type of nature-based recreation activity.
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State & Regional Perspectives
Washington State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan (SCORP) 2018
The SCORP is a five-year statewide recreation plan published by the
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office. The Washington
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Planning (SCORP)
document guides decision-makers in better understanding statewide
recreation issues and is required to help maintain Washington’s eligibility
for federal Land and Water Conservation Fund dollars. The SCORP is
designed to determine outdoor recreation issues and opportunities and
helps explore local park and recreation planning strategies. It includes
valuable data on current trends in recreation participation and demand in
Washington. Findings from the Washington State Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP) were evaluated to help inform planning and
funding considerations for future park and recreational facilities.
Figure 9. Statewide Participation Rates by Outdoor Activity (2018 draft SCORP)
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The 2018-2022 Washington SCORP is currently in draft form for public
review. The draft 2018 Washington SCORP confirms that outdoor
recreation is still an integral part of life for most Washington residents,
90% participate in the most popular category of activities, which includes
walking and hiking, demonstrating the pervasiveness of outdoor recreation
in Washington’s culture. Significant increases in rates of participation in
outdoor recreation activities since 2006 indicate the importance of the
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state and local communities to continue their investment in outdoor
recreation facilities and opportunities.
The draft 2018 SCORP includes five priority areas to meet the needs
of Washington State residents. Listed below with their accompanying
recommendations, these priorities seek to address current needs and plan
for future demands for recreation and conservation.
The draft 2018 SCORP recommendations encourage local park and
recreation service providers to:

Sustain and Grow the Legacy of Parks, Trails and Conservation Lands
ɤɤ Through renovation of existing facilities; regional solutions; partnerships;
coordination; and planning for growth.

Improve Equity in Parks, Trails and Conservation Lands
ɤɤ By connecting more people to recreation; building facilities in
underserved areas; providing experiences where people go most; and
enhancing community health and safety.

Meet the Needs of Youth
ɤɤ By providing a variety of high-quality facilities, activities, and programs
for youth.

Plan for Culturally Relevant Parks and Trails to Meet Changing
Demographics
ɤɤ By creating new and diverse opportunities that accommodate the active
senior population.

Position the Outdoor Recreation Economy
ɤɤ By promoting outdoor recreation and conservation, and their benefits;
improving communication tools and mapping; and maintaining adequate
funding.

From the draft 2018 SCORP, the broadest recommendation for all areas
across Washington is to continue the investment in outdoor recreation
facilities and opportunities as the foundation for fulfilling the needs and
expectations for the benefit of both residents and the natural environment.

Statewide Recreational Sports Needs
The Washington State 2014 Governor’s Blue Ribbon Parks and Outdoor
Recreation Task Force reported that leadership and commitment were
needed to gain from initiatives that provided three outstanding qualities
that make the State of Washington a great place to live. While the Task
Force had a statewide focus, its conclusions, stated below, apply to every
local community.
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ɤɤ Healthier people – Experiencing and recreating in the outdoors
contributes to both mental and physical health for everyone from our
children to returning veterans and aging Baby Boomers.
ɤɤ Stronger communities – Communities that invest in parks, trails and other
outdoor spaces offer the quality of life that helps every resident thrive,
and gives them a competitive edge in the quest for business creation,
recruitment, and retention.
ɤɤ A thriving economy – An entire business spectrum rests on the quality
of our parks, public lands, and recreational opportunities. Outdoor
recreation creates jobs, and is a star attraction for the recruitment of
new businesses and a talented workforce. The economic contribution
to Washington from outdoor recreation is significant, estimated at $22.5
billion annually by the Outdoor Industry Association.

Outdoor Industry Association
The Outdoor Industry Association reports annually (released July 2017)
on the economic contribution of outdoor recreation for each state. For
Washington, the current report reaffirms that outdoor recreation is among
the nation’s largest economic sectors, providing livelihoods for millions of
American workers. More jobs in Washington depend on outdoor recreation
(201,000) than the aerospace industry (138,000). In Washington, outdoor
recreation generates $26.2 billion in consumer spending annually, $7.6 billion
in wages and salaries and $2.3 billion in state and local tax revenue. The OIA
Washington report states that “Communities across Washington recognize
that outdoor recreation supports, contributes to a high quality of life and –
perhaps most importantly – attracts and sustains employers and families.”

Economic Analysis of Outdoor Recreation in Washington
State (2015)
The Economic Analysis of Outdoor Recreation in Washington State
report, written as required by the 2013-2015 biennial operating budget,
quantified the contribution of outdoor recreation to Washington State’s
economy and way of life. The study by Earth Economics indicated that
outdoor recreation industry not only supported jobs but also generated
significant expenditures for goods and services and provided participant
days for different recreation land types. According to the report findings,
local parks are the most common place for people to visit as well as the
most accessible and least costly destination. Expenditures were highest for
recreation associated with public waters. The study results also show that
outdoor recreation markets play an important role bridging urban and rural
communities. The recreation market is unquestionably one of the largest
markets in the state for moving income from urban to rural areas and
building sustainable jobs in rural Washington State. The report concludes
with the assertion that investment in outdoor recreation yields tremendous
returns.
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Pierce County PROS Plan
Pierce County adopted its Park, Recreation and Open Space (PROS)
Plan in 2014 to guide its efforts as a county park and recreation provider.
Most relevant to PenMet, the updated PROS Plan puts forth a vision that
recommends an integrated, looped regional trail system that links most
major parks. Pierce County also recognizes the importance of strategic
development of water access sites through partnership and ownership.
None of the PROS Plan proposed future county parkland acquisitions are
located within the Peninsula. The PROS Plan clarifies that Pierce County
Parks and Recreation will not be the primary provider for local parks in
areas served by other park and recreation agencies.

Recreation for Health
A number of organizations and non-profits have documented the overall health and
wellness benefits provided by parks, open space and trails. The Trust for Public Land
published a report in 2005 called The Benefits of Parks: Why America Needs More
City Parks and Open Space. This report makes the following observations about the
health, economic, environmental and social benefits of parks and open space:
ɤɤ Physical activity makes people healthier.
ɤɤ Physical activity increases with access to parks.
ɤɤ Contact with the natural world improves physical and physiological health.
ɤɤ Value is added to community and economic development sustainability.
ɤɤ Benefits of tourism are enhanced.
ɤɤ Trees are effective in improving air quality and act as natural air conditioners,
assisting with storm water control and erosion.
ɤɤ Recreational opportunities for all ages are provided.

Approximately 31% of Pierce County residents are obese, a rate that is four
percentage points higher than the Washington State average. Obesity can have
significant and lasting impacts on the health of area residents. According to the
County Health Rankings, Pierce County ranks slightly below average of Washington
counties (24th out of 29) for overall health outcomes (including length and
quality of life) and health factors (such as health behaviors, clinical care, social and
economic factors, and the physical environment).
Parks, open space, trails and recreational facilities provide opportunities for
residents to be physically active and to experience nature. Pierce County has many
such places, including parks and public or private community centers, gyms or
other recreational facilities. In fact, the County ranks 5th out of 39 Washington
counties for access to adequate physical activity opportunities. This accessibility
of recreational opportunities may contribute to residents’ physical activity levels.
Only 20% of County adults age 20 and older report getting no leisure-time physical
activity, compared to 18% across Washington. This rate is on par with the highest
performing counties nationwide, which average 20%.
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Community Priorities
Community priorities are a critical element in the planning for the future
provision of parks and recreation in the community. Capturing public
opinions and concerns about their park system helps guide decisions
on how to allocate resources to fit the community’s priorities and
expectations.
As one element of public engagement, a community survey was conducted
between April 7th and April 18th, 2016 to gather input to help determine
park, trail, open space and recreation priorities. The community survey was
conducted as a live telephone survey in the District. Trained professional
interviewers conducted a total of 400 phone interviews with residents in
the Northern and Southern Peninsula as well as Fox Island.
The 34-question survey was designed to assess residents’ recreational
needs, preferences and priorities, see Appendix B for the survey instrument
and a summary of responses. The survey results provide guidance for
effectively planning the future of the parks and recreation system.
Residents of the PenMet Parks District value connecting with their families
and community, experiencing nature, leading active healthy lives and having
convenient access to parks, trails and natural resources. Major survey
findings include:
ɤɤ A strong majority (62%) of residents feel positive and think things on the
Gig Harbor Peninsula are moving in the right direction – only 24% think
things are headed in the wrong direction.
ɤɤ Residents overwhelmingly (82%) believe PenMet parks are well maintained
and give positive (74%) ratings for the quality of parks and recreation
facilities in the district.
ɤɤ Protecting and preserving natural open space and forested areas,
improving walking, hiking and biking trails, adding inclusive playgrounds
for children, and improving safety and security were the top priorities for
funding both overall and by intensity. Items related to sports facilities were
considered much lower priorities for funding.
ɤɤ Residents trust PenMet Parks to be responsible with their tax dollars
(68%) however when asked if PenMet has enough money to expand and
improve parks and recreation facilities without a new tax measure, a
plurality (41%) were not sure.
ɤɤ A strong majority (58% to 72%) of residents found all of the information
about why the measure is needed and how the funds might be used to
be important (5, 6, or 7 on the scale). The most important information
focused on making sure PenMet parks stay clean, green, and safe for
everyone to use along with the economic benefit to the whole community
and support for funding recreation programs that provide a positive
environment for youth when not in school.

A second community survey was conducted between May and June 2017
and was designed to measure the general level of satisfaction with existing
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WHAT WE’VE HEARD SO FAR
Key Highlights from Public Input
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upgrading existing park paths and trails. Respondents were less supportive
of developing additional picnic shelters and outdoor athletic fields – over
60% of respondents felt these were low priorities or not a priority.
Figure 11. Top Priorities for Future Park and Facility Improvements
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A large majority (86%) of respondents indicated that they are very or
somewhat satisfied with the overall value they receive from PenMet’s
parks and recreation services. One in ten (10%) of respondents are very
or somewhat dissatisfied. Residents who live in the northern part of the
Peninsula tend to be more satisfied than those living in other areas.
The majority of respondents felt that current recreation program offerings
are adequate. Residents’ highest demand is for additional adult activities,
with 42% of respondents feeling that more offerings are needed. Very few
respondents (less than 5%) felt the District should reduce offerings of any
of its recreational programs.
Respondents were more likely to participate in - and support expansion
of - programs that match the demographics of themselves or their families.
For examples, older adults participate in and believe there should be more
activities and educational classes for adults. Similarly, adults age 35 to 44 who are most likely to have children at home - are more likely to feel more
youth programs are needed.
Additionally, the survey asked whether residents would support replacing
the existing Indoor Soccer Center once its site is redeveloped. The majority
of respondents (77%) were somewhat or very supportive of replacing the
center, while 24% were unsupportive. Respondents to the online survey
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and those between 35 and 44 years of age were generally more supportive
of replacing the Soccer Center. Residents of Fox Island were generally less
supportive.
Figure 12. Recreational Program Priorities
Adult activities, such as yoga, visual arts, softball, soccer and dragon
boat

42%

55%

Youth day camps specializing in sailing, archery, kayaking and variety
of sports

33%

64%

Teen activities, such as leadership training, sport leagues and open
mic

33%

62%

Youth sports league & classes, such as tennis, basketball, soccer,
golf, flag football and baseball

32%

64%

Special events, such as holiday/seasonal and free community
festivals

30%

67%

Educational classes, such as environmental classes, technology,
safety and health

30%

66%

Preschool/youth activities, such as gymnastics/movement, drama,
junior soccer and sport skills

25%

Youth education activities & camps, such as coding,
Lego/Engineering, chess, language and art

23%
0%

More Needed

70%
72%
20%

40%

Current Offerings are Adequate

60%

80%

100%

Fewer Needed

Comments from multiple focus group discussions and open house
meetings also provided insight. The following list represents the common
themes notes from these discussions with the public.
ɤɤ Additional trails connections
ɤɤ Replace Indoor Soccer Center
ɤɤ Indoor Arts Center
ɤɤ Pool / Aquatic Facility
ɤɤ Indoor Tennis & Sport Courts
ɤɤ Boat launches & water access
ɤɤ Sport fields & field lighting
ɤɤ Spray park / splash pad

At the third open house meeting, attendees were asked to prioritize a list
of potential improvement projects and investments for the PenMet Parks
system. People were given three adhesive dots to identify their top three
important projects. Following the open house, the same list was shared with
the District’s email list, with the goal of soliciting additional feedback. The
following table identifies the rankings for priority improvements.
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Figure 13. Investment Priorities
1st Choice

2nd Choice

3rd Choice

Weighted Scores

Indoor Sport Courts & Fields

15

3

3

54

All‐Weather Sport Fields & Lighting

7

9

6

45

Natural Open Space Preservation

6

5

7

35

Trail Connections

5

7

4

33

Waterfront Access & Boat Launches

4

4

3

23

Playgrounds & Splashpads

2

4

8

22

New Parkland Acquisitions

1

4

3

14

Expanding Recreation Programs

2

1

2

10

The table above illustrates the sum of raw scores by line item for how
participants identified their choices. Once the data was compiled, the raw
scores were weighted on a three-point scale to accentuate the differences
between the three categories. The first choice column was multiplied by
‘3’. The second column was multiplied by ‘2’, and the third column was held
constant (multiplied by ‘1’). From this exercise, indoor sport courts and
sport field facilities ranked at the top of the list.

PARKS & OPEN SPACE
Parks form the basic foundation of a healthy park and recreation system,
providing opportunities for residents of all ages to exercise, play, reflect and
spend time with friends and family outdoors. Through thoughtful planning,
PenMet Parks, City of Gig Harbor and the State of Washington have secured
many park sites over the years, and a strong core system of parks and
open spaces exists today. Continuing to invest in and improve these park
spaces, either directly or in partnership with neighboring jurisdictions, will
ensure they continue to serve the recreational needs of the Peninsula for
generations to come.

Park Conditions Assessment
The condition or quality of park amenities is a key measure of park
adequacy and a required assurance of public safety. General park
infrastructure may include walkways, parking lots, restrooms, drainage and
irrigation, lighting systems and vegetation. Amenities can include picnic
shelters, play equipment, site furnishings, sports courts, sports fields and
other recreational assets. Deferred maintenance over a long time period
can result in unusable amenities when perceived as unsafe or undesirable
by park patrons. Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
guidelines can also provide a measure of acceptable condition. Older park
facilities may lack universal accessibility limiting the value of the recreational
assets by inadvertently excluding some park users.
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PenMet Parks has a diverse mix of parks, natural areas, waterfronts and
special facilities. During the spring and summer of 2017, each individual park
facility was assessed by the consultant landscape architect to determine
its current conditions and identify any significant maintenance or amenity
needs. These individual assessments were part of the inventory for the
park system and serve as a guide for prioritizing future improvements. The
matrix on the following page indicates the types of amenities within each
park facility and their current condition from good to poor, using a scale
of 1 - 3.
ɤɤ In general, amenities in GOOD condition (rated with a “1”) offer full
functionality and do not need repairs. GOOD facilities have playable sports
surfaces and equipment, working fixtures, and fully intact safety features
(railings, fences, etc.). GOOD facilities may have minor cosmetic defects.
GOOD facilities encourage area residents to use the park.
ɤɤ In general, amenities in FAIR condition (rated with a “2”) are largely
functional but need minor or moderate repairs. FAIR facilities have play
surfaces, equipment, fixtures, and safety features that are operational and
allow play, but have deficiencies or time periods where they are unusable.
FAIR facilities remain important amenities for the neighborhood but may
slightly discourage use of the park by residents.
ɤɤ In general, amenities in POOR condition (rated with a “3”) are largely or
completely unusable. They need major repairs to be functional. POOR
facilities are park features that have deteriorated to the point where they
are barely usable. Fields are too uneven for ball games, safety features
are irreparably broken, buildings need structural retrofitting, etc. POOR
facilities discourage residents from using the park.

The assessment of park conditions for PenMet Parks indicated a need to
renovate and update older existing amenities, address universal access and
ADA compliance for park recreation features, convert many of the gravel
parking areas to more formalized paved parking and defined access, and
incorporate added value from upgrading and enhancing areas within the
existing park facilities.
In addition to the individual park site assessments, some common themes
arose across the District’s park system that should be noted. Limited
wayfinding and orientation for the first time visitor, both to find the park
then to explore the various opportunities within each park, was a potential
barrier for welcoming new park users to each park’s unique offerings.
Ensuring that all visitors have equal opportunity for accessing the amenities
within each park may require additional navigation techniques and in some
cases, the removal of any physical barriers.
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Park & Facility Condition Assessment Matrix

ADA

Baseball / Softball Fields

Pathways/Trails

Skate Park / Spray Park

Other Rec Element

Site Furnishings

Lighting (Y/N)

Signage

Parking Areas

Public Art

Restrooms

Picnic Shelters

Amphitheater/Stage

Concession Building

Turf

Park Trees

Landscaped Beds

Natural Areas

Compliance

Comments

Soccer Fields

Vegetation

Paved Courts: Tennis

Park Structures

Paved Courts: Basketball

Site Amenities

Playgrounds

Recreation Amenities

Cedrona Cove Boat Launch

Leschi & 13th Avenue, Fox Island

0.10

Special Use

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

undeveloped site

Hales Pass Community Center

3507 Ray Nash Drive NW

5.50

Neighborhood Park

‐

‐

2

‐

2

3

‐

‐

1

N

1

3

N

‐

2

N

N

3

‐

‐

2

3

historic interpretitive signage of the old school

Fox Island Fishing Pier

1453 Ozette Drive

3.80

Neighborhood Park

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

1

‐

‐

1

Y

1

1

N

1

‐

‐

‐

2

1

‐

2

1

drinking fountain needs repair

Kopachuck Heights

East / adjacent to Voyager Elem School

17.81

Neighborhood Park

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

undeveloped site

Maplewood

14600 14th Avenue NW

34.00

Regional Park

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

undeveloped site

Narrows Park

1600 Lucille Parkway

35.00

Regional Park

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

‐

‐

1

N

1

1

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

‐

‐

1

2

has viewing scopes to view the bridge/small gazebo

Peninsula Gardens

Wollochet Drive NW

10.59

Neighborhood Park

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

undeveloped site

Peninsula Joint Recreation Area

8502 Skansie Ave

22.00

Regional Park

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

1

‐

1

2

N

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

3

‐

‐

‐

2

Track

Neighborhood Park

1

2

2

‐

1

1

‐

‐

1

N

1

3

‐

‐

1

‐

‐

1

1

1

1

2

Bleachers need to add safety railing
Interpretive signs fading ‐ need replacement

Address

Ac.

Park Type

PARKS

3

Rosedale Playfield & Tennis Courts
Sehmel Homestead Park

2

1

Sunrise Beach Park

86th Avenue NW & Rosedale Street

2.00

78th Avenue NW & Sehmel Drive NW

98.00

Regional Park

1

1

1

1

1

1

‐

‐

1

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

10015 Sunrise Beach Drive NW

82.00

Regional Park

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

3

‐

‐

1

N

1

3

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

‐

‐

1

3

1.00

1.50

1.67

1.00

1.33

1.71

NA

1.00

1.14

1.00

1.17

2.00

1.00

1.00

1.33

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

1.33

2.00

Average:

NATURAL AREA
Harbor Family Park + Knight Forest

6620 32nd St. NW

McCormick Forest Park

Sehmel Drive & Bujacich Road NW

Peters Pond Natural Area

82nd Ave, NW & 93rd St. Ct. NW

Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit Preserve
Wollochet Bay Estuary Park

18.70

Open Space

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

‐

‐

‐

N

2

3

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

3

Open Space/Trail

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

‐

‐

2

N

1

3

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

2

0.93

Open Space

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

undeveloped site

55 Bella Bella Drive

5.00

Open Space

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

3

‐

‐

3

2

2

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

3

‐

‐

1

3

Needs master plan & ADA design

Wollochet Drive NW

20.30

Open Space

undeveloped site but has a sign

122.00

Average:

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

1

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

1

3

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

2.33

NA

NA

2.50

NA

1.50

2.67

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

3.00

NA

NA

1.50

2.75

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

1

N

2

1

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

3

TRAIL CORRIDOR
Cushman Powerline Trail

14th Avenue NW to Olympic Drive

Narrowsgate / Weatherswood

Btwn 24th &14th Streets NW & Beachway Dr NW

3.30
10.20

Trail Corridor
Trail

SPECIAL FACILITIES
Madrona Links Golf Course

3604 – 22nd Avenue NW

Tubby's Trail Dog Park
Rotary Bark Park
1

One overlaping facility for the football field and the full and mod soccer fields

2

One overlapping faciltiy for the baseball field and the mod soccer field.

3

Water Trail Campsite

79.7

Special Use

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

1

1

Y

2

2

‐

‐

1

‐

1

1

1

1

1

2

9

Special Use

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

N

1

3

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

15

Special Use

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

N

1

1

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

‐

2

Parking lot & entry circulation could be improved

In fair condition: drainage issues; 10‐25% material deterioration; some small compliance issues that could be
spot fixed.
In poor condition: drainage issues; 25% or greater material
deterioration; needs repair or replacement (but workable).

In poor condition: horizontal cracks more than ½” wide, surfacing required; fencing has large protrusions,
holes/passages or defects; painting and striping are patchy and color has faded dramatically.

In good condition: no cracks in surfacing; fencing is functional, free of protrusions, and free of holes/passages;
painting and striping are appropriately located, whole, and uniform in color.
In fair condition: hairline cracks to ¼”, surfacing required; fencing has minor protrusions, or holes/passages that
do not affect game play; painting and striping have flaking or color fading.

In poor condition: drainage issues with clogging or sinking pad; large cracks; spray furnishings broken.

3

In poor condition: roof leaks or otherwise needs repair; floor show significant wear and is difficult to maintain;
finishes are dull or discolored, have graffiti, or are not easily maintained; some elements not working or in need
of repair (e.g., non‐functioning sink).

3

3

Appears to comply with ADA standards.
Some items appear to not comply, but could be fixed by replacing with relative ease.
A number of park assets appear not to comply, including large‐scale items like regrading.

In good condition: thick grass with few bare spots; few depressions; no noticeable drainage issues, proper slope
and layout; fencing if present is functional, free of protrusions, and free of holes.
In fair condition: grass with bare turf areas in high‐use locations, some drainage issues in overuse areas, slope is
within one percent of proper field slope, infields have grading problems (bump) at transition to grass and have
no additive, may not have proper layout and/or orientation, fencing if present has minor protrusions, or
holes/passages that do not affect game play.
In poor condition: bare areas throughout the year, uneven playing surface that holds water in certain places,
drainage issues, slopes not uniform and/or more than one percent from proper field slope, improper layout
and/or orientation; fencing has large protrusions, holes/passages or defects.

1

2

3

Sports Fields:

1
2
3

1
2
3

3

In poor condition; Form or spacing issues may exist; evidence of disease or pests; vandalism affecting tree
health; some hazard trees or trees in danger of becoming hazard trees.

2

Turf:

2

In fair condition; some crowding may exist but overall health is good; less than 5% of trees show signs of
topping, disease or pest infestation; vandalism has not impacted tree health (graffiti, not girdling).

1

ADA Compliance:

1

In good condition: trees overall have good form and spacing; no topping; free of disease or pest infestation; no
vandalism; no hazard trees.

In good condition: lush and full, few weeds, no drainage problems.
In fair condition: some bare spots, some drainage problems.
In poor condition: irrigation problems, bare spots, weeds, soil compacted.

In poor condition: many weeds present; large bare or worn areas; plants show signs of pests or disease;
compacted soils.

In fair condition: some weeds present; some bare or worn spots; plants are still generally healthy.

In good condition: few weeds; no bare or worn areas; plants appear healthy with no signs of pest or disease
infestation.

In poor condition: paving, stage and stair materials have significant cracking or peeling; vegetation is unhealthy
(pests, disease, topped trees), compacted soil; seating and other furnishings need repair or replacement;
redesign of space is needed for proper viewing and access.

Landscaped Beds:

2

In fair condition: roof shows signs of wear but is structurally sound; floor shows some wear; finishes show some
wear with some marks or blemishes.

2

Park Trees:

1

1

In good condition: paving, stage and stair materials have little to no cracking or peeling; vegetation that is
present is healthy; seating and other furnishings show modest signs of wear; views to stage from all seating
vantage points.
In fair condition: paving, stage and stair materials have some cracking or peeling; vegetation that is present is
healthy, but some soil compaction might be present; seating and other furnishings show signs of wear, but are
still usable; stage orientation not be ideal for all viewers.

In poor condition: Invasives have taken over, low diversity, unhealthy plants.

In good condition: barely noticeable invasives, high species diversity, healthy plants.
In fair conditions: Noticeable invasives, fewer species but still healthy.

In poor condition: surfaces (gravel, asphalt, or concrete) needs repair; uneven grading; limited signage; no
delineation for vehicles.

Amphitheater/Stage:

3

In good condition: roof has no leaks; floor shows little sign of wear; finishes are fresh with no graffiti or
vandalism; all elements are in working order.

Park Structures (Restrooms, Picnic Shelters, Concession Building):

3

In good condition: no vandalism; no signs of weathering.
In fair condition: minor signs of weathering or wear.
In poor condition: metal leaching/concrete efflorescence/paint peeling/wood chipped or carved into or warping;
vandalized.

1
2

3

In poor condition; multiple signage systems within one site, signs that are not legible from a reasonable
distance, some damaged signs (10‐25%), old logos, deteriorated materials, no signage.

3

In fair condition: paving needs patching or has some drainage problems; has wheel stops and curbs.

Natural Areas:

2

In fair condition; multiple signage system within one site, a few damaged signs (0‐10%), need maintenance.

1

In good condition: paving and drainage do not need repair; pavement markings clear; pathway connection
provided to facility; proper layout.

In good condition; not damaged; free of peeling or chipped paint; consistent throughout park. Trash receptacles,
drinking fountain, picnic tables, benches on paved surface.
In fair condition; 0‐20% furnishings are damaged and require replacing parts; some peeling or chipped paint;
furnishings are not consistent, but are operational.
In poor condition; 20% or more are damaged and require replacing parts; significant peeling or chipped paint;
multiple styles within park site require different maintenance.

In poor condition: parts of the structure are damaged or deteriorated, chipped off or broken; edges of the
structure are eroded possibly causing safety issues; elements target a specific / narrow age range.

In fair condition: some cracking, but still usable; furnishings (i.e. ‐ metal rails) might need spot fixes.

In good condition: little to no signs of cracking; little or no erosion; elements target a diversity of age groups.

Parking Areas:

3

2

1

2

1
2

In poor condition: uneven surfaces; inadequate width; significant cracking or heaving; clearance issues.

In fair condition: uneven surfaces in places; some drainage issues; some cracking; narrow widths in some places.

Site Furnishings:

3

2

1

In good condition: a signage system for the site, appropriate signs, no damaged signs.

Public Art:

In good condition: surface generally smooth and even; proper width and material for type of pathway; proper
clearances; minimal drainage issues.

Skate Park:

1

Signage:

3

2

1

In good condition: spray pad has little or no cracking; spray furnishings have little or no damage; no vandalism;
good drainage.
In fair condition: spray pad has some cracking; spray furnishings have signs of wear, but are in working
condition; color fading.

Spray Park:

3

2

1

3

2

1

Pathways / Trails:

RATING SCALE
In good condition: no drainage issues; 0‐10% material deterioration safety surfacing with a border at the site.

Paved Courts:

3

2

1

Playgrounds:

Park & Facility Condition Assessment

Regional Parks
PenMet Parks provides six regional parks, totaling over 289 acres of
parkland. These regional parks provide residents from throughout the
Peninsula with large open spaces, trails for hiking and cycling, competitive
and recreational sports facilities, picnic areas and access to miles of Puget
Sound shoreline.
In addition, the City of Gig Harbor’s four community parks – City Park,
Wilkinson Farm Park, Civic Center and KLM Veterans Park – and many of
the Peninsula School District’s campuses provide locations for both passive
and active recreation and sports.

Sehmel Homestead Park
Sehmel Homestead Park is the 97-acre flagship regional park located on
the western side of the Peninsula. The recently renovated park includes
an artificial turf soccer/football field, baseball field, two softball fields,
a basketball court, two tennis courts, 9 pickleball overlays, Boundless
Playground which offers recreation for children of all abilities, an
amphitheater, a 2-acre open grass meadow area, a 3-mile trail system,
concessions, restroom, 100-person pavilion, picnic areas, heritage garden
and 70 acres of natural area. Five paved parking areas provide parking at
all of the primary recreation features. The park and its features are in good
condition. The District should plan for future maintenance, repair and
replacement needs to continue the park’s high level of service to users.

Narrows Park
Narrows Park is 34.3-acre regional park located on the southeastern shore
of the Gig Harbor Peninsula. The park provides access to nearly ¾ of a
mile of shoreline with views of Tacoma and the Tacoma Narrows Bridge.
The park includes a paved parking lot, a non-motorized boat launch, two
portable toilets, a pergola and picnic tables, benches and two viewing
scopes.
ɤɤ To further improve public recreation at Narrows Park, PenMet Parks
should develop an additional picnic area, provide accessible routes to the
pergola and picnic areas and install interpretive signage about the Tacoma
Narrows Bridge.
ɤɤ The District should also develop a more sustainable and accessible path to
the beach, using durable materials, to replace the existing informal path.
ɤɤ In addition, the District should sign the park as a Cascadia Marine Trail site
(both from the parking lot and from the water) and explore options to
provide a designated camping area for water trail users.

Peninsula Joint Recreation Area
The 9.2-acre Peninsula Joint Recreation Area is a sports complex leased
to Peninsula School District and adjacent to Gig Harbor High School
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and Discovery Elementary School. The northern portion of the complex
includes a grass football field; track and field facilities including a 400m
rubberized track, discus area, pole vault and storage facility; and spectator
bleachers and concessions. The Boys & Girls Club of South Puget Sound
Cheney Family Branch is adjacent to the site but separate. Given the use
and potential of the complex for competitive sports, the District should
improve the bleacher area and other spectator amenities.

Fox Island Fishing Pier
The Fox Island Fishing Pier is a 3.8-acre park on the southeast end of Fox
Island. The highlight of the park is a concrete fishing pier, accessible via a
paved path. The park is a stop along the Cascadia Marine Trail and includes
beach access as well as a parking lot, bicycle rack, restrooms and a drinking
fountain. Picnic tables and benches provide a place to relax or have a
meal. Recommended improvements at Fox Island Fishing Pier include the
following.
ɤɤ Formalizing the beach access route from the restroom with a gravel path,
stairs and signage
ɤɤ Adding signage identifying the park as a Washington Water Trail site (in
the park and viewable from the water) and defining a camping area within
the park
ɤɤ Adding a picnic area near the restroom
ɤɤ Accessibility improvements, including a paved path to a picnic area and
improved restroom and parking signage
ɤɤ Habitat restoration, replacement of some lawn areas with native plantings
ɤɤ General maintenance, including repairs to the pier railing and drinking
fountain

Sunrise Beach
Sunrise Beach is an 77.6-acre beachfront regional park with over 1.25 miles
of shoreline. The park provides visitors with views of Mount Rainier and
Puget Sound and is a Washington Water Trail site. The park’s 6-acres of
developed day-use areas include picnic tables, walking trails, beach access,
designated parking lots and a caretaker residence. The beach provides
access to a popular scuba diving destination. The remaining undeveloped
portion of the park is primarily a plateau of meadow, woodlands and
swamp, divided by multiple public roads.
ɤɤ To further improve public recreation at Sunrise Beach, PenMet could
expand the picnic areas and provide accessible routes to both areas.
ɤɤ In addition, the District should sign the park as a Cascadia Marine Trail site
(both from the parking lot and from the water) and continue to provide a
designated camping area for water trail users.
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Harbor Family Park & Knight Forest
Harbor Family Park is a 37.5-acre open space (including Knight Forest)
between the communities of Warren and Gig Harbor. The forested park
includes natural trails accessible from a gravel parking lot. PenMet Parks
should complete a master planning process to formalize and scope the
park’s future amenities and design as a regional park.
ɤɤ Future improvements could include natural areas and trails for hiking and
wildlife watching, development of sports fields, sport courts, a playground,
parking and restroom.
ɤɤ In the interim, the District could improve the park’s entrance with the
addition of benches, a picnic area and tree pruning. Wayfinding signage
and regular patrols would improve safe access to the park and its trails.
ɤɤ The District should also work with the County to address street drainage
onto the site and repeated trail flooding.

Maplewood Park
Maplewood Park is an undeveloped, 36-acre forested waterfront site with
approximately 0.6 mile of shoreline located in the northeastern part of
the Peninsula. There are few public access points to the shoreline in this
part of the Peninsula. The District should develop a conceptual master
plan for the park. To allow public access to the Sound, the District should
build natural surface trails with access to the shoreline and add parking and
signage. Additional regional park amenities could include nature play areas,
restrooms and a ropes course.

Neighborhood Parks
The District has two developed neighborhood parks and two undeveloped
park sites, which provide a total of 35 acres of parkland.
Gig Harbor Parks also provides ten neighborhood parks for residents of the
City of Gig Harbor. These parks provide 23 acres of neighborhood parklands
within the most heavily populated area on the Peninsula.

Hales Pass Community Center
The Hales Pass Community Center Park is a 3.8-acre park with a baseball
field, two tennis courts, a large picnic shelter, a portable toilet and a
gravel parking lot. A conceptual master plan has been completed, and
recommended improvements include the following.
ɤɤ Creating an accessible path system connecting park amenities
ɤɤ Upgrading fields
ɤɤ Developing additional picnic areas
ɤɤ Developing a playground
ɤɤ Adding electricity and lighting to the existing picnic shelter
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ɤɤ Updating park signage with rules and a park map
ɤɤ Limbing-up trees near the tennis courts and picnic shelter to improve
safety
ɤɤ Resurfacing tennis courts and adding ADA accessible entrances

In addition, the District should pursue opportunities to acquire the private
lot between the tennis courts and softball field to create a connected and
more unified park facility.

Rosedale Park
Rosedale Park is a 2.7-acre park in the community of Rosedale. The
southwest side of the park has an irrigated, multi-purpose softball and
youth soccer field and a playground. The fields and backstops were recently
developed and are in good condition. The northeast side of the park is
home to Rosedale Hall, which provides a large community hall and kitchen
available for rentals, as well as two tennis courts and a half-court basketball
court. Parking is available in both portions of the park. Recommended
improvements at Rosedale Park include the following.
ɤɤ Replacing 3-tiered bleachers to meet safety standards
ɤɤ Resurfacing the tennis courts and basketball half-court

Peninsula Gardens Park
Peninsula Gardens is 10.6-acre park site west of the City of Gig Harbor. It is
currently home to the Gig Harbor Farmer’s Market and is developed with
paved parking lots and buildings.
ɤɤ Given the site’s location and current level of development, it may be wellsuited as a location for a future indoor recreation center or indoor sports
facility.
ɤɤ Additional on-site amenities could include parking and play areas.
The District should develop a master plan for the site to guide future
improvements.
ɤɤ The site plan may warrant a feasibility analysis for locating potential indoor
recreation facilities.

Kopachuck Heights
Kopachuck Heights is an 17.8-acre undeveloped neighborhood park located
immediately east of and adjacent to Voyager Elementary School and near
Kopachuck State Park.
ɤɤ The District should review the existing conceptual master plan and update
it as necessary prior to site improvements.
ɤɤ Developing shared parking with the school would be beneficial.
ɤɤ Potential park improvements could include a play area, sports field and a
disc golf course.
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Regional Open Space
PenMet Parks has three regional open spaces, which total over 143 acres
and protect forested and estuary habitat.

McCormick Forest Park
McCormick Forest Park is a 110-acre forested natural area located just east
of SR-16 from the northern part of Gig Harbor. The park’s 4 miles of trails
are open to pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians. The park also features
a gravel parking area, two picnic tables, signage and a portable toilet. The
park could be made more welcoming by formalizing the entrance by adding
benches or a picnic table, a park map and pruning surrounding trees.

Wollochet Bay Estuary
Wollochet Bay Estuary Park is a 21.5-acre natural area along Artondale Creek
and the shoreline of Wollochet Bay. Currently, there are no designated trails
or pathways into the natural area; public access is only along the adjacent
public sidewalk. The District should maintain a trail from the sidewalk to an
overlook of the estuary, with benches or a picnic table. Restoration efforts,
including native plantings and invasive plant removal, would improve the
habitat function on the site. Identifying an area for public parking will also
be important to enhance this site’s usage.

Peter’s Pond
Peter’s Pond is a 1-acre forested property near the community of Rosedale.
At high tide, the property has saltwater frontage on Lay Inlet. There is
currently no developed public access to the site.

System-wide Improvements
PenMet Park’s open spaces could benefit from a variety of general
improvements, to improve public access and usability, reduce risk and long
term maintenance costs, and improve environmental quality.

Maintenance
The PenMet District and its residents have made a significant investment
in its park system. Residents are generally very satisfied with the condition
of their parks and recreation facilities. To maintain this high level of
satisfaction and to properly steward the public’s investment, the District
must proactively maintain and renovate park facilities and amenities to
ensure usability and quality of park features and grounds. Such investments
will ensure the park system continues to provide desired services for
decades to come.
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Americans with Disabilities Act Compliance & General
Accessibility
The District should make improvements as needed to comply with ADA
requirements. Improvements may include accessible parking, pathways,
playgrounds and other facilities, restrooms and signage.

Parking & Access Improvements
Many of the District’s parking areas are gravel. Adding wheel stops to these
lots would help formalize and clarify the desired parking arrangement. Gravel
lots should also be maintained on a regular basis to address ruts, potholes and
erosion concerns.

Master Planning & Design Development
A number of undeveloped and partially developed park sites require master
plans to guide their most effective and efficient future development. The formal
planning process for these identified sites should clarify needed amenities, uses
and design.

Vegetation Management
The ongoing management of parks and open spaces should include habitat
restoration, tree pruning, invasive plant removal and bank and shoreline
restoration.

Land Trails
Trails provide people with valuable links between neighborhoods, parks, schools
and other public facilities, commercial centers and other regional non-motorized
facilities. They also provide a safe and enjoyable place to walk, run, cycle or
skate. Map 2 shows the existing trail segments in the District along with on-street
bicycle routes.

Cushman Trail
The Cushman Trail is an approximately 6-mile paved trail that runs north-south
along a powerline corridor through the City of Gig Harbor. The trail is open to
walkers, runners, bicyclists and other non-motorized users. Restrooms, bike racks,
benches, picnic tables, and mile markers are located along the trail. Trailheads are
located at 96th Street NW, Grandview Street, Civic Center Park, the Kimball Drive
Park & Ride, Hollycroft Street, and Reid Drive NW. The Cushman Trailhead at Reid
Drive NW is owned and managed by the PenMet Park District.
The Cushman Trailhead includes a paved parking lot, bike rack, trail sign and
picnic table. The trailhead could be improved by adding additional picnic tables,
benches, a drinking fountain and a portable toilet.
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Future Trail Connections
Nature-based activities, walking, running and cycling are among the most
popular outdoor recreational activities in Washington. Trails present a
significant opportunity to improve residents’ recreational options for these
activities. In partnership with the City of Gig Harbor, Pierce County and
the State of Washington, the District should collaborate to complete the
following (see Map 3):
ɤɤ Complete the Cushman Trail Phase IV (to Purdy)
ɤɤ Create a trail loop, via a mix of paved and natural surface trails that
connects Sehmel Homestead, Rotary Bark, McCormick Forest, and
Peninsula Joint Recreation Area, to Cushman Trail
ɤɤ Partner with other agencies and Rotary Club to connect the Cushman Trail
to Harborview
ɤɤ Connect the Cushman Trail east to Sunrise Beach then north to
Maplewood
ɤɤ Connect the Cushman Trail to Kopachuck State Park
ɤɤ Develop additional natural surface and paved trails within parks and open
spaces

Water Trails & Waterfronts
PenMet Parks’ location provides superb opportunities for water-based
recreation, including boating, paddle sports, diving, wildlife watching and
other beach activities. The District’s 180 acres of waterfront parkland
connect residents with Puget Sound and provide opportunities to enjoy and
recreate along this unique resource.
Figure 14. Waterfront Park Listing
Waterfront Park Site

Address

Acreage

Cedrona Cove Boat Launch

Leschi & 13th Avenue, Fox Island

0.1

Fox Island Fishing Pier

1453 Ozette Drive

3.8

Maplewood

14600 14th Avenue NW

34

Narrows Park

1600 Lucille Parkway

35

Peters Pond Natural Area

82nd Ave, NW & 93rd St. Ct. NW

Sunrise Beach Park

10015 Sunrise Beach Drive NW

Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit Preserve

55 Bella Bella Drive

Wollochet Bay Estuary Park

Wollochet Drive NW

0.93
82
5
20.3
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Cascadia Marine Trail
Several District parks are part of the Cascadia Marine Trail, which are
maintained by property owners and supported by the Washington Water
Trail Association. The Cascadia Marine Trail is an inland sea trail that follows
the bays and inlets around the Kitsap Peninsula and Whidbey Island. The
trail has 160 day-use sites and 66 campsites, four of which are located on
the Gig Harbor Peninsula, and are suitable for day or multi-day trips. The
trail is a National Recreation Trail and was designated as one of only 16
National Millennium Trails by the White House. The following District sites
that are part of the Cascadia Marine Trail include Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit
Nature Preserve, Sunrise Beach, Fox Island Fishing Pier and Narrows Park
(primitive camping allowed, via human-powered water access only).

Water Access
In addition to the District’s regional parks and open spaces, which provide
access to over 2.6 miles of shoreline, the following sites provide water
access for fishing, boating, and other water activities.

Cedrona Bay Boat Launch
This small, 0.30-acre site provides public access to the shoreline along
Cedrona Bay on Fox Island. However, the site is currently unimproved and is
not signed as public property. To better serve the public, the launch should
include a PenMet Parks sign and a small parking area.

Tacoma DeMolay Sandspit Nature Preserve
This 5-acre natural area provides nearly a mile of sandy, shoreline access
at the northern tip of Fox Island. It is a Washington Water Trail site and
includes an undeveloped grass parking area, picnic tables and a portable
toilet. The former camp was opened to the public in 2017 and includes
caretaker, maintenance and other buildings - many of which are in need of
maintenance and repair. A seasonal caretaker is on site in a mobile home/
camper. The site can be reserved for group events.
Preservation and restoration of the area’s sandspit habitat and vegetation
is a priority for the preserve. The District should continue native plantings,
removal of invasive species and enforcement of dog leash regulations to
help protect and restore habitat.
The District should develop a master plan for the Sandspit Nature Preserve
to plan for existing infrastructure, including deteriorating buildings, as
well as future accessible pathways, picnic areas or other improvements.
This master plan could also address long-term access, including parking
availability and locations, and water trail amenities.
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Future Improvements
Water-based activities are a popular recreational pastime on the Peninsula.
The District should pursue opportunities to improve shoreline and water
access for the public by working toward the following.
ɤɤ Improving parking and path access at existing shoreline and water access
parks
ɤɤ Developing compatible recreational access at undeveloped waterfront
parks and open spaces
ɤɤ Developing an additional motorized boat launch with associated parking
ɤɤ Exploring options for overnight camping at additional Water Trail locations
ɤɤ Work with Pierce County toward the utilization of the Rosedale street end
as a water access site.

Management and Maintenance
Because of the popularity of waterfront parks, the deteriorative effects of
waterfront locations, and the intrinsic potential safety issues of shoreline
amenities, such as docks, beaches, walkways and ramps, these parks require
high levels of maintenance to provide for public safety and ensure their
quality.
Many of the District’s waterfront parks have critical wildlife, habitat
and environmental functions. Waterfront park development and site
management plans should balance public access and amenities with
ecosystem needs. The District should strive to protect and restore native
vegetation, natural features and environmental functions and mitigate
negative impacts during the design, development and management of
waterfront parks. The District should also aim to operate waterfront
facilities in ways that limit negative environmental impacts. For example, the
District may want to consider implementing the environmental stewardship
and waste minimization strategies outlined in the Department of the
Interior’s Green Marina Initiative Guidebook.

Future Acquisitions
As feasible, the District should take advantage of opportunities to acquire
additional privately held waterfront parcels as available, particularly sites
that will provide shoreline access in underserved areas. Potential new sites
for waterfront parks should consider the popularity of these sites and
make accommodations for parking and public access that limits impacts on
adjacent neighborhoods. Such acquisitions and improvements could occur
in partnership with Pierce County, the State of Washington and the Port of
Tacoma.
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Special Facilities
Dog Parks
Rotary Bark Park
Rotary Bark Park is a 15-acre off-leash dog area within McCormick Forest
Park. The fully fenced off-leash area has a double-gated entry and over
a mile of trails. Formalizing the entry to the park, by pruning tree limbs,
installing a site map and creating a gathering area, will improve the function
and sense of safety of this site. The District should also consider creating a
volunteer off-leash dog park patrol to support etiquette among users.

Tubby’s Trail Dog Park
Tubby’s Trail Dog Park is a 9-acre fenced, grassy dog park located near the
ramp from the Tacoma Narrows Bridge. The park has separated areas for
small and large dogs with double gate entrances, a gravel parking lot, picnic
tables, drinking fountain and portable toilets. The parking lot is in need of
top dressing to address potholes and ruts. Additional signage, including
wayfinding signage on trails and an entrance kiosk, could improve user
experience.

Golf Courses
Madrona Links
The 79-acre Madrona Links Golf Course is an 18-hole Ken Tyson designed
course. The course’s clubhouse includes a pro-shop, restaurant and event
facility. The course could be improved by completing the following.
ɤɤ Adding a paved path between the clubhouse, first tee, last green,
clubhouse and cart return
ɤɤ Re-striping the large paved parking lot to gain additional spaces, add ADA
designated spaces and improve accessible access to clubhouse
ɤɤ Installing additional dark-sky compliant lighting for the parking lot and
maintenance yard
ɤɤ Integrating green stormwater infrastructure (trees, swales, etc.) into the
parking lot and along the entry drive
ɤɤ Updating and adding rule and wayfinding signs
ɤɤ Improve vehicle control onto course with more boulders, fencing, gates
and bollards
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Indoor Community & Recreation
Facilities
Community Facilities
The PenMet District currently owns and operates three indoor community
facilities, which serve as locations for District programs and are available for
private rentals.
ɤɤ Rosedale Hall, located at Rosedale Park, has a capacity of 50 people and
includes restrooms, a full-sized kitchen and rental equipment.
ɤɤ Hales Pass Community Center, a rustic building constructed in 1938 by the
Civilian Conservation Corps, can host small meetings and events (up to 50
people).
ɤɤ Sehmel Pavilion, located at Sehmel Homestead Park, can accommodate
120 guests indoors and features a large open room, large patio, rental
equipment, dressing room and restrooms.
ɤɤ The Indoor Soccer Center, located next to SR-16, is a fully enclosed 85’ x
185’ field with artificial turf, bleachers, crow’s nest, 3 restroom facilities and
a party room. The facility is leased from Tacoma Screw Products.

Indoor Recreation Facilities
Community input indicated a desire for additional indoor recreation spaces,
including multi-use courts, indoor soccer fields, tennis facility, an indoor
pool and spaces for community education and recreation. Given the rainy
climate of the Gig Harbor Peninsula, indoor facilities can greatly improve
the accessibility of active sports year-round.
The District currently leases the Indoor Soccer Center, which is the only
indoor sport field/court location on the peninsula. Given the popularity of
the center, the need for additional capacity and the pending termination of
this facility’s use by PenMet Parks, the District should pursue opportunities
to develop new indoor fields and courts for soccer and tennis.
Development of any indoor recreation facility requires extensive
planning, including a feasibility analysis, appropriate site and management
and operation plans, as well as exploration of potential financial and
programming partnerships. A facility feasibility analysis can explore the
potential for types and quantity of included recreational amenities. The
facility analysis can also consider the inclusion of District office space or
other leasable meeting/office space depending on the potential to secure
funding partners with interest in co-locating at the facility. Partnerships are
often necessary to offset development and operational costs. Additional
considerations are offered in the section on Recreation Programming later
in this chapter.
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Acquisition Needs
PenMet Parks is forecasted to see modest population growth over the next
25 years. As such, the District should focus primarily on improving existing
properties to better serve residents of the Peninsula. The District should
target limited future acquisitions to address park distribution gaps and to
provide spaces for needed park amenities.

Distribution and Proximity
To better understand where potential acquisition efforts should be
directed, this Plan assesses the current distribution of parks throughout the
District through a gap analysis. The gap analysis reviews the locations and
types of existing facilities, transportation/access barriers and other factors
as a means to identify preliminary acquisition target areas. In reviewing
parkland distribution and assessing opportunities to fill identified gaps, the
Plan uses a 1-mile primary and 2-mile secondary service area for District
parks.
Map __ on the following page illustrates the application of this approach
from existing, publicly owned parks. Areas in and near the City of Gig
Harbor have the greatest park access, as do many areas on the western side
of the Peninsula. Areas north of Gig Harbor, west of SR-16, and on Fox Island
do not have many nearby park opportunities. Given the rural nature of
much of the District, achieving even and complete park access may not be
achievable or even desirable.
The greatest documented land need is for additional park sites to provide
the land base for a blend of passive and active recreation opportunities,
such as sport fields, picnicking and walking. Map 5 illustrates the following
potential acquisition target areas:
A. Regional park site in the northern part of the District. The Pierce
County Purdy Transfer Station (24 acre) is a potential acquisition site.
B. Regional park site in the vicinity of Artondale Drive NW/78th Avenue
NW and Hunt Street NW/Lombard Drive NW.
C. Neighborhood park site on Fox Island, in partnership with the Nichols
Community Center.

While the targeted acquisition areas do not identify a specific parcel(s)
for consideration, the area encompasses a broader region in which an
acquisition would be ideally suited. These acquisition targets represent a
long-term vision for improving parkland distribution.
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In addition, the District should consider the following:
ɤɤ Pursue opportunities to acquire and develop additional waterfront
properties that could provide shoreline access in portions of the Peninsula
with limited public access. This could include the use of street ends, such
as the west end of Rosedale Street near Rosedale Park.
ɤɤ Work to acquire land or easements necessary to complete trail corridors.
ɤɤ Strategically acquire properties to enlarge existing small regional parks.
ɤɤ Coordinate with City of Gig Harbor to proactively acquire neighborhood
and community park sites in newly incorporated areas, should the
City’s urban growth boundary and city limits expand in the future. Such
acquisitions would help ensure the District and/or the City can adequately
provide parks in future neighborhoods.
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Standards & Levels of Service
As a measure of adequate provision of parks and recreation, a level of
service (LOS) review was conducted to further understand the distribution
and acreage needs for parkland to assess how well the community can
access and enjoy parks, recreation and open space. Traditionally, the
application of numeric standards for the provision of parks has applied
an acreage of parkland per thousand residents as a target measurement
for adopted benchmark standards. Service standards are the adopted
guidelines or benchmarks the District is trying to attain with their parks
system; the level of service is a snapshot in time of how well the District is
meeting its adopted standards.
Since PenMet applies a level of service standard based in geographic area
for its park system, this evaluation can illustrate how the District and its
park system measures up to recommended park systems based on park
providers across the region with comparable population sizes, population
densities and parkland acreages. This assessment also provides the future
direction for ensuring adequate provision of parks for the community based
on current and potential future gaps in this community infrastructure.
Many communities are developing guidelines that are customized to
their community and its unique and often changing park and recreation
demands and needs rather than relying solely on national standards. The
use and application of standards continues to evolve and develop diverse
approaches. This Plan evaluates the District current parkland level of service
through a variety of characteristics and offers recommendations for the
consideration of an adopted set of contemporary standards.

Park Acreage
The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) prepared a report
in 2015 using their Park and Recreation Operating Ratio and Geographic
Information System (PRORAGIS)
database that reflects the current
levels of service of park agencies
across the country based on
population density per square mile.
Figure 15 to the left indicates the
range of acres per 1,000 population
from jurisdictions with less than 500
residents per square mile up to urban
communities with over 2,500 persons
per square mile.
Figure 15. NRPA PRORAGIS Population Density and Parkland
Acreage per 1,000 Population
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Based on its current estimated population of 37,485 residents, the District’s
population density is 742 persons per square mile for its land area. (The
City of Gig Harbor’s land area and population were excluded from this
population comparison.) The median acreage provision of parkland from
the NRPA PRORAGIS database indicated 12.1 acres/1,000 for park and
recreation providers within communities ranging from 500-1,500 people
per square mile density. In comparison, PenMet Park’s acreage provision
is below the median for urban communities with its 8.7 acres per 1,000
population.
Figure 16. PenMet Level of Service: Parkland Acreage per 1,000 Population
Classification

Acreage

Current LOS

Future LOS

(ac/1,000)

(ac/1,000)

Regional

247.4

6.6

6.0

Neighborhood

60.3

1.6

1.5

Core Parks

307.7

8.2

7.4

Current
Demand

Current Need
/ Surplus

2035
Demand

Future Need
/ Surplus

325.7

(18.04)

359.84

(52.14)

PenMet provides 307.7 acres of regional and neighborhood parks (including
developed and undeveloped sites) for its current population resulting in a
level of service of 8.2 acres/1,000. To maintain this current parkland-based
level of service for future populations, the District will need to acquire an
additional 52.1 acres of parkland by 2035.

Park Distribution
The Gap Analysis prepared through GIS mapping identified the locations
and types of existing facilities and applies an overlay for 1-mile primary
and a 2-mile secondary service area for District parks. As discussed
under Acquisition Needs, the gap analysis provides targets for locating
and acquiring future parklands to ensure that equity in park access and
distribution can be achieved over time. The gap analysis identifies the three
primary areas where regional outdoor recreation facilities, parks and open
space are lacking. Fox Island, one of two areas in the central peninsula and
a gap in the northern section of the peninsula offer strategic locations to
better serve the community in the District.

Park Pressure
Park pressure refers to the potential demand on a park. One method of
exploration examines the proximity of residential populations (and their
density) to a park and assumes that the residents in a ‘parkshed’ use the
park closest to them and that people visit their closest park more often
than those farther away. Using GIS, the ‘parkshed’ is defined by a polygon
or a park service area containing all households having the given park as
their closest park. The population within this park service area can then
calculated, providing an estimate of the number of nearby potential park
users. The acreage of the subject park is then used to calculate the number
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of park acres available per 1,000 people within the parkshed. This measure
of probable park use and population pressure identifies the adequacy
of the park land (in acres per 1,000) rather than simply the location and
‘walkability’ determined by the park accessibility metric. Depending on the
amenities and attractions within the park, the higher the population within a
parkshed will result in greater the use and potential increased maintenance
and wear and tear.

Park Amenities
Providing unique outdoor experiences, while working to fulfill basic
recreational park amenities, will result in parks with a variety of amenities.
The variety and location of amenities available within a community’s parks
and recreational facilities will create a range of different preferences and
levels of park usage by residents. Park systems should ensure an equitable
distribution and quantity the most common amenities like playgrounds,
picnic shelters, restrooms, sports courts, sports field and trails to help
distribute the potential usage of load on individual parks. Park planners
should also consider that many park users, particularly families, look for a
variety of amenities in a park that will provide a range of outdoor recreation
activities for every visit.
PenMet Parks has been actively planning for fulfilling the appropriate range
and types of recreation facilities across the system based on standards
developed by the National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA). While
the NRPA standards offer a guideline for developing a target quantity and
range of facilities, active public involvement and tracking of recreation
trends can provide more locally and regionally specific targets for needed
facilities.
Figure 17. Regional Facility Needs Based on former NRPA Standards & 2016 NRPA Park Metrics Data
Facility Type

Current
Inventory

Facility Demand
(Standards)

Add'l New Facilities
Needed (Standards)

Senior Baseball Fields

3

4.9

1.9

Youth Baseball Fields

16

19.7

3.7

Softball Fields

4

6.6

2.6

Soccer Fields

11

14.1

3.1

Football Fields

3.5

4.5

1.0

Tennis Courts

16

18.3

2.3

11

18.3

7.3

Playgrounds

Pickleball Courts

7.75

16.4

8.7

Spray Parks

0

3.3

3.3

3

4.0

1.0

19.5

20.5

1.0

Indoor Swimming Pools
Gymnasium Courts
Boat Launch ramps

6

9.9

3.9

Sand Volleyball

2

6.6

4.6

Amphitheater

1

2.0

1.0
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Figure 17 above illustrates the tracking of facility types and quantities
offered by PenMet Parks in comparison to the NRPA guidelines. The top
four most needed facilities on the list appear to be playgrounds, pickleball
courts, sand volleyball and youth baseball fields.
Based on the community survey results, the top priorities for funding
both overall and by intensity were protecting and preserving natural open
space and forested areas, improving walking, hiking and biking trails, adding
inclusive playgrounds for children and improving safety and security. Items
related to sports facilities were considered much lower priorities for
funding. Public input and participation, as well as park planning expertise
have indicated the primary facility need to be playgrounds, trails and spray
parks. NRPA data can provide perspective on local needs, but should
be considered in context with other park planning variables and local
community needs.

Recreation Programming
The Recreation Services Department of the District supports year-round
recreation programs and activities for youth, adults, families and seniors.
Program areas include instructional activities, community events, sport
leagues, recreation classes and youth camps. District staff also operate
and maintain the Indoor Soccer Center, which includes programming the
center and scheduling youth and adult soccer leagues, drop-ins, rentals and
other recreation programs. Staff provide support for special event planning,
which includes implementation, promotions and coordination for local
residents and visitors, and the District hosts the following events:
ɤɤ Egg Hunt,
ɤɤ Food Truck Feast,
ɤɤ Scarecrow Festival, and
ɤɤ Breakfast with Santa.

In the time period between 2011 and 2016, PenMet Parks has made
significant strides in recreation program metrics, including:
ɤɤ 105% growth in special event attendance,
ɤɤ 379% increase in recreation program revenue,
ɤɤ 745% growth in recreation program participation, and
ɤɤ 470% growth in the dollar value of event sponsorships.

The District also offers a recreation scholarship program, in association
with the Greater Gig Harbor Foundation, to provide families the
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opportunity to participate in recreation programs offered by PenMet Parks.
Additionally, the District has expanded recreation program offerings
through added services and partnerships, which included the following.
ɤɤ Started offering indoor youth & adult soccer leagues
ɤɤ Expanded program offerings to include gymnastics, golf, coding, spring
flag football, junior soccer, theater and art
ɤɤ Produced PenMet Parks recreation guide
ɤɤ Added program offerings for teens (i.e., yoga, dragon boating, sport
leagues, junior leadership program, open mic)
ɤɤ Acquired PAA Youth Sports (soccer, basketball, baseball) and PAA Adult
Sports (softball, basketball)
ɤɤ Added two new special events (Daddy/Daughter & Mother/Son dance)
ɤɤ Implemented Friendship Club for teens and adults with disabilities

PenMet Parks is one of several providers of recreation programming. The
Boys & Girls Club, YMCA, private fitness and the school district offer a range
of services and programs for the community. Interest and participation in
the District’s recreation programs has increased in the six years since the
adoption of the 2012 Plan. However, the number and types of activities
the District can offer are limited by a lack of capacity at existing facilities.
Additional recreation and programming space will be needed in the future
to serve community needs and promote wellness, active recreation and
social engagement.
Access to indoor space had been a significant challenge for the District
prior to obtaining a lease for the Indoor Soccer Center. Now that the owner
of that facility has informed the District that it intends to sell the site, the
District again is faced with the challenge of procuring or constructing
indoor recreation space.
To meet this need, the District should continue to pursue options to
provide a multi-use indoor facility to enable comprehensive recreation
programs for Peninsula residents. The facility should include gymnasiums,
indoor sport courts for soccer, tennis and pickleball, and classrooms and
multifunctional rooms to enable expanded program options. It is recognized
that funding will be a challenge, and there is a real and significant need to
balance what the community says it wants with what the community is
willing to fund. Although the District’s recent initiative was passed by voters,
clear options will need to be forwarded to the community to illustrate the
how, when and where for facility development – be it interim or permanent.
As noted earlier in this chapter, the District should undertake a feasibility
study to explore the range of choices related to space programming, site
requirements and cost estimation.
Also, PenMet Parks should commit to taking on a larger role in coordinating
recreation programs and services in the community to ensure that there is
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a broad base of programming options available. This will require continued
communications with other providers to determine roles, tracking of
programs offered and number of participants, plus actively promoting the
availability of services. Additionally, this will require aligning programming
efforts with available staff and financial resources. The District should
recognize that increasing the role of the Recreation Services Department in
providing programs will require an increase in full and part-time staff.
The District has strong tracking and record keeping regarding recreation
programs and their registration and attendance numbers. However, the
District does not have a long-range program plan in place to guide future
programming decisions. The District should develop a Program Plan for
recreation services. This plan needs to take into consideration the needs
of the community, the role of the District, and the expectations and role of
other organizations and recreation providers in the area. There should be
clearly identified areas of programmatic responsibility to ensure that there
is not overlap in resource allocation or that gaps in services are not present.
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7

PROJECTS & IMPLEMENTATION
A number of strategies exist to enhance and expand park and recreation
service delivery across the District; however, clear decisions must be
made in an environment of competing interests and limited resources. A
strong community will is necessary to bring many of the projects listed
in this Plan to life, and the District Board and the Peninsula community
have demonstrated their willingness to support parks and recreation,
parkland acquisitions and a high quality of life, which was most recently
demonstrated in a positive vote regarding the District’s financing.
The recommendations for park and recreation services noted in this
Plan may trigger the need for funding beyond current allocations and for
additional staffing, operations and maintenance responsibilities. Given that
the operating and capital budget of the Parks and Recreation Department
is finite, additional resources may be needed to leverage, supplement
and support the implementation of proposed objectives, programs and
projects. The following recommendations are presented to offer near-term
direction to realize these projects and as a means to continue dialogue
between the District, its community partners and other agencies.
Additionally, a review of potential implementation tools is included as
Appendix D, which addresses local financing, federal and state grant and
conservation programs, acquisition methods and others.
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Key Project Recommendations
The following is a summary of key project recommendations which will
require commitment from the District, its residents and partners to continue
to support a healthy parks, trails and recreation system that preserves and
enhances the safety, livability and character of the community.

Park & Trail Connections
Recreational trail connections, improvements and relationships to streets,
sidewalks and bike lanes have been developing as the Peninsula has grown.
The District should continue to plan for and implement the recreational
trails identified within this Plan and coordinate trail-related projects with the
transportation system planning or related public works projects sponsored
by the City of Gig Harbor, Pierce County and the State of Washington. In
particular, advocating for a crossing of SR-16 near Hunt Street to improve
east-west connections and link to the Cushman Trail. There may also be
opportunities to explore trail development partnerships with local user groups
and pursue additional trail segments and connections, as appropriate.

Parkland Development
Over the past decade, the District has successfully secured numerous sites
that would serve as future parks. The District should turn its attention to
planning and developing those sites to provide the outdoor recreational
amenities requested by the community. Specifically, site master plans
should be crafted to guide the scope and development of Harbor Family
Park, Peninsula Gardens Park, Maplewood and Kopachuck Heights. Through
a community-driven process, these site master plans should consider
appropriate locations to accommodate the following amenities: picnic shelters,
inclusive playgrounds, splash pads, pickleball and disc golf, among others.
Including facilities for alternative or emerging sports can offer residents a
more diverse range of recreational experiences, while creating destinations
that attract and engage park users. The District should also consider
incorporating small-scale skateboard (skate spots), bike skills features or pump
tracks into park sites, as appropriate. Additionally, the District should consider
improvements to boat launches and identify opportunities for more water
access to the Sound.

Sport Courts & Fields Expansion &
Enhancements
Sport fields, particularly all-weather turf fields with lighting that allow more
reliable scheduling through spring and fall, are needed to address the
existing and future shortage of athletic fields. The District should consider
the installation of lighting for the existing fields at Sehmel Park, which will
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add programming capacity and not result in significant light spillover into
neighboring properties. As noted above, a site master plan for Harbor
Family Park is needed to define an appropriate development layout for that
property that includes sport fields and supporting amenities. Coordination
with the school district for field usage and improvements may provide for
some of the sports leagues’ needs for practice and game play. Also, the public
process for this Plan revealed local interest in indoor courts for tennis, and
implementation of this idea should be guided by the indoor facility feasibility
assessment noted above.

Indoor Facility Space
In response to the pending expiration of the District’s use of the Indoor
Soccer Center, PenMet Parks should undertake a feasibility study to examine
the building program, footprint, potential locations and costing for an
indoor recreation facility. A new facility should accommodate indoor soccer,
the needs for recreation programming space for classes and activities and
possibly indoor tennis and pickleball. The feasibility study would also explore
the extent of amenities to be included with a potential provision for a phased
implementation plan based on financing and capital development resources.

Recreation Programming
The District should continue to coordinate and partner with other providers,
such as the YMCA, Boys & Girls Club and school district, for the provision
recreation services. In an effort to respond to programming gaps and expand
the diversity of offerings, the District should to focus on programs that are
in high demand or serve a range of users, while continuing to monitor local
and regional recreation trends to ensure community needs and interests are
addressed by available programming.

Water Access Improvements
Improvements to water access sites were requested by the public through the
survey and open house meetings. The District should pursue opportunities
to expand the number of sites that accommodate water access through
partnerships with the City or County or through acquisitions. The District
should also explore options to expand or install parking for existing water
access sites to meet local demand.

ADA & Access Enhancements
Minor improvements to access, such as providing stable-surface access to
site furnishings, are necessary to conform to the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) and ensure universal accessibility. Also, the District should evaluate
the play equipment and its signage for code compliance and replace outdated
equipment, as appropriate. The Capital Facilities Plan includes a line item for
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covering small upgrades and improvements to remove barriers and improve
universal access. In general, the District should make improvements to existing
parks as needed to ensure proper maintenance, usability and quality of park
features and grounds.

Wayfinding & Signage
Parks, trails and other public open spaces are primary destinations that
support a cohesive, accessible and connected community require an
identifiable, unifying wayfinding program. The need for design standards for
a wayfinding system has been identified in this Plan at large. PenMet Parks
should pursue a comprehensive wayfinding program that includes both
visual graphic standards and site furnishing standards. Colors, sign types and
information can help park and trail users navigate the outdoor recreation
experiences offered by the District.

Communications & Promotions
To broaden public awareness, the District’s website should continue to be
expanded to facilitate quick links to popular destinations and be designed
with mobile users in mind, either through a mobile-friendly site or a webbased application. The website should include easy-to-access park system and
facility maps, trail maps and an up-to-date listing of park sites and amenities
to enhance the experience of the on-the-go user. The District should consider
utilizing QR codes on signage as a means to share with or receive information
from visitors about maintenance, restoration or monitoring data.

Capital Facilities Plan
The Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) puts into chronological order the
project intent and strategic actions adopted by the District to guide the
implementation of this Plan. It assigns proposed time frames and estimated
costs for specific projects.
The CFP on the following pages lists the park and facility projects considered
for the next six years. The majority of these projects entail the acquisition
and development of parks, renovating or enhancing existing facilities, and
expanding trail corridors. The CFP provides brief project descriptions for
those projects with priority ranking to assist staff in preparing future capital
budget requests.
The projects were selected based on the need to address care for aging
facilities, implement long-standing plans for improvements, and work toward
meeting the goal to better connect and create access to park and recreation
facilities.

112

Chapter 7

2018 Long Range Capital Planning
Priority
1

Project
Peninsula Gardens MP*

Estimated Project
Description / Notes
Cost

Cumulative Project
Cost Total

$

100,000

$

included in PenGard 1

Maintenance
Costs*

100,000

Cumulative
Total Maintenance
Maintenance Costs
Costs
NA

$

‐

$
$

805,000
805,000

2

Peninsula Gardens I

$

3,000,000

As determined by MP process

$

3,100,000

$

17,000

$

17,000 $

822,000

3

Indoor Recreation

$

7,000,000

IRC with turf, classrooms, track, court

$

10,100,000

$

35,000

$

52,000 $

857,000

4

Admin Offices

$

1,500,000

included in Pen Gardens II, dependent on MP

$

11,600,000

$

17,000

$

69,000 $

874,000

5

Peninsula Gardens II

$

6,000,000

Extra indoor field, playground, etc

$

17,600,000

$

17,000

$

86,000 $

891,000

6

Cushman‐Harborview Link

$

100,000

PMPD, PC, GH potential partnership TPU?

$

17,700,000

$

4,500

$

90,500 $

895,500

7

Rosedale Hand‐Launch

$

800,000

Launch and Parking

$

18,500,000

$

15,000

$

105,500 $

910,500

8

Harbor Family Park MP*

$

130,000

with HarFam 1

$

18,630,000

NA

$

105,500 $

910,500

9

Light Additional Fields

$

1,000,000

SHP Turf

$

19,630,000

NA

$

105,500 $

910,500

10

Spray Park

Somewhere

$

19,630,000

$

105,500 $

910,500

11

Harbor Family Park I

$

4,000,000

Potential 500,000 grant

$

23,630,000

$

35,000

$

140,500 $

945,500

12

Harbor Family Park II

$

5,600,000

TBD Development. Potential $500,000 grant

$

29,230,000

$

45,000

$

185,500 $

990,500

13

Outdoor Athletic Complex

$

3,000,000

HFP

$

32,230,000

$

45,000

$

230,500 $

1,035,500

14

GHHS Track, Turf, Lights

$

1,000,000

15

DeMolay MP*

$

25,000

16

DeMolay Dev I

$

17

Water Access Acquisition

18

TBD

Amount TBD w/ PSD covering balance

$

33,230,000

NA

$

230,500 $

1,035,500

with DeM 1

$

33,255,000

NA

$

230,500 $

1,035,500

800,000

House and/or Parking

$

34,055,000

$

14,000

$

244,500 $

1,049,500

$

800,000

Access and/or Parking

$

34,855,000

$

15,000

$

259,500 $

1,064,500

Disc Golf

$

300,000

Possibly Kop Heights (Parking), Partnership

$

35,155,000

$

8,000

$

267,500 $

1,072,500

19

Hales Pass MP*

$

50,000

CP done; MP with HP 1,

$

35,205,000

NA

$

267,500 $

1,072,500

20

Sunrise Beach CP*

$

100,000

CP exists (PC version) with SunB 1

$

35,305,000

NA

$

267,500 $

1,072,500

21

Maplewood CP*

$

50,000

Conceptual Plan

$

35,355,000

NA

$

267,500 $

1,072,500

22

Hales Pass Dev I

$

425,000

Potential grant at 500,000

$

35,780,000

$

22,500

$

290,000 $

1,095,000

23

Hales Pass Dev II

$

625,000

Potential grant at 50%

$

36,405,000

$

4,500

$

294,500 $

1,099,500

24

PC Transfer

$

800,000

MP* plus BMX, OLA

$

37,205,000

$

15,000

$

309,500 $

1,114,500

25

Harbor Hills Park

TBD

City GH, help with spray park?

$

37,205,000 $

‐

$

309,500 $

1,114,500

26

Sunrise Beach Dev. I

$

500,000

Potential grant at 50%

$

37,705,000

$

12,500

$

322,000 $

1,127,000

27

Wollochet MP*

$

130,000

CP done; MP with Wol 1,

$

37,835,000

$

3,500

$

325,500 $

1,130,500

27

Wollochet Phase I

$

1,500,000

$2M, $1.5M, $1M Phases

$

39,335,000

$

3,500

$

329,000 $

1,134,000

27

Sunrise Beach Dev. II

$

500,000

Grant?

$

39,835,000

$

6,500

$

335,500 $

1,140,500

30

Wollochet Phase II

$

4,000,000

$2M, $1.5M, $1M Phases Grant?

$

43,835,000

$

8,500

$

344,000 $

1,149,000

31

Maplewood Dev I

$

1,000,000

Parking, Trails, Water Access, Play Areas

$

44,835,000

$

9,500

$

353,500 $

1,158,500

32

Kopachuck Heights

$

5,000,000

$7.5M Option (2008) (PSD/Voyager Turf?)

$

49,835,000

$

3,500

$

357,000 $

1,162,000

33

Cushman‐Narrowsgate

$

1,100,000

50%, Due 9/30/14, Extendable to 2015

$

50,935,000

$

14,000

$

371,000 $

1,176,000

34

Maplewood Dev II

$

1,000,000

Play Areas

$

51,935,000

$

9,500

$

380,500 $

1,185,500

35

Cushman Trail Ligthing

PMPD, PC, GH potential partnership TPU?

$

51,935,000

$

4,500

$

385,000 $

1,190,000

36

Indoor Tennis

Public‐Private Partnership?

$

56,935,000

$

70,000

$

455,000 $

1,260,000

37

Arts Center

TBD

GH North

$

56,935,000

$

455,000 $

1,260,000

38

Indoor/Outdoor Swimming

TBD

$

56,935,000

$

455,000 $

1,260,000

39

Covered Arena

TBD

$

56,935,000

$

455,000 $

1,260,000

40
41

Curling Ice
Acquisition

TBD
TBD

35m indoor, 50m outdoor
Covered dirt area for equestrian, dogs, bmx using bones
from GHAC buildings
As determined by MP process
As determined by MP process

$
$

56,935,000
56,935,000

$
$

455,000 $
472,000 $

1,260,000
1,277,000

TBD
$

5,000,000

$

17,000

* Adjusted from 2010 at 3%/yr
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MEETING NOTES
PROJECT NUMBER:

# 16-093PLN

PROJECT NAME:

PenMet Parks District Comprehensive Plan

RECORDED BY:

Steve Duh

TO:

FILE

PRESENT:

Members of the public
Staff from PenMet Parks
Project team members from Conservation Technix and MacKay Sposito

SUBJECT:

ISSUE DATE:

May 29, 2017

District Comprehensive Plan: Open House #2 Meeting Notes (May 24th)

Community members were invited to a second open house for PenMet Parks’ District Comprehensive Plan
on Wednesday, May 24, 2017 from 6:00 - 8:00 p.m. at the pavilion at Sehmel Park. The project team prepared
informational displays and a presentation to share with attendees. The presentation offered an overview of the
planning process and timeline, along with information about PenMet’s park and recreation system and a
summary of current trends in recreation.
Following the presentation, attendees were asked to work in small groups to discuss project ideas and
prioritize ideas by ‘voting’ with dots for their top priorities. Attendees were encouraged to talk to project team
members, record their comments and complete a written comment card. District staff and project team staff
engaged with participants to explore proposed recommendations and general needs and interests for park and
recreation on the Peninsula.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
The following represents a summary of the comments received during the evening meeting.

Table Group “A”

5 – Indoor Sport Courts
 Multiple use courts – indoor
 Flexible use indoor recreation building
 Indoor tennis / pickleball
 Covered tennis courts
 Indoor tennis, pickleball, basketball, badminton, volleyball
 Dry covered space
 Kids and adult tennis lessons
 Covered barbeque and picnic table area at Sehmel for rent for large groups
Why this idea is important

Tennis serves all age groups and seniors

Provides part-time teen jobs

Social outlet

Exercise

Protected / safe / low-impact
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Volleyball, badminton, pickleball, basketball, shuffleboard, lessons, drills, tournaments
Charge fees / membership / user fees
Replaces indoor soccer center
Classes and demos – focus on young seniors

4 – Pool
 Swim pool
 Public indoor pool
 Kids water park (pre-school to 12 yrs)
 Pool for swim team and water polo team; Gig Harbor has great teams
Why this idea is important

Water polo teams / lessons / competitions

Synchronized swim lessons

Lifeguard training

Teen jobs – part-time

Scuba and kayak lessons
2 – Activities
 Bikes for rent
 Bike park and skate park
 Rock climb equipment at park
Why this idea is important

Locate close to public transportation

Tourist demand is there!
1 – STEAM
 Bring in more events / tournaments
 Something more for teens; athletic, non-athletic, part-time teen jobs
 History / art – link with parks
 Linking parks – cross themes (water, woods, playground)
 Nature science programs for school kids together with schools
Other
 Public library and parks – book reading at Sehmel

Table Group “B”

3 – Trails / Environment
 Get more people onto the trails
 Cushman Trail connection to Scott Pierson Trail
 Create biking/walking corridors, especially east/west
 Continue to enhance and improve trails
 Environmental education programs

117

DISTRICT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN | 2017
District Comprehensive Plan: Open House #2 Meeting Notes (May 24th)
PenMet Parks District Comprehensive Plan
Project Number # 16‐093PLN
Page 3

__________________

Why this idea is important

Used by all ages

Year round

Environmentalism – a very timely subject; antidote to technology

Trail connections make the system more functional
3 – Sport Courts
 Indoor tennis courts – facility
 Pickleball courts
Why this idea is important

Applicable to all age groups

Year-round (if indoor)

Facilitates diverse activities and programming
1 – Recreational Programming
 Continue expansion and evaluation of recreation programs
1 – Water
 Water sports – supervised
 Human-powered watercraft launching / amenities
1 – Other
 Gardens, like Pt Defiance
 Event rental open space
Field Development
 Sport field complex

Table Group “C”

4 – Water
 Boat activities at beach properties
 Water sports at waterfront parks
 Add more waterfront parks
 Swimming pool
 Aquatic sports (pool)
 Waterfront parks (e.g. Kopachuck)
Why this idea is important

Safety of water

Natural resource

Not all residents / people can get to beach

YMCA too crowded

For seniors and children

Exercise
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Disability rehabilitation

3 – Facilities
 Pool hall; billiards
 More cooking kitchens, commercial
 Alternative building for indoor soccer
 Large indoor venue
 Tennis center (indoor and outdoor)
Why Pool Hall / Billiards

All weather activity

No smoking hall – not a bar

Skill development

Ping pong as well
Why Indoor/Outdoor Tennis Center

Year-round play

Demand for sports

Pickleball also

Skills learning

Affordability

Heart exercise

Not a lot of maintenance; need land mostly

Both seniors and kids
Why a large facility

Concerts

Public meetings (income)

No large facility in Gig Harbor

Conferences (income)

Draw large events from Tacoma

Revenues – income

Partition for small meeting use

Badly needed here!

With cooking capability, PA system, screen, stage, acoustics

Plenty of parking; lighted

Indoor sports

Commercial kitchen – Health Department inspection / certificate

Brings resources for small businesses
Food trucks – will grow in Gig Harbor

1 – Seniors
 More senior activities
 Sport teams for older adults
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Need increase in senior activities

1 – Partner
 Partner with Harbor wild Watch
 Partner with school – events
 Partner with City – events
 Partner with local churches
 Bus transportation
Planning
 Interest in acquiring Kopachuck State Park
 Plans for DeMolay Park on Fox Island?
 Events at unknown park properties (increase awareness)
Amenities
 Handball / pickleball
 Play structures at more parks
 Create a bike obstacle course
 Need a crosswalk at Rosedale Hall
Programming
 Cooking classes for all ages

General Comments


Incorporate demographic information and projections into plan.

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please
provide written response within five days of receipt.

-- End of Notes --

cc:
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PRESENT:
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Staff from PenMet Parks
Project team members from Conservation Technix

SUBJECT:

September 27, 2017

ISSUE DATE:

District Comprehensive Plan: Open House #3 Meeting Notes (September 19th)

Community members were invited to a third open house for PenMet Parks’ District Comprehensive Plan on
Tuesday, September 19, 2017 from 6:30 - 8:00 p.m. at the pavilion at Sehmel Park. The project team prepared
informational displays to share with attendees. The displays covering the major themes of the PenMet
Comprehensive Plan, which included Project Overview, Parks & Open Spaces, Trails & Connections,
Recreation Programs, Parks & Trails Maps, and Investment Priorities. Attendees were encouraged to talk to
project team members, record their comments and complete a written comment card.
District staff and project team staff engaged with participants to explore proposed recommendations and
general needs and interests for park and recreation on the Peninsula. Approximately 18-20 people attended
the meeting to review materials and provide comment.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
The following represents a summary of the comments received during the evening meeting.

Written Comments for Recreation Programs




Add youth tennis programs
Add adult sailing and other boating classes
Help! Indoor tennis is only rec program not being fully served. Tremendous opportunity to grow &
expand

Investment Priorities (tally dot voting)
Most Important
("1st Choice")

Important
("2nd Choice")

Less Important
("3rd Choice")

SUM
9

Indoor Sport Courts & Fields

7

2

All‐Weather Sport Fields & Lighting

4

1

1

6

Natural Open Space Preservation

2

4

1

7
4

Trail Connections

2

1

1

Waterfront Access & Boat Launches

1

1

3

5

Playgrounds & Splashpads

1

1

1

3

3

5

8

New Parkland Acquisitions
Expanding Recreation Programs

0
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Map Comments



Add SR-16 overpass at Hunt to improve east-west connections and link to the Cushman Trail
Add Borgen Blvd overpass for Cushman Trail for safer connection for trail users between the north
and south sides of Borgen.

Comment Card Responses


We need more turf field space and lighted sports fields. Youth sports such as lacrosse are stacked
upon each other with night practices/games. If you have not done so, it would be helpful to visit
GHHS turf fields on a weeknight between January – March.

Every effort has been made to accurately record this meeting. If any errors or omissions are noted, please
provide written response within five days of receipt.

-- End of Notes --

cc:
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To:

Eric Guenther, Planning & Special Projects Manager

From:

Steve Duh, Conservation Technix, Inc.

Date:

July 21, 2017

Re:

PenMet Parks District
Community Survey Summary Results

METHODOLOGY
Conservation Technix is pleased to present the results of a survey of the general population of the
PenMet Parks District that assesses residents’ recreational needs, preferences and priorities. In close
collaboration with staff and Board of Park Commissioners, Conservation Technix developed the 16question survey that was estimated to take approximately five minutes to complete. A total of 709
completed surveys were recorded.
The survey was mailed to a random sample of 2,500 households within the boundaries of the PenMet
Parks District on May 16, 2017. An online version of the survey was posted to the District’s website
on the same day. Reminder postcards were mailed to the 2,500 households on May 26th. While the
District’s 39,040 residents were the focus of the mailed survey, the District’s service area includes the
City of Gig Harbor (population: 9,065), and many City residents also took part in the online version of
the survey. Information about the survey was provided on the District’s website home page and on
the District Comprehensive Plan Update subpage. It was promoted via multiple District email blasts,
the Food Truck Feast event, and on the mySidewalk online engagement, as well. The survey was also
promoted during a public open house meeting held on May 24, 2017 that served as the second public
meeting for the District Comprehensive Plan Update, and attendees were encouraged to take the
survey online with laptops provided at the meeting. The survey was closed on June 21st, and data were
compiled and reviewed. In all, 272 responses were completed from the print version mail survey, and
437 responses were generated via the online link published on the District’s website.
This report includes findings on general community opinions. Since the survey was open to the
general public and respondents were not selected solely through statistical sampling methods, the
results are not necessarily representative of all District residents. Percentages in the report may not add
up to 100% due to rounding.
The main survey data were cross tabulated with the demographic data (e.g., age, location, number of
children in household) to examine if differences existed between the different respondent subgroups.
The summary below identifies variations in responses per question, if such variations existed and were
significant between subgroups.
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Community Survey of Parks, Recreation and Open Space Preferences

DEMOGRAPHICS
This section compares the demographics of PenMet District residents, based on the 2010 Census and
2016 Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) estimates, to the respondents to the PenMet Parks
Community Survey. The survey did not use a controlled collection protocol, so response quotas by age
or gender are not included.
Of survey respondents, 23% were over 65 years old, 45% were between 45 and 65, 31% were between
20 and 45, and 1% were under 20 years old. Survey respondents were more likely to be older adults as
compared to the District’s population in general. Respondents with children were also more likely to
respond – while over two-thirds of all District households (69%) have no children at home, only 48%
of survey respondents did, while the remainder had a single child (16%), two children (24%), or three
or more children (12%).
Respondents to the mail version of the survey tended to be older (63% are over 55) with fewer
children (65% no child in the household) and more likely to live in the southern portion of the
peninsula (56% from south of Hunt Street or Fox Island) than respondents to the online survey. In
reviewing the subgroup data from the online-only responses, two-thirds of respondents were under 55
years of age and nearly half (47%) had two or more children at home; there also was a slightly higher
percentage of respondents who live in the City of Gig Harbor (3% online (10 responses) versus 19%
mail survey (71 responses)).
PSRC (2016)
Survey Respondents
48,105
n = 709
Age
Younger than 20
25%
1%
20 to 34
12%
7%
35 to 44
13%
24%
45 to 54
18%
22%
55 to 64
17%
22%
65 and older
15%
23%
Children Under 18 in Household
No children
69%
48%
1 child
16%
31% (all households
2 children
24%
with children under 18
3 or more children
combined)
12%
Demographic group

The District received survey responses from residents living in all parts of the peninsula. More than
one-third (38%) of respondents live south of Hunt Street, in the Arletta, Artondale and Pt. Fosdick
areas. Approximately 13% of respondents live in the City of Gig Harbor, with an additional 22%
living north of the city, in Crescent Valley and Gig Harbor North. The remainder of respondents live
north of Hunt Street (Rosedale, Swede Hill areas) or on Fox Island (9%).
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Using the map, in which section of the Peninsula do you live? (Q16)
Area
(A) North of Gig Harbor (Crescent Valley / Gig Harbor North)

Response
Percent
22%

(B) North of Hunt St (Rosedale / Swede Hill)

15%

(C) South of Hunt St (Arletta / Artondale / Pt Fosdick)

38%

(D) Fox Island

9%

(E) City of Gig Harbor

13%

Don’t know

2%

KEY FINDINGS
COMMUNITY VALUE OF PARKS

Nearly all residents (98%) feel that public parks, recreation opportunities and open space
opportunities are important or essential to the quality of life in the District. More than eight in ten
residents feel that they are essential; while an additional 15% believe that they are important to quality
of life, but not essential. Only 1% of respondents believe parks are “a luxury that we don’t need”.
Older residents (over 55) were more likely than younger residents to think that parks were “important,
but not really necessary”. There was no significant difference in responses between online and mail
survey respondents.
When you think about the things that contribute to the quality of life on the Peninsula, would you say public parks,
recreation opportunities and open space opportunities are… (Q1)
Response options

Response Percent

Essential to the quality of life here

83.3%

Important, but not really necessary

15.1%

More of a luxury that we don’t need

1.0%

Don’t know

0.6%

98%

PUBLIC USE OF PARK & RECREATION FACILITIES

The District asked residents which developed parks and recreation facilities they, or members of their
household, have visited. Nearly nine in ten residents have visited Sehmel Homestead Park and three
quarters have used the Cushman Trail. The Narrows Park, Peninsula Gardens Farmers Market,
McCormick Forest and the Indoor Soccer Center have been visited by two-thirds to half of residents.
Other parks and facilities attracted smaller percentages of the community.
PO Box 12736
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Younger residents are more likely than older residents to have visited Narrows Park and the Indoor
Soccer Complex, while older residents are more likely to have visited the Peninsula Gardens Farmers
Market. Sehmel Homestead Park is popular among residents of all ages.
Online respondents were significantly more likely to have visited Sehmel Homestead Park and the
Indoor Soccer Center and less likely to have visited the Fox Island Fishing Pier and Peninsula Gardens
Farmers Market, as compared to mail survey respondents.
Please indicate if YOU or any member of your HOUSEHOLD has used any of the following developed parks or
recreation facilities listed below. (Q6)

Respondents were asked how often they, or members of their household, visited each developed park
and recreation facility in the District over the past year. Most users (ranging from 34% to 76%) visit
park or facilities two or three times per year. Sehmel Homestead Park, Rotary Bark Park, and Tubby’s
and Cushman Trails see the most frequent use – between 33% and 42% of visitors to these locations
come at least a few times a month. However, as noted above, Tubby’s Trail and Rotary Bark Park are
used by a small percentage of residents. The Narrows Park, Sunrise Beach, and the Fox Island Fishing
PO Box 12736
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Pier see the least frequent use. Over three quarters of visitors to these locations visit only a few times
per year. Online respondents were more likely to have visited Sehmel Homestead Park and visited
more frequently than respondents to the paper survey. In general, respondents tend to visit parks near
where they live, with the exception of Sehmel Homestead Park, Cushman Trail, the Indoor Soccer
Complex and Rotary Bark Park, which attract users from across the District.
For those park and recreation facilities you visited, please indicate how many times over the past year have you
visited each. (Q6)
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SATISFACTION WITH PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES

A large majority (86%) of respondents indicated that they are very or somewhat satisfied with the
overall value they receive from PenMet’s parks and recreation services. One in ten (10%) of
respondents are very or somewhat dissatisfied. Residents who live in the northern part of the
Peninsula tend to be more satisfied than those living in other areas. There was no significant
difference in responses between online and mail survey respondents.
Please rate your satisfaction with the overall value your household receives from the PenMet Parks for parks, and
recreation services. (Q3)
Satisfaction rating
Very Satisfied

Response Percent
39.5%

Somewhat Satisfied

46.9%

Somewhat Dissatisfied

7.1%

Very Dissatisfied

2.5%

Don’t Know

3.9%

86%

CONDITION OF PARKS & RECREATION FACILITIES

Survey respondents were asked to rate the general maintenance and upkeep of PenMet park and
recreation facilities they had visited (Q4). The vast majority of residents (94%) rated the park and
recreation system as either in ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ condition. Another 5% rated the condition as ‘fair’,
while less than 1% rated it ‘poor’.
Online respondents were less likely to rate the condition of parks and recreation facilities as “good”
and more likely to rate it as “excellent”, as compared to mail respondents.
Generally, how would you rate the maintenance and upkeep of the PenMet parks and recreation facilities you have
visited? (Q4)
Condition rating
Excellent

Response Percent
51%

Good

43%

Fair

5%

Poor

1%

94%

REASONS RESIDENTS VISIT

The survey asked residents about the primary reasons they visit PenMet parks and recreation facilities.
The majority of residents visit to walk, jog, run or use trails. Just under half visit to use playgrounds or
attend events, concerts and festivals. Approximately one-third visit parks and recreation facilities for
the other reasons listed, including to play sports, relax, or for fitness. Residents under 44, those with
children, and respondents to the online survey were significantly more likely than older residents,
those without children, and mail respondents to cite playgrounds, athletic fields, and recreation
programs/sports as the reason they visit PenMet Parks.
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What would you say are the main reasons you visited peninsula parks in the last year? Check all that apply. (Q5)

FACILITY & PROGRAM PRIORITIES
Need for additional parks, indoor recreation facilities, and recreation programs
A plurality of residents feel there are ‘not enough’ of parks (47%) and indoor recreation/community
centers (64%) on the Peninsula. In general, the remaining residents feel there are about the ‘right
number’ of these places, with very few (4%) feeling there are ‘more than enough’.
Younger residents are generally more likely to feel there are not enough parks and indoor recreation
facilities in the District than older residents. Respondents to the online survey were significantly more
likely to respond that there are “not enough” parks, indoor recreation facilities, and recreation
programs as compared to respondents to the paper version of the survey.
The majority of residents (53%) feel that the District has “more than enough” or “about the right
number” of recreation programs and events. However, about one-third feel that there are not enough
programs or events in the area.
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When it comes to meeting the needs of the community, would you say there are… (Q2)

Park and Facility Improvement Priorities
Survey respondents were presented with a list of potential improvements to PenMet’s parks and
recreation system, including upgrades to existing facilities and development of new facilities. The
majority of respondents felt the following improvements should be a high or top priority for the
District: expanding waterfront access; developing additional walking and biking trails; acquiring land
for future parks; developing indoor recreation spaces and gymnasiums; and upgrading existing park
paths and trails. Respondents were less supportive of developing additional picnic shelters and
outdoor athletic fields – over 60% of respondents felt these were low priorities or not a priority.
Expanding waterfront access was the top priority for residents in all areas of the District, except for
the areas North of Hunt Street (Rosedale/Swede Hill), where the top priority was acquiring land for
future parks. Younger residents – particularly those between 35 and 44 years of age - were generally
more than twice as likely to support park and recreation improvements than residents over 55.
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PenMet is planning for future park and recreation services. Please indicate what priority you think development of
each type of facility should be for the District: Not a Priority at all; Low Priority; High Priority; or Top Priority. (Q12)
Develop addi onal group picnic shelters

16%

Develop addi onal outdoor athle c fields

49%

19%

Develop addi onal playgrounds

41%

14%

Renovate exis ng parks

11%

Upgrade exis ng park paths and trails

10%

Develop spray parks / splash pads

42%
45%
37%

22%

Develop indoor recrea on spaces / gymnasiums

13%

Acquire land for future parks

13%

Develop addi onal walking and biking trails

9%

Expand waterfront access

9%
0%

30%

28%

35%

8%

36%

8%
8%
26%

38%

25%

20%

Not a Priority

11%

23%

30%

20%

28%

45%

29%

10%

18%

41%

21%

42%

20%

45%
30%

Low Priority

6%

40%

50%

High Priority

27%
60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Top Priority

A second question asked about resident priorities for expanding or improving recreational
opportunities. More than half of respondents supported expanding or improving walking and hiking
trails (54%). Between one-third and one-half of respondents would like the District to expand or
improve splash pads/spray parks, restrooms in parks, and bike riding opportunities. The least popular
responses included skateboarding/BMX, computer or technology labs, makerspaces; and bike skills
courses- each with 10% or less support.
Residents of different areas of the Peninsula differed somewhat in their priorities for expanding and
improving recreational services. For example, residents of the City of Gig Harbor were more likely
than residents of other areas to prioritize outdoor sports fields and makerspaces, but less likely to
prioritize nature watching and boat launches, see below. However, hiking/walking trails, splash parks,
and restrooms remain the most popular recreational services across all areas.
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Area of the Peninsula

Higher relative priority

Lower relative priority

Consistent across all
areas

A. North of Gig Harbor

Indoor gymnasiums
Splash parks
Arts & culture classes
None

Boat launches (hand carry)

Walking & hiking trails
Bike riding
Playing softball/baseball
Bike skills course
Picnicking
Restrooms
Off‐leash dog areas
Community events
Day camps
Computer labs

B. North of Hunt Street
C. South of Hunt Street

Boat launches (hand carry)
Disc golf
Boat launches (motorized)
Boat launches (hand carry)
Outdoor soccer/lacrosse/football
Splash parks
Makerspaces
Community Gardens

D. Fox Island
E. City of Gig Harbor

Disc golf
Indoor fitness
Indoor soccer
Indoor gymnasiums
Splash parks
Nature watching
Boat launches (motorized)

Support for specific park and recreation system improvements also varied between respondents to the
online and paper surveys. Respondents to the online survey, who also tend to be younger and have
more children at home, were more likely to think PenMet should improve facilities for more active
activities – such as indoor and outdoor sports facilities and splash pads. They also were more
supportive of expanding youth camps. Paper survey respondents, who tended to be older and have
fewer children at home, were more likely to feel the District should improve walking trails and places
for nature watching.
Are there types of recreational or educational opportunities you think PenMet Parks should expand or improve on
the Peninsula? (Q9)

Response options
Walking & hiking trails
Splash pad/Spray park
Restrooms in park
Bike riding
Nature/wildlife watching
Picnicking
Community events and festivals
Boat launches (motorized)
Boat launches (hand carry)
Arts, dance, music & cultural classes
Gymnasiums for indoor sports
Off‐leash dog opportunities

PO Box 12736
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Percent
54%
44%
42%
35%
31%
28%
26%
25%
25%
23%
24%
24%

Response options
Indoor fitness & health equipment
Community gardens
Indoor soccer
Outdoor soccer/lacrosse/football
Specialty youth day camps
Disc golf
Playing baseball or softball
Skateboarding or BMX
Computer labs/technology classrooms
Makerspaces
Pump track/Bike skills course
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Indoor Soccer Complex
The District asked residents about whether they would support replacing the existing Indoor Soccer
Center once its site is redeveloped. The majority of residents (77%) are somewhat or very supportive
of replacing the center, while 24% were unsupportive. Respondents to the online survey and those
between 35 and 44 years of age were generally more supportive of replacing the Soccer Center.
Residents of Fox Island were generally less supportive.
The existing Indoor Soccer Center is located on a property that will be developed soon and the soccer center will be
removed. How would you rate your support to replace the Indoor Recreation Center on a different property? (Q13)

Recreational program participation and priorities
A majority of residents (74%) have participated in a special event, such as a concert, festival, or
holiday event, in the past year. Approximately 38% residents, or their households, have participated in
youth-oriented sports programs and classes. Significantly fewer residents (27% or less) have
participated in all other youth, teen, or adult recreation programs, including arts, sports, and
educational programs. Respondents to the mail survey were more likely to have taken educational
classes, while online respondents were more likely to have participated in youth sports.
Regardless of their current participation, respondents were asked whether existing recreational
programs and activities are adequate. Approximately 560 people responded to this question, the fewest
of any question (which generally had 600-650 responses). The majority of residents felt that current
recreation program offerings are adequate. Residents’ highest demand is for additional adult activities,
with 42% of respondents feeling that more offerings are needed. Very few respondents (less than 5%)
felt the District should reduce offerings of any of its recreational programs.
Respondents were more likely to participate in - and support expansion of - programs that match the
demographics of themselves or their families. For examples, older adults participate in and believe
PO Box 12736
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there should be more activities and educational classes for adults. Similarly, adults age 35 to 44 - who
are most likely to have children at home - are more likely to feel more youth programs are needed.
Residents of the City of Gig Harbor were generally more likely to think more offerings are needed
compared to residents of other areas. This was particularly true for preschool/youth activities, youth
sports, teen activities, special events, educational classes, and adult activities.
Please indicate all of the programs and activities that you or members of your household have participated in during
the past year… please mark whether you think there should be more of this type of activity available, whether the
current program offerings are adequate, or whether there should be less of this activity available. (Q10)

Recreation Activities & Events
Special events, such as holiday/seasonal and free
community festivals
Youth sports league & classes, such as tennis, basketball,
soccer, golf, flag football and baseball
Preschool/youth activities, such as gymnastics/movement,
drama, junior soccer and sport skills
Adult activities, such as yoga, visual arts, softball, soccer
and dragon boat
Educational classes, such as environmental classes,
technology, safety and health
Youth day camps specializing in sailing, archery, kayaking
and variety of sports
Youth education activities & camps, such as coding,
Lego/Engineering, chess, language and art
Teen activities, such as leadership training, sports leagues
and open mic

PO Box 12736



Participated
in the past
year

More
Offerings
Needed

Current
Offerings
Adequate

Fewer
Offerings
Needed

74%

30%

67%

3%

38%

32%

64%

4%

27%

25%

70%

4%

20%

42%

55%

3%

17%

30%

66%

5%

13%

33%

64%

3%

11%

23%

72%

5%

10%

33%

62%

4%
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Programs offered by other providers
The survey asked respondents whether they feel the Peninsula needs more programs offered by other
providers. In general, many people responded “Don’t Know” (between 45% and 64%) to the various
program options included. Between 19% and 31% of respondents feel that more offerings are needed,
with the lowest need for adaptive programs and the highest for programs for older adults. Between
27% and 30% of respondents feel there is a need for additional children’s activities; teen art, sports
fitness, drop-in activities, trips, and camps; performing arts and community theater; and adults sports
leagues and fitness classes.
Online respondents were more likely to feel more children’s activities, teen activities, and performing
arts and theater are needed, as compared to respondents to the mail survey.
In addition to PenMet Parks programs, other providers offer recreation activities on the Peninsula. For each of the
following, mark whether you think there should be more of this type of activity available or whether the current
programs are adequate. (Q11)
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Affordability of Recreation Programs
The majority of survey respondents “don’t know” whether District recreation programs are
affordable. This is likely because one-third or less of residents have participated in youth, teen, and
adult recreation programs offered by the District. Most respondents who did have an opinion (i.e.
responded with an answer other than “don’t know”) believe programs are “fair and reasonably priced”
(30-34%).
Residents who live North of Gig Harbor were more likely to think programs are too expensive than
residents of all other areas.

How would you rate the affordability of District recreation programs? Would you say they are…

Information Sources

District residents prefer to receive information about park and recreation facilities and programs from
a variety of sources. Online information is the most preferred source - the District’s website is
preferred by over 70% of survey respondents, and PenMet’s email notifications (48%), social media
(38%) and search engines (37%) are also favored. The District’s recreation guide is another popular
source – 57% of residents prefer to learn about recreation opportunities through the guide.
Notably, the District’s recreation guide and website are preferred sources of information for residents
of all ages. Other sources of information are less popular, but may still provide information to certain
segments of the population. For example, social media, the internet, and friends and neighbors are
more popular sources with younger residents – though residents of all ages gain information from
these sources. Newspapers are favored most by older respondents, including 49% of those over 65.
As might be anticipated, residents who responded via the online survey were more likely to prefer
online information sources, such as the PenMet website, email notifications and social media, as
compared to respondents to the mail survey. Online respondents were also more likely to prefer
school flyers/newsletters and less likely to prefer newspapers as a source of information.
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Residents of the City of Gig Harbor more strongly prefer to receive information through the
recreation guide and email notifications, as compared to residents of other areas. Residents of Fox
Island are least likely to prefer the recreation guide, social media, and school flyers or newsletters.
Please check ALL the ways you would prefer to learn about PenMet’s parks, facilities, programs and events. (Q9)
Response options
Percent
PenMet Parks website
72%
PenMet Parks recreation guide
57%
PenMet email notifications
48%
Social media
38%
Internet/Search Engine
37%
Community event signs
33%
Newspaper
27%
From family, friends and neighbors
26%
School flyers/newsletters
24%
Other
2%

A copy of the survey instrument follows.
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Attachment A. Survey Instrument
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Attachment B. Open Ended Responses
Question 4:







Fox Island Boat Ramp is dangerous. Broken cement and rusty rebar spikes.
Good, in that they are clean. Some of the buildings need improvement. Soccer center and Rosedale
need TLC.
I can’t speak for all of them, however, the Wollochet (Peninsula Garden) land is terrible. It hasn’t been
touched for several years and the scotch brooms are terrible!
Arletta needs more attention and Bella Bella spit / Fox Island
The Cushman Trail from 14th Ave trailhead to Olympic Drive is pretty unappealing. It is especially
disgusting because people do not pick up after their dogs. Yuck!
Strongly disagree with the way the burned sheds at Peninsula Gardens have been left

Question 5:


Sehmel Park is wonderful & would be amazing to expand a non-leash area for them [dogs] to run after
ball, etc. There is plenty of space in the park.

Question 6:



Please minimize soccer development at Harbor Family Park. This is a true naturally beautiful area.
Wollochet estuary – about 2-3 times per year

Question 9:


Coding too expensive

Question 10:


Becoming too expensive. They are going up fast. All depends on cost of living

Question 11:



Again, these all cost $$ and many can’t afford them now and need them as parents are not home from
work yet!!
We belong to senior club and Boys & Girls Club. Need transportation for seniors and need more help
there

Question 12:








Indoor tennis #1 priority
Lights needed! Lights really need to be added to Sehmel. It’s a waste not to be able to use the park year
round. The people around there shouldn’t have any complaints if the lights are out by 9:00 – such a
nice field but so much time being able to use it in fall and winter is wasted.
How about a bowling alley? We need one! Also need a public swimming pool. YMCA too expensive
for most people.
Please provide adequate maintenance to existing facilities
Need more boat launches and parking
Fix the boat launching ramps on Fox Island – Top Priority!!
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Other











I was looking for a playground with climbing toys and swings to take my grandchildren to, but didn’t
know of one!
Need to complete development of existing land that has been acquired
No to spray parks – need more swimming pools to serve adults too
A pool… This is a water area
Please don’t put lighted soccer fields at Harbor Family Park. That old growth forest needs to stay a
forest. Kids need to learn to nurture the land not destroy it. Thank you.
Athletic fields – parents tell me there are enough
Acquire land for nature preservation
Fox Island / Gig Harbor are cash cows for Pierce County, yet our roads have no safe sides for walkers
and bikers. Compare our areas with those of Frederickson, etc. Solicit the County! Be a voice for fair
and equal treatment of all taxpayers!
Don’t want Harbor Family Park developed because it’s one of few walking trails and original owner
wanted it kept natural.
Don’t spend any more money on outdoor exercise equipment. The stuff at Sehmel is junk. Across
from Sehmel ‘never used’
I want a park where we can just take a picnic lunch or support! We need TABLES! Kitchens and fire
pits would be nice too.
Supportive of soccer center relocation. Young and old play
You need to have permanent pickleball courts – not just marked off tennis courts. More people are
playing pickleball than tennis. I play both.
GHYC Jr. Sail very much appreciates PenMet allowing us to stow boats at the Peninsula Gardens
facility. Thank you!
This is a water community with crappy outdoor weather 8 months of the year. Why do we not have an
indoor pool!
Harbor Family Park (70th St) is a beautiful forest with lovely trails that are used by many people daily.
Please leave it as is – we need more forest. Thank you!
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PenMet Parks 2018 Comprehensive Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan
Focus Group Priorities
Below are extracts from the fourteen focus group summaries addressing priorities
based on attendee discussions. More extensive notes from the discussions are
available in the individual focus group summaries.
1. Open Space, Preservation, & Habitat Focus Group
April 4, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
What are your top priorities for open space, preservation & habitat in our
community?




Evaluate public right of ways being lost or discouraged from public use. 3
Evaluate easements which can support public access to public land. 3
Developing a strategic plan that maximizes the financial and staff resources of
the District by prioritizing projects that:
o the District is the most appropriate to lead and that identifies other entities
where it is not; 3
o face imminent threat (address & respond); 3
o have higher consideration for conserving intact habitat; 3
o are identified in one or more conservation or recovery plans; 3
o are well supported, financially and otherwise, by stakeholders and
partners; 3
o and provide opportunities for perpetual relationships through project
specific endowments, volunteerism, management responsibilities etc.; 3

2. Facility Providers and Partnerships Focus Group
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
April 6, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to Facility Providers and Partnerships?
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Replace Indoor Recreation Center. 3
Increase communication, education, and outreach to public. Continue to build
trust. 3
Increased focus on partnerships – looking beyond the historical partnerships
(PAA. School District, B&G Clubs, YMCA etc). PenMet needs to take the first
step to develop new partnerships. Look at community governments,
organizations, foundations and businesses as funding partners on a larger scale
for new facilities. 3
GHHS turf and lights project. 3

3. Performing and Visual Arts Focus Group
April 13, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to visual and performing arts?









A first tier indoor arts facility that would allow current community groups to find a
home. This kind of facility would result in “cross pollination” among the arts to
the benefit of all age groups. 3
Need a consistent place for meetings, education including:
o meeting room w/ digital projector to also use for lectures, workshops. 3
o multiple classrooms with sinks for art instruction plus storage space for
supplies and art information for educators. 3
o Need multiple spaces for exhibitions. 3
o Need specialized art facilities for 3D art: ceramics, jewelry, glass, bronze,
welding- for both practice and education. 3
Grant development/ownership (local, state and national) to fund a facility and
some of its ongoing costs. 3
Cover over SHP Amphitheater Stage. 3
Community education and involvement when appropriate. 3
Interjurisdictional planning and cooperation. 3
Promote arts—ALL arts. 3

4. Swimming, Water Activities, Pools & Spray Parks Focus Group
April 11, 2017 (3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)

What are you top 2 or 3 priorities relative to swimming, water activities, pools & spray
parks?



Aquatic facility with (in priority order):
o Competitive training pool (preferably 50m).
o 35 m indoor pool
o Diving facility (17’ also creates scuba training opportunity).
o Dry land workout area near pools.
o Storage
o Therapy pool.
o Water entertainment features
o Sports medicine area near pool.



Spray park with:
o Features and layout that can accommodate other purposes such as art,
event/gathering space, etc.
o Indoor spray area, or removable roof for year round usage.
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5. Dogs and Equestrian Focus Group
April 18, 2017

(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)

What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to dog park?





Purdy Landfill (PC Transfer) property, although concern about protection from
ponds, terrain related to walking (big mound), lack of shade, line of sight for
monitoring dogs. 3
Peninsula Gardens (forested area). 2
Bujacich property & Tubby’s (done). 3

What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to equestrian facilities?




1) Having trails to ride a horse on locally in Gig Harbor. 3
2) Adequate horse trailer parking. 3
Airport perimeter property. 2

6. Endowments and Fundraising:
April 20, 2017

(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)

What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to endowments and fundraising?




Grow robust scholarship program. 3
Develop active visible endowment program. 3

7. Playgrounds & Special Needs Focus Group
April 26, 2017

What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to playgrounds and/or special needs?
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Keep building universally accessible playgrounds than are safe and still
encourages challenge, motor skills development, and intellectual/emotional
development.

8. Gardening & Farmer’s Markets Focus Group
April 27, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to gardening and farmers markets?





Emphasize the importance of partnering with all organizations that fall under the
healthy living umbrella.
Seize the opportunity to convert the Peninsula Gardens property into a “One
Stop” destination for the many facets of healthy living, i.e. organic gardening,
nutrition, and exercise, with classes and hands on workshops on those and
related subjects.
Farmers market community-based assessment to determine:
o Community needs, interests, and available assets,
o Fiscal reality and feasibility,
o Start-up costs (market and individual farmers/vendors),
o Business model,
o Potential niche markets, and
o Innovative incubator opportunities for community economic gardening’
(home-grown entrepreneurial and economic diversification opportunities).

9. Volunteer Programs Focus Group
May 3, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to playgrounds and/or special needs?




Staffing to coordinate volunteer function.
Volunteer opportunities list
Recognition for volunteers

10. Biking - Roads, BMX; Skating, Boards, Blades Focus Group
May 4, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to biking and skating?






Identify site for Biking Center. Prioritize decision factors.
Complete Cushman Trail to Purdy.
Add strategic Cushman Trail links.
Support Pierce County road improvements to add safer cycling areas on arterials.
Review and update PC Trails Plan, PC Bike Map, PenMet Trails Map.
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11. Recreation Programming Focus Group
May 9, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to community recreation programs?





Sufficient and appropriate facilities, features, and equipment for programs.
Transportation for youth and seniors.
Sufficient staffing for specialty programs.
Community awareness (coordinated internet linkages and partnerships).

12. Water Access Focus Group
May 10, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to water access?




An adequate boat launch with adequate parking.
Increase and improve water access for public.
Parking improvements at EVERY existing boat launch.

13. Courts & Fields - Indoor & Outdoor, Fees & Charges Focus Group
May 11, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to courts & fields?









Indoor Recreation Center.
Harbor Family Park with appropriate fields and courts including significant
pickleball courts.
Indoor Tennis.
Two more sand volleyball courts at Crescent Creek Park.
Second gym at B-G Club.
Lights at SHP turf.
Lights and turf at GHHS track.
Turf and drainage at GHHS baseball.

14. Trails & Running: Focus Group
May 16, 2017
What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to trails & running?
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Trail connection from Sehmel Homestead Park to Rotary Bark Park Trails via
easements.
More signage and mapping for existing trails.
Repair wet areas, more gravel.
More trail for all abilities, especially elderly.
Cushman Trail Phase IV (to Purdy).

Performing and Visual Arts Focus Group
April 13, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors (good or bad) in the arts are
important to the future development of arts facilities and community art
programs?














Functionally integrated facilities, with one-stop-shop concept for community arts,
where participants can comfortably interact as they learn, work, and play together.
3
Demographic change – younger and younger, Generation X (74 million) versus
Boomers (74 million), night offerings, more entertainment, active involvement, cool
stuff. 3
Proximity concern – it costs too much to travel to Seattle, for that matter it costs
too much to travel to Tacoma. 3
More evening events and activities – much during the day stuff is dead; after work
and youth involvement is in. 3
Increase in user diversity – slowly but surely cultural interests are expanding and
changing. 3
Increase in desire for vocational (job) and avocational (hobby) offerings – our jobs
are our life and our hobbies are our jobs, more and more our art interests reflect
this. 3
Increase in desire for arts and skill-based program life-skill offerings no longer
taught in schools. Arts are always the first curricular piece to go, and we have a
whole generation that can’t pound a nail, make a straight saw cut, or feed
themselves healthy food, so we might as well learn how with cultural and historical
taste. 3
Improving amount of volunteer time, available staff and scope of programs. 3
Increase in intergovernmental and organizational partnerships – community and
arts partnerships are more diverse, robust, and resilient. 3
Increase in viability of regional facilities – build it they will (and do) come.
Current political climate may have impacts. 3
Auto restoration and shows. 3

2. How should the park district be involved with each of the following general arts
and community programs categories?
Performance Arts (dance, theatre, orchestra, trapeze, etc.
Visual Arts (painting, sculpture, writing, film, digital arts, technology, etc.).
Crafts (quilting, pottery, sewing, etc.)
Culture/History (signage, education classes, events, etc.)
 PenMet Parks can facilitate procedural and legal mechanisms to support the arts,
such as registration services, marketing, programming support, risk management,
legal advice.
 Avoid/limit competition which would impact smaller, existing operations. Maybe
introductory classes as appropriate. 3
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PenMet Parks can help coordinate the use of its facilities for arts programs. The
arts community, however, needs artistic independence and separation from nonartist, governmental review of programs and offerings. 3
The arts will need capital investment in the form of indoor facilities and venues for
arts programming, including music, dance, drama, art, crafts, life arts (cooking,
woodworking, sewing, etc.), and fine arts as well as other cultural forms of art.3
One of the greatest community and arts immediate needs is for PenMet Parks to
develop the equivalent of PEG support for the full range of arts programming, An
Arts Enhancement Grant program. (Comment: PenMet expanded the PEG
grants to include program startup expenses). 3
In conjunction with the Gig Harbor Arts Center Alliance - an umbrella alliance
focused on peninsula-wide art group support and the development of art programs
and facilities - a modest amount of contractual support could leverage a significant
increase in arts programs available to Peninsula residents. The precedent for this
observation was the effect of a $50,000 hotel-motel lodging tax allocation to the
arts from the City of Gig Harbor coordinated by a non-profit arts commission no
longer in existence. Unfortunately, the lodging tax support was not sustainable for
more than one year. Despite the limited support, the leverage and growth of arts
programs in that year was extraordinary. 3
Create scholarships to support low income participation. 3

3. What are the benefits to having arts and community programs housed in one
location as opposed to spreading arts programming over many locations?


Clustering of the arts encourages the growth of arts programs and creativity.
There is a trend throughout society for the consolidation of public facilities for
greater program synthesis, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness. In many cases, a
campus approach has been adopted for such facilities. This phenomenon is
apparent in private business, government and non-profit arenas, particularly in the
arts, from Manhattan to Colorado. As appropriate, but not foolishly adamant.
Among the areas and inputs that would be enhanced by developing a campus
approach that clusters and consolidates arts services are:
 Cross discipline dialogue and program interaction
 Creation of a learning and participation cultural arts environment
 Ease of access for all ages and family situations
 Economy of a campus approach
 Potential availability to complementary facilities
 Connection to complementary business activity
 Development of economical public and school transportation connection
 The promotion of social justice through access for all to arts and cultural
services
 Convenience and economy of promotion and marketing

4. What activities are compatible with the arts?
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Everything is. Look for it. Learn to appreciate it. 3

5. How can arts and community programs be financially self-sustaining?








While it is highly unlikely that long-term recreational program interests can be
literally self-sustaining, program sustainability can be approached, both for
recreational programs generally and arts programs in particular. Arts Study
confirms. 3
Community arts need to provide a variety of experiences, attractions, uses, mixedinterest events, and complementary facility scheduling in order to approach
program and facility sustainability. The community arts programs on a centralized
arts campus will provide the main focus for arts programming in the area.
Consequently, it will be less subject to curriculum funding conflicts that sacrifice
arts curriculum or arts extension programs for other competing curricular choices.
This is true for both Peninsula School District and Tacoma Community College –
Gig Harbor Branch. 3
A thoughtful fee-based approach can sustain this program in conjunction with a
modicum of on-going, tax-based support from local jurisdictions, including the City
of Gig Harbor, PenMet Parks, Peninsula School District and Tacoma Community
College. This tax-based support can take the form of lease, rental and subsidy
through inter-local agreement. Such support can reduce on-going jurisdictional
investment in recreational facility and program needs, and allow these jurisdictions
to focus on other elements of their missions. It may be possible to form a capital
facilities district to develop partial funding of some on-going administrative and
maintenance functions on a centralized arts campus. 3
Technology advancements adds to expense of keeping up. Investigate software
donations for programs. 3

6. Are there any park facilities to add or enhance related to this topic?



Gig Harbor Regional Arts Center. 3
Cover over SHP Amphitheater Stage. 3

7. Are there any universal accessibility issues related to this topic?





Transportation. 3
Digital art is more accessible remotely. 3
Financial accessibility. 3
Physical disabilities require structural and programmatic accommodations. 3

8. What could the District do more, less, or better related to the arts?





More classes. 3
Outdoor concerts, especially at SHP Amphitheater. 3
More Native American (cultural) Arts. 3
Pavilion art exhibits. 3
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9. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for arts and community
programs?











Interjurisdictional cooperation and planning. 3
Schools cannot avoid scheduling conflicts with community arts interests, and
rehearsal conflicts always emerge. Development of a campus approach to the
provision of comprehensive arts services needs a campus and suitable facilities.
The Gig Harbor Arts Center Alliance conducted a preliminary property assessment
and facility design to articulate these needs. 3
The arts on the Gig Harbor Peninsula need a program that provides short-term
investment to stimulate a broader, deeper, more comprehensive arts program than
currently exists. 3
Right now, almost no top-tier, readily available arts facilities exist on the Gig
Harbor Peninsula. 3
The best outdoor facilities are at Sehmel Homestead Park, which lacks covered
presentation capability. Skansie Brothers Park is the most regularly used outdoor
arts venue, and possesses a covered alcove, but has limited parking and capacity.
3
There are no readily available, first-tier indoor arts facilities. Church facilities are
not available to all on a regularly scheduled basis, although numerous churches
make facilities available and Chapel Hill does possess state-of-the-art facilities,
space and acoustics. Current such facilities are spread across the Peninsula in
diverse locations with resultant accessibility and transportation issues. 3
Funding. 3

10. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to visual and performing arts?
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A first tier indoor arts facility that would allow current community groups to find a
home. This kind of facility would result in “cross pollination” among the arts to the
benefit of all age groups. 3
Need a consistent place for meetings, education including:
o meeting room w/ digital projector to also use for lectures, workshops. 3
o multiple classrooms with sinks for art instruction plus storage space for
supplies and art information for educators. 3
o Need multiple spaces for exhibitions. 3
o Need specialized art facilities for 3D art: ceramics, jewelry, glass, bronze,
welding- for both practice and education. 3
Grant development/ownership (local, state and national) to fund a facility and
some of its ongoing costs. 3
Cover over SHP Amphitheater Stage. 3
Community education and involvement when appropriate. 3
Interjurisdictional planning and cooperation. 3
Promote arts—ALL arts. 3



Arts Display and Production Inventory

Facility
Java & Clay
Harbor Dance
Paradise Theater
Kimball Gallery
The Club Boat Yard
Morso
Gig Harbor Boat Shop
Galaxy Theaters
Gig Harbor Audio
Schools
School Theaters
GH Civic Center
Harbor History Museum
TCC-GH
United Methodist
Angus Dei
Other Churches
Sehmel Homestead Park
Chapel on Echo Bay
Nichols Center (FI)
Skansie Park
Harbor Wild Watch at
Skansie House
Donkey Creek
Inn at GH
Other Hotels

Comment
Pottery
Judson (Old Rexall)
Exhibit/Meeting

Film Festival
Film viewing
rentable
Production features
limited
Space, restriction
rentable
One display wall
Meaningful Movies
Small

Also Visitor Center
Rentable assembly

Type
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private
Public
Public
Public
Private
Public
Private
Private
Private
Public
Private
Semi public
Public
Public/Private
Public
Private
Private

Display
Space

x
x
x
x

x
x
x

x

x

Production
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Glossary:
Production: Performance or produce art
Additional Notes
Limited size for most facilities
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Biking - Roads, BMX; Skating, Boards, Blades Focus Group
May 4, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors related to biking (road and BMX),
skateboarding & rollerblading (good or bad) are important to the future
development your parks?














More road traffic and growing safety concerns. 3
Need Biking Center for all off-road disciplines (BMX, Cycle Cross, Trials, Rally,
racing vs. tricks). 3
Cushman Trail Phase III (beyond Borgen). 3
Road shoulders need more regular cleaning. O
Gravel shoulders on corners always ends up in roadway. Needs binding
component, not just loose gravel. 3
PenMet proposed road-side trails map. 3
Cushman-Pierson Trail Connector (someday) 3.
Still need safe route to schools, parks, friends, businesses. 3
Independent (unsupervised or regulated) riders need helmets, and at risk riders
need full face protection because wrecking riders tend to go face first.
Interestingly, trends observed where young novice riders are wearing helmets,
but then sometimes older riders are “too cool” to wear a helmet, but still doing
risky maneuvers. All at-risk riders need to be wearing full helmets with face
protection. 3
The general encouragement of recreation continues to increase all areas of
biking/skating. 3
Continuing safety concerns with respect to narrow roads, no shoulders on roads
and the quality of the surfacing. 3
Cyclo-cross biking growth. 3

2. How can biking (road and BMX), skateboarding & rollerblading be financially
self-sustaining? What are the best organizations to provide the necessary
support?
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Volunteers for work and facility development and maintenance (Record hours
and reward). 3
Volunteers as safety monitors. 3
Partnerships with other entities and non-profits. 3
Pay for play events. 3
Memberships (also provides an opportunity for education). 3
Sponsorships. 3
Endowments (targeted to specific facility). 3

3. What kind of support facilities and services are needed for the following
categories? Can the facilities be integrated into the park system or should
they be separate?
a. All:
 Restroom, trash, water. 3
 Biking programs for young riders. 3
 Bike racks at facilities. 3
b. Road biking
 Wide shoulders. 3
 Clean shoulders. 3
 Avoid chip seal on primary biking routes as able. 3
 Safe linkage routes. 3
 Trail heads with parking. 3
 Bike route signage. 3
c. Biking Center (BMXing, etc)
 Adequate parking. 3
 Indoor/covered facility for wet-season activity (GHAC/ISC bones). 3
 Fencing/signage to keep unsupervised riders out of riskier areas. 3
 Security at facility for safety and protecting site (expensive). 2
d. Skateboarding
 Second facility somewhere appropriate (beyond City Civic Center). Evaluate
current use. 2
 Skating features in all parks as appropriate. 3
 Clean skating surfaces. 3
e. Rollerblading
 Good, smooth, clean surface. 3
4. Can biking (road and BMX), skateboarding & rollerblading facilities and/or
programs overlap or should they be separate?


Generally work well in two categories: smooth surface and off road. 3

5. What could the District do more, less, or better related to biking (road an offroad), skateboarding & rollerblading?




Identify site for biking center. 3
Keep encouraging shoulder cleaning. 3
Encourage City and County to improve/maintain route signage. 3
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6. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals with biking (road and
BMX), skateboarding & rollerblading in the park system?






Identify appropriate site for use. 3
Funding for development and on-going maintenance (including County). 3
NIMBY. 3
Education: where and how to ride. 3
Gravel roadway shoulders, especially corners, where rocks get tracked into
street. Need dirt for bonding. 3

7. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to biking and skating
Identify site for Biking Center. Prioritize decision factors. 3
Complete Cushman Trail to Purdy. 3
Add strategic Cushman Trail links. 3
From 2006 as County can:
o Main arterial upgrades for East Bay Drive, Rosedale, Fox Island Blvd., 70th,
40th, Wollochet Drive, Crescent Valley Road, Woodhill and 70th and
Soundview Drive
o Road upgrades for North/South Connectors such as 144th, 82nd Avenue NW,
78th Ave NW, Hunt, Lombard, and Pt Fosdick Dr. NW
 Review and update:
o Pierce County Trails Plan 3
o PC Bike Map 3
o PenMet Trails Map 3
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Courts & Fields - Indoor & Outdoor, Fees & Charges Focus Group
May 11, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors related to court & field facilities
(good or bad) are important to the future development your parks? How do
these trends affect indoor or outdoor facilities? How do fees and charges
apply?




















Coordinate and Collaborate with PSD regarding field maintenance as possible. 3
Consult community users before construction PSD projects affecting fields (e.g.
play structures or asphalt near fields). 3
Coordinate timing of school maintenance with community users needs and other
jurisdictions (e.g. both HS baseball fields closed at same time,: maybe alternate
years). 3
PenMet fields helping meet needs. 3
GHHS turf field meets many needs with soccer/football/lacrosse and baseball
capabilities. 3
Serious need to add lighting to turf fields for fall-winter-spring weekday
playability. 3
Climate change: wetter. 3
More select teams in baseball and softball. Unverified
Multiple soccer groups. 3
New sport growth: Lacrosse, Flag Football, Adult Softball, Rugby, Pickleball,
Sand Volleyball. 3
Theft of metal from facilities. 3
Number of kids playing organized sports has increased. 3 (Verify)
Youth volleyball strong; Sand volleyball growing. 3
Boys and Girls Club gym helps, but need another gym. 3
Fee schedule reviewed and acknowledged as reasonable. 3
Skate board issues on courts, jumping nets; other net abuse. 3
Bally’s closed: need indoor tennis courts. 3
Private tennis clubs struggle. 3
Impending loss if Indoor Soccer Center. 3

2. How can court & field facilities be financially self-sustaining? What are the
best organizations for partnerships and support?









Volunteers. 3
Rental fees; membership fees ($10-15/hr/person, $48/hr). 3
Donations. 3
Endowments. 3
Grants for capital development. 3
Maximize scheduling. 3
Field design for multi-use fields: size, lines, barriers, lights, etc. 3
Build replacement fund (adds difficulty to self-sustaining formula). 3
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3. Are court & field facilities compatible with other park uses? For example:
playgrounds, community gardens, recreational trails, etc...



Field lighting can provide opportunities for other nearby activities which may not
warrant lighting on their own. 3
Turf difficult for staking activities (volleyball nets, bouncers, etc.). 3

4. Are court & field facilities compatible with each other?






Mixed lines for various sports on turf can get confusing. 3
Bigger players, cleats and play during wet weather can cause excessive damage
to grass fields. 3
While traditionally all weather games, soccer and football could experience
rainouts when played on grass fields to protect field from excessive damage. 3
Parking issues (bigger draw events conflicting with regular games). 3
More separation between tennis and playground. 3

5. What kind of support facilities are needed for each of the following
categories? Can the facilities overlap or should they be separate?
a. Outdoor (soccer, baseball, tennis, swimming, etc…)
 Restrooms nearby (near turf at SHP). 3
 Concessions nearby (near turf at SHP). 3
 Lights with turf. 3
 Storage. 3
 Bleachers with roof. 3
 Dugout roofs. 3
 Sufficient parking.3
 Drinking fountains. 3
b. Indoor (soccer, baseball, tennis, swimming, etc…)
 Sufficient parking. 3
 Sufficient storage. 3
c. Other?
 WiFi.
 Food service. 3
6. What could the District do more, less, or better related to courts & fields?
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Brush in line of sight at Hales Pass tennis courts. 2
Tennis court cleaning, especially Hales Pass. 3

7. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for courts & fields?







Money. 3
Appropriate piece of land. 3
Public support for necessary projects (60% for bond). 3
Permitting constraints. 2
Increasing user demand. 3
Conflicting uses. 2

8. Are there any universal accessibility issues related to this topic?


Court and field surfaces and space. 3

9. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to courts & fields?










Indoor Recreation Center (to replace ISC). 3
Lights at SHP turf. 3
Harbor Family Park. 3
Indoor Tennis. 3
Pickleball courts. 3
Lights and turf at GHHS track (2). 2
Turf and drainage at GHHS baseball. 2
Second gym at B-G Club. 2
Two more sand volleyball courts at Crescent Creek Park. 2
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Dogs and Equestrian Focus Group
April 18, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
Dogs
1. What recent trends and other critical factors/features related to dog parks
facilities (good or bad) are important to the future development your parks?















Rotary Bark Park added. 3
Tubby’s Trails added. 3
Handlers are not picking up enough. 3
Cushman Trail has significant dog cleanup neglect. 3
Still demand for more fully fenced off leash areas (OLA’s) and dog parks. 2
Still desire for more trails to walk off leash with perimeter fencing. 2
Need for double gating. 3
Small dog aggressiveness (Napoleon complex). 1
Handicap access and area within containment. 3
Adequate drainage; proper drainage including adequate filtering. 3
Tough grass (even established grass wears out from dogs). 1
More, distributed OLA’s would be good, but not instead of the larger, full feature
regional facility (need both, but larger facility is priority). 3
Need education and programming for dog owners. 3
Indoor or covered area (all-season training, competitions, etc.). 3

2. How can dog park facilities be financially self-sustaining? What is the best
organization to provide the necessary support?









Joint uses of support facilities like restrooms, parking, etc. 3
Dog events to help fund facility. 3
Volunteers. 3
Clubs/Group partnerships (e.g. CHEW). 3
Use fees. 1
Donations (must pursue). 2
Memberships. 1
Rent facility (Indoor/covered, not outdoor). 3

3. Are dog park facilities compatible with other park uses? For example:
playgrounds, community gardens, recreational trails, etc...


No, off leash dogs and horses are not compatible. 3

4. How much space is needed for each of these facilities?
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10-30 acres is best including open areas and trail system (RBP=15 acres). 3
1-2 acres for disability access, with appropriate surfaces. 3

5. What kind of support facilities are needed for dog park facilities? Can the
facilities overlap or should they be separate?













Specifications previously provide by CHEW including:
5’ fence. 3
Double entry gate. 3
Doggy bags and disposal containers. 3
Water. 3
Restroom. 3
Adequate parking. 3
Shelter and benches/tables. 3
Rounded corners. 3
Entry and exit on opposite ends of fenced area (as possible). 2
Large open area around gate to minimize encounters immediately upon entering.
3
Small and large dog areas/segregation. 3

6. Are there any park facilities to add or enhance related to this topic?


Use steel ribs from GH Athletic Club buildings to create covered multi-purpose
dirt area. 3

7. Are there any universal accessibility issues related to this topic?


Fully accessible off leash areas. 3

8. What could the District do more, less, or better related to dog parks and
equestrian facilities


Communicate opportunities, and available facilities in area/region. 3

9. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for dog park facilities?





Identifying a suitable next site. 2
Funding development (funded once identified). 2
On-going M&O funding. 2
Keeping volunteers engaged and active. 3

10. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to dog park




Purdy Landfill property, although concern about protection from ponds, terrain
related to walking (big mound), lack of shade, line of sight for monitoring dogs. 3
Peninsula Gardens (forested area). 2
Bujacich property & Tubby’s (done). 3

Other: Could planning regulations or Home Owners Association encourage/provide off
leash area space or at least doggy bags?
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Equestrian
1. What recent trends and other critical factors/features related to equestrian facilities
(good or bad) are important to the future development your parks?





Linking trails is good idea, but difficult. 3
Improve Rotary Bark Park Trails to Sehmel Homestead Park trail (via easement). 3
Rules of etiquette education and signage. 3
Horse has right of way. 3

2. How can equestrian facilities be financially self-sustaining? What is the best
organization to provide the necessary support?







Use fees (maybe if indoor). 3
Events to help fund facility. 3
Volunteers. 3
Clubs/Group partnerships (e.g. 4H). 3
Donations. 2
Memberships. 2

3. Are equestrian facilities compatible with other park uses? For example: playgrounds,
community gardens, recreational trails, etc...


Horses are not compatible with cars, busy roads, playgrounds, fast-moving, potentially
startling activity (i.e. runners, bikes, off leash dogs). 3

4. How much space is needed for each of these facilities?


40 acres minimum is best including links to trail system.

5. What kind of support facilities are needed for equestrian facilities? Can the facilities
overlap or should they be separate?





Water. 3
Restroom. 3
Adequate parking.3
Appropriate trail surface. 3

6. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for equestrian facilities?





Population density and loss of historic trails and links. 3
Public support. 2
Funding and insurance. 2
Sufficient open space (although not bad in area). 3

7. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to equestrian facilities
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1) Having trails to ride a horse on locally in Gig Harbor. 3
2) Adequate horse trailer parking. 3
Airport perimeter property. 2

Endowments and Fundraising:
April 20, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
Fundraising
1. What are recent trends and other critical factors that currently positively or
negatively affect, or could have future effects on, fundraising?












Some people can’t afford donations, but giving smaller amounts and less
frequently may help. 3
Need a solid project or goal is important: something missing or that people can
relate to positively. 3
Need a purpose or story that potential donors can relate to personally. Get
volunteer to tell story. 3
Monthly contributions, automatic payments. 3
Big name/dollar sponsors require more personal attention and process; but get
smaller donations as possible. 3
Regulated process for funding decisions; need to filter volume of requests
through application process. 3
Environmental funding declining, while social issues funding increasing?
Unverified.
Web-based online donations increasing, especially if done correctly. 3
Still seven (7) contacts for success. Keep trying. 3
Seeing the results such as successful projects and stories from recipients
improves success of future asks. 3
Donors’ ability to personally relate to issue is beneficial. 3

2. How can fundraising be used efficiently to help make the park system
financially self-sustaining? What are the best organizations to provide the
necessary support?











Building relationships, strong partnership with non-profits. 3
Define specific goals such as fundraising toward endowment, scholarships,
specific capital project with support, etc. 3
Build economic cluster of recreation and support businesses such as equipment
rentals, hotels, restaurants, shopping, etc. as possible in urban or resort areas. 2
Relationships with local foundations, service organizations (GGHF, Rotary, etc.)
and businesses that relate to cause. 3
Memberships, flexible memberships with tiered benefits related to specific facility.
1
Define segment of endeavor to be self-sustaining (may not be 100% of
everything). 2
Structured tiers for ask. 3
Progress charts: “Others are donating, how about you.” 3
Target bequests; relationships with financial planners, attorneys, etc. 3
Thank you events to ask again. 3
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3. What kind of support elements are needed for fundraising? How would this be
quantified?


People actively managing function. 3

4. What could the District do more, less, or better related to fundraising?



Communication. 3
Development Director. 3

5. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for fundraising?







People to ask. 3
People to do asking and support work. 3
Closer working partnerships. 3
Delineation of roles and responsibilities. 3
Recognize contributions of donors. 3
Structure and regularly articulated process for donations. 3

Endowments
1. What are recent trends and other critical factors that currently positively or
negatively affect, or could have future effects on, endowments?






Relationship building with community and individuals to enhance testamentary
giving. 3
Visibility of benefits. 3
More website content. 3
Link to endowment with stories, pictures, opportunity options, contacted
information. 3
Directed donation or not. 3

2. How can endowments be used efficiently to help make the park system
financially self-sustaining? What are the best organizations to provide the
necessary support?
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Scholarship cooperative: trade volunteer time for recreation funding. 3
Self-sustaining formula with fees paying costs plus scholarship component;
adjust to maintain. 3
Recognize donations, grants, etc. 3
Scholarship funding ask with registration. 3
Target bequests; relationships with financial planners, attorneys, etc. 3

3. What kind of support elements are needed for endowments? How would this
be quantified?


People actively managing function. 3

4. What could the District do more, less, or better related to endowments?


Visibility. 3

5. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for endowments?







People to ask. 3
People to do asking and support work. 3
Closer working partnerships. 3
Delineation of roles and responsibilities. 3
Recognition. 3
Visibility. 3

6. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to endowments and fundraising?




Grow robust, visible scholarship program. 3
Develop active visible endowment program. 3
Recommit rental revenue to endowment. 3
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Facility Providers and Partnerships Focus Group
April 6, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors with respect to facility providers
are important to the future development of parks and partnerships?




















Funding is limited so more sharing, coordination, and partnerships are necessary.
3
Increased Users: B&G Lacrosse. Girls Lacrosse added to school programs. 3
Aging population, however PSD is growing, especially Voyager and Harbor
Heights. 3
During economic downturns, people tend to be more selective in choice of
activities. Currently there are fewer free and reduced lunches in schools. 3
Increased cultural awareness and desires. Diversity experiences are occurring,
and more desired. 2
Attention to fitness, nutrition, and obesity issues. Requires cooperative,
coordinated efforts to address. 3
Fewer previously school-based activities are becoming community-based. Middle
school athletics growing again.
Shifts from traditional recreation to new trends (i.e. mountain biking, mud runs, and
other odder activities) with a broadened spectrum, desire to avoid the masses.
Walking increasing. Are new, different facilities needed? 2
Durable facilities to last longer (i.e. synthetic turf). 3
Flexible facilities to meet broader set of needs. 3
Reduce/control maintenance and operations funding requirements. 3
PenMet sees early years recreation growing. 3
Middle schoolers more selective in activities. 2
Growth in splash parks, pickleball, disc golf. 3
Concussion awareness. 3
Adult team athletics declining, but individual activity increasing. 2
Preventative maintenance closes facilities. 3
Social media growth. 3
Challenges to passing bonds. 3

2. How can facilities providers and partnerships help make the park system
financially self-sustaining? What are the best organizations to provide the
necessary support?
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Revenues must equal expenditures or as close as possible in concept. 2
Pursue alternative sources of funding such as grants, private fundraising, and
endowments. 3
Investigate alternative designs such as synthetic turf versus grass. Plan for all
aspects of decision such as turf replacement (recognize all-weather playability
aspect of turf). 3
Inter-agency agreements. 3
Supporting business such as food and equipment rental concessions as possible
(limited). 2
Evaluate incorporating elements to encourage a family focus rather than simply
individuals. 3
Partnerships with government entities, service organizations, etc.
Shared, coordinated equipment rental. 3

3. What facilities providers and partnerships might best work together and what
might not?

















PenMet Parks – Peninsula School District (PSD) through agreements for facilities,
equipment sharing. 3
PenMet – City of Gig Harbor through agreements for facilities, equipment sharing.
3
PenMet – YMCA for expanded pool (2007). 3
PenMet – Boys & Girls Club for shared building usage (potentially additional gym).
YMCA, too. 3
Churches for sharing of facilities.
PenMet – PAA for recreation program offerings and events (merged, 2017). 3
PenMet – Key Pen Parks for equipment, resources, programming. 3
PenMet – Gig Harbor Fire and Medic One (PC FD#5). 3
Non-profits with all (e.g. Greater Gig Harbor Foundation). 3
PenMet and community through Park Enhancement Grant Program (PEG grants).
3
Adjust partnerships as needed. 3
Peninsula Light for event support and other related electrical/water issues (e.g.
PenLt-PSD-PenMet coordination for light at SHP). 3
Tacoma Screw Products for use of Indoor Soccer Center. 3
Pierce County in all kinds of ways. 3
Special Needs programming resources including PC. 3
Harbor Hills-GHLL complex planning with City and PenMet. 3

4. How can new partnerships be created between the park system and other
organizations?









Look to businesses to create mutually beneficial partnerships. 3
Design new facilities to encourage partnerships (i.e. the new Arts Center). 3
Recreation rentals as possible. 3
Joint use of facilities. 3
Work with displaced groups. 3
Joint venture projects like YMCA pool (e.g. new B-G Club gym). 3
Feeder programs to introduce an activity that another entity provides at a more
involved level. 3
Grant applications both ways. 3

5. Are there any avenues of facility scheduling coordination or communication to
reinforce or improve? Is there any benefit to having facilities providers and
partnerships housed in one location as opposed to being housed with parent
organization?






Physical cohabitation doesn’t seem practical beyond isolated instances. 3
The logical One-Stop-Shop via the internet seems quite practical and reasonable.
3
Website linkages. 3
Community calendar linkages and coordination. 3
Event schedule coordination and cross-promotion. 3
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6. Are there any additional issues related to fees and charges to discuss?



Bi-annual fees and charges survey. Recent Park Directors group findings. 3
City adding fees and rentals. 3

7. Are there any facilities needed or in need of renovation?









2-3 soccer-like fields. 3
Gyms. 3
Rosedale Hall renovation. 3
Indoor Recreation Center to replace ISC. 3
Peninsula Gardens. 3
Lower GHHS turf, lights, bleacher. 3
Upper PHS turf and lights. 3
Cushman link (gravel not ADA). ?

8. Are there any universal accessibility issues related to this topic?


Matting for accessibility (could be shared). 3

9. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for facilities providers
and partnerships?










Financing. 3
Safe routes to schools and other recreation and commerce destinations (i.e.
sidewalks, separated trails, critical linkages). Good idea, but rural nature of many
roads and the safety challenge. 3
Continue/encourage wide trails. 3
Links to Cushman Trail. 3
Link between Rosedale Park field and tennis courts. 2 (rarely used)
More synthetic turf to increase playability. 3
Field lighting to more appropriately utilize facilities such as synthetic turf and tennis
courts. 3
NIMBY factor and the need to inform and educate citizens (e.g. SHP lights). 3
Cutting trees. 2

10. What could the District do more, less, or better related to facility providers,
partnerships, fees and charges


Cutting trees. 2

11. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to Facility Providers and
Partnerships?
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Replace Indoor Recreation Center. 3
Increase communication, education, and outreach to public. Continue to build
trust. 3
Increased focus on partnerships – looking beyond the historical partnerships
(PAA. School District, B&G Clubs, YMCA etc). PenMet needs to take the first step
to develop new partnerships. Look at community governments, organizations,
foundations and businesses as funding partners on a larger scale for new facilities.
3




GHHS turf and lights project. 3
Actively provide vendor/concession opportunities at PenMet facilities to bring in
additional income, as appropriate. 2
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Gardening & Farmers Markets Focus Group
April 27, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors with respect to gardening and
farmers markets (good or bad) are important to the development of your
parks?














How to gardening in small spaces. 3
Movement toward fruit and vegetable uses. 3
Edible landscapes.3
Many first timers. 3
Connection between economics and the provision of food; carbon footprint; grow
and buy as local as possible. 3
Interest in organics, heirlooms and natural methods. 3
Movement toward crafts at farmers markets to support economic model. 3
More small farms and more gardeners. 3
Greater interest with health, lifestyle, quality local produce. 3
# of farmers markets in Washington State: 1997-56; 2003-97; 2012 – 160+;
2016-highest sales year.
Need for education and training for gardeners. 3
Increase in Crop Share Gardens – more prevalent and better noticed (tenant
farming). 3
Increase in community health activities that include gardening. 3
Increase in Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) linked to local farm markets.
3

2. How can gardening and farmers markets be financially self-sustaining? What
are the best organizations to provide the necessary support?
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PEG grant support as appropriate. 3
Speaking, education (propagation, harvest technique, etc.) with nominal charges.
2
Cooperative use of alternative facilities, providing activities (YMCA, Boys and
Girls Club, schools). 2
Healthy living and nutrition education through the Pierce County Health
Department resources. 3
Community farmers market sales. 3
User fees for gardens. 3
Establishing sliding scale multi-year vendor contracts for farm market vendors. 3
Market analysis to determine appropriate mix of vendors, vendor rates, potential
for market related sales (no-vendor), etc. 3
Enhance farmer/vendor opportunities through seasonal/rotational contracts. 3
Leverage existing community foundation 501(c)3 Greater Gig Harbor Foundation,
as an incubator to develop “Friends of the Market” group/board. 2
Non-profit model: to be self-sustaining farmers/vendors must be able to
contribute a portion of their profits toward a farm market coordinator position to










develop and coordinate the market's activities (it takes about 20 farmers to
support one full-time staff person). 3
Regular schedule of farm market activities (e.g., cooking demonstrations,
tastings, music, etc.). 3
Collaboration with local artisan producers (e.g. cheese, wine, preserves, sweets).
3
Must attain sufficient scale. 3
Ensure farmers market gains U.S.D.A. authorization to accept food stamps. 3
Link farm market farmers/producers with additional reliable markets as farm-toinstitution (e.g. public and private schools, day care facilities, Boys & Girls Club,
universities, hospitals, correctional facilities, and restaurants). Increasing their
profit margins will help improve the sustainability of the farmers' market. 3
Market product diversity, quality. 3
Pierce County Master Gardeners could have funds available to help start up and
maintain a gardening facility at the former Peninsula Gardens site, as well as
financing the demo garden at Sehmel. Additionally, part of the greenhouse space
could be used to start plants used in PenMet Parks facilities. That would save
money, rather than buying mature plants from a retail source. 3

3. What kind of support facilities are needed for gardening and farmers markets
programs? Can the facilities be integrated into the park system or should they
be separate? How much space is needed? How much parking? What about
educations/class spaces, etc.?












Farmers Market at PenMet 10 acre property (former Peninsula Gardens site). 3
The Peninsula Gardens property is also perfectly suited for many gardening
programs. It makes perfect financial sense to use the greenhouses for the
activities they were built for. The site could be a single destination which brings
together many aspects of healthy living, from demonstration and community
gardening, to composting to nutrition and other related classes. It would be a
huge benefit to the community (however, building code issues). 2
Integrate rain water collection, restrooms, parking, police services, child friendly
activities and equipment, meeting space, cooking facilities, tool sheds. 2
Enhance crafts at farmers market. 2
Provide electricity & water. 3
Greenhouses, compost facilities. 3
Provision of business development and marketing assistance to farmers/vendors.
2
Cost-share facilities and services (e.g., cold storage facilities, transportation,
marketing, and advocate for policies that impact farmers' markets and their ability
to be universally accessible). 3
Assure availability of farmers' market-friendly EBT (food stamps) and POS
systems. 3
Farmers market cooperative among farmers. 2
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4. What activities are compatible with gardening and farmers market programs
and what activities are not?


Gardens and farmers markets are compatible near:
o Exercise trails 3
o Playgrounds 3
o Composting areas 3
o Kitchens 3
o Classrooms (school use and school year issues) 3
o Breweries and wineries 3
o Information centers 3
o Wellness activities 3
o Medical facilities and clinics 3
o Boys and Girls Club 3
o YMCA 3
o Other community centers 3
o Picnic areas, fire pits, cooking facilities 3
o Research-based training gardens 3



Few facilities would be incompatible with gardening. Farmers markets require
parking that matches customer flow. 3

5. What could the District do more, less, or better related to gardening and
farmers markets?


Continue support as possible. 3

6. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for gardening and
farmers markets?
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The chief obstacles are financing, time and people to lead. 3
Leadership training and support, particularly organizational leadership skills. 3
Matching support in the above areas to expansion of programs and facilities. 3
Definition and delegation of responsibilities and roles matched to support
resources. Make it work. 3
Dependable allocation of space. 3
Space and location inventory assessment and awareness of availability. 3
Administrative support. 3
Grant writing support and training. 3
Access to involvement at all levels of gardening and farmers market programs for
all people in the community. This includes, but is not limited to transportation,
child care, and ability to pay issues. 2
Strength of direct producer-to-consumer marketing channels in the community;
Buy-Cook local events. 2

7. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to gardening and farmers markets?





Emphasize the importance of partnering with all organizations that fall under the
healthy living umbrella. 3
Seize the opportunity to convert the Peninsula Gardens property into a “One
Stop” destination for the many facets of healthy living, i.e. organic gardening,
nutrition, and exercise, with classes and hands on workshops on those and
related subjects. 2
Farmers market community-based assessment to determine:
o Community needs, interests, and available assets 3,
o Fiscal reality and feasibility 3,
o Start-up costs (market and individual farmers/vendors) 3,
o Business model 3,
o Potential niche markets 3, and
o Innovative incubator opportunities for community economic gardening’
(home-grown entrepreneurial and economic diversification opportunities).
3
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Open Space, Preservation, & Habitat Focus Group
April 4, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors with respect to open space,
preservation & habitat are important to the future development of park system
and the community’s land resources?
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Population and development growth and the need to address through:
o Acquiring land as appropriate to goals. 3
o Conservation Easements, Deed of Right, CF Covenants. 3
o Transfer Development Rights (TDR’s). 3
o Mitigation Banking. 3
Planning and resultant development patterns which inadvertently interrupt open
space and wildlife corridors and trail systems, and reduces open space in general.
3
Focused studies: Pierce County’s Open Space Task Force Study recommends
open space acquisition and resource protection over the next ten years in 1)
Parks, 2) Trails, 3) Agriculture, 4) Forests, 5) Biodiversity/Habitat, 6) Lakes,
7)Rivers and Streams, 8) Marine Shoreline. 3
Gig Harbor Community Plan identified open space corridors. 3
Recreation trends which are more land intensive (i.e. dog parks, mountain biking,
disc golf). 3
As open space disappears, sometimes definitions are modified to make a more
inclusive definition to “create” more open space (i.e. streetscapes, buffer planting
strips). 1
Policies protecting Puget Sound wildlife and water quality. How land use affects
the Puget Sound because everything runs into it. 3
Need to identify and prioritize remaining open space and open space and wildlife
corridors. 3
Low public awareness of benefits of biodiversity conservation and relatively
undisturbed open spaces. 3
Certain segments of land owners are less sympathetic to wildlife “intrusion” which
illustrates the need for continual education. 3
Ongoing and real opportunities for citizen participation in the park system
planning/development process. 3
Establishing identified goals for open space, preserved and habitat lands as a
percent of statewide SCORP open space goal, as required for environmental
protection, and to satisfy open space objectives beyond recreation. (Needs
clarification and specificity) 3
Thinking outside the box - working collaboratively with non-profit partners to create
and implement innovative models and financial mechanisms to enhance and
maximize limited funding. 3
Reconcile differences between GH Community Plan and PenMet Comp Plan. 3
Zoning is used to protect land. 3
Educational signage related to open space value and need. 3
Partnering with schools for studies and environmental education. 3

2. How can open space, preservation & habitat be financially self-sustaining or be
financially supported? What is/are the best organization/s to provide the
necessary support?




















Utilize private instruments such as Conservation Easements, Transfer
Development Rights (TDR’s), and Mitigation Banking.3
Support county-wide process for identifying and protecting identified properties. 3
Grant support. 3
Expansion of Public Benefit Rating System to include open space mitigation.
(Done?) 3
Managed harvesting of timber (Forest Service Council), berries, brush as
appropriate. 2
In-lieu fees (pooled mitigation fees). Fee-in-lieu of open space is typically tied to set-

aside requirements as a planning tool; likely to require policy development at the county
level as appropriate. 2

Create an Open Space Fund through the community foundation (GGHF). The
District can use its partnership with the Foundation to establish a Fund that can
help build private donor-advised funds for the purchase of open space.
Establishing such a fund through the 501 (c)(3) can enhance the potential for
private contributions through legally appropriate means (e.g. HFP). 3
Bonding as appropriate. 2
Levy lid lift. 3
TDR’s, but need work to help make them more effective. 2
Carve out business unit (from open space) to financially support open space as
appropriate such as wedding venue, pumpkin patch, eco-tourism, BMX events,
etc. (using staff or partnership). 2
Identify building area (from within open space) to enable development of relevant
economic opportunities/businesses to contribute to financial support for permanent
protection of open space as appropriate. 2
Partnerships. 3
Credit the financial benefits of eco-system services such as: water and air
purification, surface water flooding, public health, pollination, aquifer recharge,
sedimentation, erosion control, passive recreation, tourism, education, etc. into
any self-sustaining formula. 3
Use the triple-bottom-line approach (3BL) to capture an expanded spectrum of
values and criteria for measuring organizational success (e.g. ecologicalec,
economic and social). Incorporate all appropriate elements into the self-sustaining
formula, especially ecosystem services such as: water and air purification, surface
water flooding, public health, pollination, aquifer recharge, sedimentation, erosion
control, passive recreation, tourism, education, land values, biodiversity, climate
stabilization, disease control, cultural, spiritual, recreational benefits, etc. 3
The need for the measurement of the economic value of open space in all forms,
occurs because open space, like other non-consumptive natural resources, is not
well represented in the market place. Some values, like timber, soil quality, and
clean water get reflected in the price of land. But, values such as life supporting
ecosystems services, as well as the value for outdoor recreation, are often not
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reflected. This does not mean that they cannot be given market place values. So,
if we turn the presentation from trying to make open space, preserved lands and
habitat ‘financially self-sufficient’ to one centered on the economic contributions
and cost savings provided by such lands, we build a basis for understanding the
value (in common $ terms). Bringing market-based values forward to garner public
and political support for trails, open space, habitat and other protected lands has
been successful for an array of public and private organizations. It changes the
dynamic from what thing(s) can we do to make these lands pay for themselves…
to what are they doing to pay their way. 3
PMP open space budget for acquisition and maintenance. 3
Meet appropriate ratio of OS : Active Rec. 3 ratio is good:____________

3. What kind of support facilities, services, and programs are needed for open
space, preservation & habitat? Can they overlap or should they be separate?










Signage, Marketing, and Education. 3
Management Plan. 3
Monitors and volunteers for open space management and care. 3
Technical advice. 3
Partnerships. 3
Invasive species control. 3
Partnerships – build and enable existing organizations through concerted efforts to
strengthen partnerships to best leverage institutional options for the management
and care of public open space: 3
 EnviroCorps – volunteer service organization.
 Recreation-based organizations – programs.
 Greater Gig Harbor Foundation – marketing/fundraising, endowments,
building marketplace for community giving through misc. vehicles.
 Great Peninsula Conservancy.
 Pierce Conservation District.
 KGI Watershed.
 Harbor Wildwatch.
 Crescent Valley Alliance.
 Peninsula School District.
Expert Advisory Board - develop a known and respected committee to provide
technical advice to Board and staff. Seek expert advice and ask for it. 3

4. What activities are compatible with open space, preservation & habitat and
what activities are not?
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Compatible:
o Education. 3
o Passive recreation. 3
o Wildlife viewing. 3
o Geocaching & Letterboxing, Pokémon Go. 3

o Some forms of competitive sports such as cross-country racing and
orienteering. 3
o Photography. 3
o Seed collection, as appropriate. 3
o Agriculture, as appropriate. 3.
o Harvesting, as appropriate. 3
o Research. 3


Non-compatible:
o Intrusion on seasonal breeding. 3
o Motorized vehicles. 3
o Impervious surface (over 15%, use LID). 3
o Unauthorized development or structures. 3
o Noise. 3
o Fireworks. 3
o Unauthorized harvesting. 3
o Unlicensed use of pesticides and herbicides. 3
o Cleared areas (and subsequent infusion of invasive species). 3
o Dogs off leash except in designated OLA. 3
o Night lights. 2
o Smoking. 3
o Fires except as permitted. 3
o Not controlling invasive species. 3
o Hunting except as permitted. 3

5. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for open space,
preservation & habitat?













Lack of community awareness of the benefits of open spaces, wildlife habitat, and
the dangers of habitat fragmentation. Recognizing the concept that everything is
connected. 3
Misinformation. 3
Low commitment to the land stewardship ethic. 3
Interruption of wildlife corridors. 3
Funding. 3
Lack of coordination in management and willingness to stay on plan. 3
Individual land-owners seek privacy and the right to use their land as they see fit
which often ignores a sense of stewardship and the inter-connectivity of personal
well-being, the well-being of the land they live on and everyone/everything that
relies on the health of the land. 3
Lack of trust and transparency. 1
Greed. 3
Speed of our growth. 3
Limited public transportation. 3
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6. What are your top priorities for open space, preservation & habitat in our
community?




Evaluate public right of ways being lost or discouraged from public use. 3
Evaluate easements which can support public access to public land. 3
Developing a strategic plan that maximizes the financial and staff resources of the
District by prioritizing projects that:
o the District is the most appropriate to lead and that identifies other entities
where it is not; 3
o face imminent threat (address & respond); 3
o have higher consideration for conserving intact habitat; 3
o are identified in one or more conservation or recovery plans; 3
o are well supported, financially and otherwise, by stakeholders and partners;
3
o
o and provide opportunities for perpetual relationships through project specific
endowments, volunteerism, management responsibilities etc.; 3
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Playgrounds & Special Needs Focus Group
April 26, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors related to playgrounds and/or
special needs programs (good or bad) are important to the future
development your parks?














ADA Plus: Exceeding requirements of ADA such as 60” (ADA=36” entry, 48”
hallway) entry to enable companion with wheel chair. 3
Including features of accessibility “in” play structures and not just accessibility
“to” structure. 3
Need to request such features as not all jurisdictions provide the initiative. 3
The responsible sense of community to build and care for accessible
playgrounds features. 3
Surfacing improvement such as tiles or pour-in-place padding rather than pea
gravel or wood chips. 3
Removal of risky elements; how can they be modified to be safer. Secure
element when closed. 3
Some facilities getting too safe with removal of challenging apparatus; try to
avoid losing them all. 3
Mental and physical challenge elements. 3
Cooperative elements (old teeter-totter concept). 3
Climbing walls. 3
Slide on a hill (using grade change to minimize height issues). 3
Kids will be out all night—trespassing on playgrounds after hours. 3
Vandalism (playgrounds need to be visible from roads). 3

2. How can playgrounds and/or special needs programs be financially selfsustaining? What is/are the best organization/s to provide the necessary
support?





Endowment. 3
Donations. 3
Grants exist for new equipment only. 3
Partnership: Service clubs, scouts, churches, volunteer groups, etc. 3

3. What kind of support facilities are needed for playgrounds and/or special
needs? Can they overlap or should they be separate?








Restrooms. 3
Family Restrooms. 3
Changing tables in restrooms. 3
Drinking fountains. 3
Fencing and safe perimeters. 3
ADA Plus. 3
Rest areas (benches, tables, shade). 3
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4. What activities are compatible with playgrounds and/or special needs
programs and what activities are not?





Tennis courts or other concentration-required activities situated too close. 3.
Lighting=vandalism (study reference at
http://www.darksky.org/assets/documents/is054.pdf). 3
Baseball or other hard ball games where balls can get into area. 3
Fast play of bigger kids when not fenced; design separation. 3

5. What could the District do more, less, or better related to playgrounds
and/or special needs programs?



Continue universally accessible playgrounds development. 3
Increase programming for special needs. 3

6. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for playgrounds
and/or special needs programs?





Funding for support staff for special needs. 3
Surfacing. 3
Good and bad opinions on design. 2
Need negotiating room. 2

7. What are some of the better playground features you have seen?








Mixed accessibility. 3
Low ropes course. 3
Rope dome. 3
Hill slide. 3
Use of natural contours and elements (logs, rocks, hills, etc.) 3
Kids PAR course. 3
See separate playground comments document submitted by KW.

8. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to playgrounds and/or special
needs


182

Keep building universally accessible playgrounds than are safe and still
encourages challenge, motor skills development, and intellectual/emotional
development. 3

Recreation Programming Focus Group
May 9, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors in recreation programming are
important to the future development of recreation programs?













Ability to provide good value (inexpensive doesn’t always equate to good value). 3
Scholarship requests elevated. Percent has increased, and more participants, so
more scholarships. Most organizations offering 50% (half of fee) scholarships.
PenMet: 50% for reduced lunch; 75% discount for free lunch candidates. Also,
other hardship requests. 3
PenMet vouchers used at YMCA have been sporadic, but averaging over 100 per
month for the last three years. 3
Tardiness in registration seem worse, but PenMet filling classes. 2
Participants selectively choosing and making priority decisions. 3
Demographics: Seniors desiring more activity variety (Not just interested in
financial planning classes). 3
More need for community-based recreation programming when schools reduce
transportation for activities and events. 2
Boys & Girls Club and YMCA activities serve about 8% (700 of 9000 kids).
Addition of programs through: PenMet Parks, Key Pen Parks, YMCA, B-G Club,
Lacrosse, Young Life, etc. still growing. 3
Other participation issues such as transportation. 3
Senior Center at B&G-C seeing less activity than expected. 3

2. How can recreation programming be financially self-sustaining? What is the
best organization to provide the necessary support?












Remove scholarships and administrative costs from equation except for selective
groups of programs (i.e. large-number youth and adult sports). 3
Requires large volunteer network:
o B-G Club = 200 volunteers
o YMCA = 300 volunteers
o PAA = 300+ volunteers
Facility costs are increasing for both development and maintenance & operations.
3
Pools are extremely difficult to sustain. 3
Partnering in facilities helps. 3
Fees to meet budget: Appropriate fees—while higher--may reflect quality and
value. 3
Apply breakeven analysis to fees and costs (include scholarships). 3
Repeat and expand successful programs. 3
Adjust fees, schedule, location, instructor, etc. on less successful programs or
eliminate. 3
Memberships with additional fees for activities beyond basics. 2
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3. Should programming, or categories within programming, be consolidated into
one organization? If so, which organizations should do what tasks?





No, but individual organization sustainability is important, with a community-based
safety net when a recreation provider organization discontinues operations. 3
Organizational variety is valuable to the community in providing sufficient
opportunities and also choices as to different levels of competition, time
commitment, financial outlay, and coaching/teaching varieties. 3
Ok to consolidate where applicable, recognizing need for sufficient opportunities
and appropriate variety in choices. 3
One size doesn’t always fit all: same activity, but different circumstances. 3

4. What types of recreation or programs are compatible and what are not?







Football, soccer, and lacrosse use similar fields with football and soccer competing
heavily in the fall for field time, but soccer, lacrosse and rugby generally meeting
needs during the spring. 3
School use and community use of fields used to generally split the before 5:00pm
and after 5:00pm times, however expanding school use is extending well beyond
5:00 in many instances. 3
School gyms follow a similar scenario, although coaching around work schedules
and evening school programs tend to have more impact on gym availability. 3
B-G Club works well with seniors during the day and kids after school. 3
The school year affects the availability of facilities for recreation during the school
day. Similarly, the evenings during the summer when there is no staff. 3
Non-compatible recreation includes:
o Off-leash dogs and trail runners or cyclists. 3
o Horses and off leash dogs or cyclists. 3
o Large or concurrently schedule events relative to parking. 3
o Noise conflicts (i.e. quiet events like weddings near noisy events like ball
games, or concerts). 3
o Unscreened tennis courts near noisy, active areas. 3
o Games with hard balls near windows or park visitors not focused on game.
3

5. How can recreation programming be multi-generational?
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Those that want to will. Don’t force either. When it happens, it’s magical. 3
Theater and some other activities are naturally. 3

6. What methods or strategies can be used to increase recreation programming
access for economically disadvantaged or physically challenged participants?
Economically Disadvantaged:






Scholarship Fund (Fee based: x% of all regular registrations go to scholarship
fund). 3
Other scholarship fundraising (partnership opportunities). 3
Scholarship Endowment. 3
Find the economically disadvantaged and get the word to them about opportunities
for recreation and scholarship assistance. 3
Donate equipment and uniforms. 3

Physically Challenged:







Partnerships to help with program support. 3
Involved with regular programs (inclusion). 3
Support for parents. 3
Appropriately constructed facilities (ADA and boundless). 3
Instructor/coach training. 3
Larger organization support and facilitation. 3

7. What kind of support facilities are needed for each of the following categories?
Can the facilities overlap or should they be separate?
a. Team Sports (soccer, tennis, track, etc…)
 Synthetic turf. 3
 Lighted fields. 3
 Sufficient, appropriate for competition fields and facilities (gyms, courts, etc.). 3
b. Individual sports (hiking, cycling, etc…)
 Bowling alley. 3
 Ice or roller skating rink. 3
 Cycling facilities for variety of disciplines (BMX, trails, obstacles, etc.). 3
c. Craft and skill oriented (home improvement, knitting, etc…)
 Art Center for variety of art-related activities including theater. 3
d. Youth, adult, and senior specific programming?
 Sufficient fields and facilities (gyms) and programming. 3
e. Events?
 Community Center (maybe related to arts center above). Fees for use (nonmembership; contrasts with self-sufficiency item above). 3
f. Other?
 Linking safe trails (separated from vehicle traffic) to schools, parks, commercial
areas. 3
 Spray park (water and artistic features). 3
 Covered facilities for outdoor activities. 3
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Water access facilities, boat launches. 3
Appropriate maintenance. 3

8. What methods or strategies can be used to increase participation in lifetime
recreation and encourage improvement in nutrition?












Fun adult programming. 3
Partnerships. 3
Senior Games. 3
Activities for non-regular athletes. 3
Activities for non-athletes. 3
Kids encourage parents. 3
Hide it (find ways to get people to exercise that aren’t obvious such as using stairs,
parking further away from buildings, etc). 3
Pursue incremental improvement: “Just get better”. 3
Articles (education, motivation, opportunities, etc.). 3
Get candy treats out of the reward cycle. Offer healthy treats, real juices, etc. 3
Corporate or workplace fitness encouragement. 3

9. What could the District do more, less, or better related to courts & fields?



Pool for community summer gathering, play, parties, training. 3
Lights and turf. 3

10. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for community
recreation programs?







Transportation for youth and seniors. 3
Lack of certain facilities or sufficient quantities or features. 3
Financing for transportation, facilities, maintenance, staff, etc. 3
Sufficient staffing. Can always use more programs. 2
Individual time: how do we find it? Kids over-programmed. 3
Community awareness (coordinated internet linkages and partnerships). Keep
trying multiple channels of communication. 3

11. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to community recreation programs?





Sufficient and appropriate facilities, features, and equipment for programs. 3
Transportation for youth and seniors. 3
Sufficient staffing for specialty programs. 3
Community awareness (coordinated internet linkages and partnerships). 3

12. Inventory
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Programs…

Swimming, Water Activities, Pools & Spray Parks Focus Group
April 11, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors related to swimming, water
activities, pools & spray parks (good or bad) are important to the future
development your parks?

























Narrows Aquatic Association started 2012: Swimming (50), Water Polo (100).
Maybe diving in 2017. 3
Boys and Girls, Splash 5-10yr; Junior 10-14yr; Club U14, U16, U18, Masters
Tacoma Swim Club is only swimming. 3
Too few facilities; too many needs. 3
Current facilities are full—over full—getting worse. 3
Multi-Use facilities: Swim, dive, play, water polo, lessons, parties. 3
Adult and immigrant swim lessons on rise. 3
Reduced funding from government. 3
No drowning prevention systems (non-activity sensors). 3
Water therapy and fitness. 3
Therapeutic spas. Only at Y. 3
Spray parks on rise, but not in GH yet (need off-season use for facilities). 3
Temporary water parks or pools (MK, needs feasibility study). 2
Needs of private schools not met. 3
Special needs users have limited facilities/features/accessibility locally, but
improved. 3
Titlow closed (outdoor 50m). 3
South Kitsap is very old facility with serious needs and lackings. 3
General need to address: athletic training, recreation fitness, amusement, and
therapy. 3
PSD closing one pool every summer for maintenance. Perception is closure
is too soon and for too long. Y does it in 7 days. 3
Very little party rental time. 3
Masters program receives limited time: after 9pm or 7am in summer. 3
No mandatory freshmen swimming through PSD, but not filling time such as
home school or private school due to outsiders on campus. 3
USA Swimming and USA Water Polo growing fast. 3
Curtis/UP did athletic upgrade including pools. 3
UPS new pool (25m), but limited access. 3

2. How can swimming, water activities, pools & spray parks be financially
self-sustaining? What is the best organization to provide the necessary
support?





Bonds and grants for capital development. 3
Clubs (facility ownership component). 3
Daytime users as possible. 3
Canadian programs model (include food and beverage) (MK). 3
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Covington Pool model?
Mount Lake Terrace (inflatable or sliding roof for indoor/outdoor). 3
Sections of pool for concurrent programming. 3
Water therapy programs, facilities, and features (near hospitals). 3
Supportive business units, comingled (swim shop, fitness, hotel, restaurant,
botanical garden). 3
Spectator fees. 3
Endowment fund (managed and promoted appropriately). 3
Partnerships with fitness clubs. 3
Metro Parks Tacoma study to relocate Titlow, but died in favor of water parks.
3.
Partnerships with nearby jurisdictions (PSD, MPT, Key Pen, Pierce County,
Kitsap County). 3
California Clubs model (club owns and rents to others) (MK). 3
Flow Rider (continual wave in regular pool) feature (Moses Lake). 3
King County Aquatic Center overflow when regional or national meets bump
users. 3

3. What kind of support facilities are needed for each of the following
categories? Can they overlap or should they be separate? How much
space is needed?
a. Swimming & Pools
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Restrooms. 3
Changing rooms. 3
Family rooms (4-6 rooms). 3
Training room nearby (other building at PHS). 3
Storage. 3
Deck space (officials, traffic, spectators). 3
Therapeutic component (smaller, warmer). 3
Zero-depth entry (children, seniors, special needs). 3
Youth play features. 3
Competition pool (6-8 lanes, 50m). All new-built high school pools
must be 8 lanes for Washington state competitions, 25 yards, prefer
50M, and if wide enough, can swim width for 25 yards and multiple
lanes. 3
Timing/Scoring system ($24K/6 lanes). 3
Diving features with adequate depth (13-17’). 3
Parking. 3
Water polo goals (2-4). 3
Starting blocks ($5,000 each). 3
Concessions. 3
Lane lines. 3
Kick boards and other training devices. 3





PA system. 3
Seasonal bubble cover. 2
Build fun pool and lap pool close (but separate), but with way to
section off for meets events, etc. 3

b. Water Activities & Spray Parks




Flow rider. 3
Inflatable’s (Enumclaw, KCAC). 3
Dog pool. 3

4. What are compatibility issues with swimming and pools?



Water temperature: Swim 78-81; general activity 84-85; Therapy 8892.
Water depth: Diving 13-17’; Swim start 9’; swim lane 6’; otherwise
zero-entry.

5. Are there any park facilities to add or enhance related to this topic?



Add 50m outdoor and 35m indoor pools.
PSD pools are getting old.

6. Are there any universal accessibility issues related to this topic?



Lifts needed?
Zero entry design useful.

7. What could the District do more, less, or better related to swimming, water
activities, pools & spray parks?



Build a pool.
Include swim information in flyers.

8. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for swimming,
water activities, pools & spray parks?












Sufficient facilities. 3
Weather for outdoor. 2
Space: deck, storage, parking. 3
Access: ADA (especially older facilities). Lift?
Transportation. 1
Maintenance coordination and expertise; saves costs. 3
Funding: Capital development and on-going maintenance and operations. 3
Liability and safety. 3
Outdoor facility: security, chemicals, covers, animals (if built). 2
NIMBY, when finally decide on location to build. 1
Planning requirements. 2
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Broad community support. 3
Identify appropriate location. 3
Special needs time in pools minimal and accessibility issues; added lift at
XXHS. 3
Water temperature for special needs in school pools. 3
Designs which create blind spots and a subsequent need for more staffing. 3

9. What are you top 2 or 3 priorities relative to swimming, water activities,
pools & spray parks?
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Aquatic facility with (in priority order):
o Competitive training pool (preferably 50m).
o 35 m indoor pool
o Diving facility (17’ also creates scuba training opportunity).
o Dry land workout area near pools.
o Storage
o Therapy pool.
o Water entertainment features
o Sports medicine area near pool.



Spray park with:
o Features and layout that can accommodate other purposes such as art,
event/gathering space, etc.
o Indoor spray area, or removable roof for year round usage.
o

Trails & Running: Focus Group
May 16, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What trends and other significant factors related to trails & running (good or
bad) are important to the future development of trail and running facilities in
your parks?














Competitive condition for selected facilities (SHP only) with sufficient width (6’
to 10’), minimal cant, and no ruts or roots. 3
Trail system with linkages from park to park and across peninsula. 3
Safe routes to schools, parks (especially SHP), and commercial centers
(involves Pierce County). 3
Investigate and acquire easements as possible for critical linkages. 3
Mapping with distances and location indicators. 3
There are more walkers and runners. 3
Route 16 encouragement for running groups. 3
City is more receptive to events and closing roads. 3
Constructing and maintaining trails IS a recreational activity. 3
Trails serve a variety of users: walkers, runners, cyclists, cyclo-cross, mountain
biking, orienteering, equestrian riders, skaters, dog owners, etc. 3
Community health initiatives encouraging more activity. 3
Document existing right of ways for inclusion in trail system. 3
Need safe trails for aging population. 3

2. How can trails & running facilities be financially self-sustaining? What is the
best organization to provide the necessary support?







Stage events as appropriate on Cushman Trail, Narrows Bridge, McCormick
Forest, Sehmel Homestead Park, PSD-Bujacich property, Harbor Family Park
eventually, etc. 3
Parking fees (maybe during events). 2
Donation boxes. 3
Sponsor-a-Trail. 3
Volunteer maintenance. 3
Partnership with EnviroCorps for above two items.

3. What kind of support facilities are needed for trails & running? Can they be
integrated into the park system or should they be separate? How much
space is needed?







Parking. 3
Restrooms. 3
Doggy bags at all access points and key intersections with disposal container.
3
Informational and interpretive signage and display areas (outreach). 3
Trash disposal (indicate on maps). 3
Mapping. 3
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Tree management (laminated root rot). 3
Signage for caution when strong winds. 3
More seats for park visitors. 3
Nature Center (information) as appropriate. 3

4. What activities are compatible with trails & running and what activities are
not?
Compatible:




Mountain biking needs cautions for safety (encounters with walkers/runners). 3
Walking and on-leash dogs (properly managed by owners). 3
Horses and walking (fast, startling activities like running, bikes, off leash dogs,
etc. around horses can create issues). 3

Not Compatible








Walking/running and off-leash dogs (startle, chase, jump, nose, etc.)
Visibility related to motorized biking. 3
Visibility related to running and off leash dogs. 3
Horses and running, biking, off leash dogs (quick, startling confrontations or
limited visibility). 3
Bees (nests need to be reported with specific location). 3
Bears with off leash dogs. 3
Hazard trees along or near trails or gathering areas. 3

5. What could the District do more, less, or better related to trails & running?


Establish SHP-RBP trail through easements.

6. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for trails & running?







Funding. 3
Easements for routes. 3
Regulatory and road construction standards (e.g. need for sidewalk or
separated trail on 14th Ave from 24th St to Cushman Trail). 3
Public awareness of trail system and parks. 3
Public following rules. 3
Horses & cyclists avoiding restricted routes. 3

7. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to trails & running?
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RBP-SHP connection via easements. 3
More signage/mapping. 3
Repair wet areas (more gravel). 3
Cushman Trail Phase III (beyond Borgen). 3
Cushman to 24th St. 3
Cushman to Borgen Corner (Harborview). 3

Volunteer Programs Focus Group
April 3, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors related to volunteer programs
(good or bad) are important to the future development your parks?










Unions and guilds concerned when volunteers might assume their work. Need to
reconcile what unions are able to do with what volunteers are willing to do. 3
Technology assistance (e.g. EnviroCorps and Volunteer Match, Just Serve). 3
Need regular volunteer project list (PenMet, EnviroCorps, etc.). 3
Volunteers require training and supervision. 3
Volunteer work can create liability issues and administrative overhead. 3
Dedicated volunteers are wonderful, but often significant turnover with lost
training. 3
Communication is critical to successful volunteer situations. 3
Volunteer coordinator needed; staff is best choice (over volunteer). 3
Support for a variety of volunteer encouragement and recognition programs. 3

2. How can volunteer programs help make the park system financially selfsustaining? What are the best organizations to provide the necessary
support?






Requires investment of staff time for preparation, management, and supervision.
3
Partnerships. 3
Accomplish projects that wouldn’t otherwise get done, or with savings. 3
Work with community non-profit and service organizations. 3
Support grant and award programs (i.e. Starbucks, Kohl’s, Lu Winsor/KGI, etc.).
3

3. What kind of support facilities and services are needed for volunteer
programs? Can the facilities and services be integrated into the park system
or should they be elsewhere?








Volunteer and Visitor Information Center helpful (volunteer opportunity list on
GHGuide.com). 3
Projects list from PenMet. 3
Network (University Place volunteer example). 2
Communication list: Chamber. 2
Newcomer packet. 3
Meeting rooms and home for volunteers’ activity (VVIC). 3
Volunteer coordinator function or contact person with each entity. 3

4. What type of volunteer programs might best benefit the park system?



Well-defined work with supervision. 3
Appropriate work/project scope (i.e. for scouts of particular age). 3
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Organization with targeted skills and own supervision (need appropriate project).
3
Avoid painting, especially indoors (requires appropriate volunteer group). 1
Volunteer groups and individuals feel ownership in facilities and can provide: 3
o Security eyes and ears.
o Park hosts
o Maintenance
o Fundraising
o Education programs (docents).
o Planning input.

5. Why do volunteers volunteer and what do they need?










Because they’re asked. 3
They believe in and relate to the cause. 3
Public service (desire or requirement). 3
To give back. 3
A feeling of ownership. 3
To provide mentoring/coaching/teaching. 3
Social interaction. 3
Exercise. 3
Build resume. 3

Volunteers need:
 Thank you. 3
 Recognition:
o Individual recognition award for time of service. 3
o Volunteer recognition event. 3
o Permanent via signage where appropriate. 3
o Supportive supervision and encouragement. 3
6. What could the District do more, less, or better related to volunteer programs
in parks?



Update PenMet volunteer opportunities (include pictures). 3
Continue cooperation and support for GGHF EnviroCorps. 3

7. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals with volunteer
programs in parks?
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Staffing to support volunteer program. 3
Organizing. 3
Training. 3
Supervision. 3
Reporting. 3
Recruiting. 3
Retention. 3








Motivation. 3
Funding for above. 3
Appropriate projects. 3
Tools and supplies. 2
Coordination: Matching Organization and Volunteer schedules/needs/skills. 3
Weather appropriate activity. 3

8. Inventory of Volunteer Sources:






















Church groups. 3
Community service organizations.
Schools: PTSA, Senior projects, community service requirements.
Private businesses.
Individuals and families.
Sports groups.
Youth groups.
Senior groups.
Scouts.
Non-profits.
Fraternal organizations.
Business associations.
Staff and families.
Home owner associations.
Environmental groups.
Government commissions.
Utility providers.
Military groups.
Prison groups.
Court-ordered community service.
Service Learning (or other educational/volunteer programs)

9. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to volunteer programs?




Staffing to coordinate volunteer function.
Volunteer opportunities list.
Recognition for volunteers.
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Water Access Focus Group
May 10, 2017
(3-General agreement; 2-Split, not as strong; 1-Minority opinion)
1. What recent trends and other critical factors related to water access parks
and activities (good or bad) are important to the future development your
parks?












PenMet Parks waterfront acquisitions and transfers: DeMolay, Narrows,
Sunrise, Fishing Pier, Wollochet expansion (prior to 2012). 3
More trailer launching needs and fewer and poorer sites. 3
Limited public access to waterfront for fishing and walking. 3
Loss of available sites due to development. 3
Kopachuck State Park campground closure (continues). 3
Increasing users of kayaks, small sail boats, paddle boards, etc. 3
Regulatory requirements and permitting getting stricter/tougher. 3
Personal motorized watercraft increasing (impacts other uses if abusive
behavior associated with PMW use). 3
More and closer neighbors to public sites. 3
Trends in down-sizing boating. 2
More dogs in water (fecal coliform issues). 2

2. How can water access parks be financially self-sustaining? What is the
best organization to provide these facilities?










Port of Tacoma partnership (Matching grant program suggested). 3
Grants for development. 3
Pierce County appropriation. 3
WA State support. 3
Memory Bench project. 3
Concession that includes rentals, tours, memories. 3
Charge for parking. 2
Drop box. 2
Kirkland mechanized bollard operated by membership card. 3

3. What activities are compatible in parks that have water access and what
activities are not? For example: fishing, clamming, dogs, swimming,
weddings, camping, education, habitat protection, wildlife viewing, boating,
etc…
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All should be with appropriate, respectful behavior. 3

4. What kind of support facilities are needed for each of the following
categories: Hand launches (kayaking, scuba, etc.), Motorized launches,
Pedestrian access (fishing, swimming, viewing, etc.), Visual access (via
vehicle, bicycle, foot, etc.).
Can the facilities overlap or should they be separate? Overlap ok.









Parking, Parking, Parking! 3
Restrooms. 3
Trash containers. 3
Picnic tables and shelter. 3
Fresh water & shower. 3
Grass areas. 3
Doggie bags. 3
Fish cleaning station. 3

5. What could the District do more, less, or better related to water access?



Improve launching parking opportunities. 3
Develop a partnership to fix Fox Island boat launch. 3

6. What are the biggest obstacles to achieving your goals for water access
parks?





Parking. 3
NIMBY. 3
Private ownership. 3
Regulations and permits. 2

7. What are your top 2 or 3 priorities relative to water access.




An adequate boat launch with adequate parking. 3
Increase and improve water access for public. 3
Parking improvements at EVERY existing boat launch. 3
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Appendix D:
Funding & Implementation Tools
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The PenMet Parks possesses a range of local tools that could be accessed for the benefit of growing,
developing and maintaining its parks and recreation program. The sources listed below represent likely
potential sources, but some also may be dedicated for numerous other local purposes which limit applicability
and usage.

Local Funding Options
General Obligation Bond
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.52.056
For the purposes of funding capital projects, such as land acquisitions or facility construction, cities and
counties have the authority to borrow money by selling bonds. Voter-approved general obligation bonds
may be sold only after receiving a 60 percent majority vote at a general or special election. If approved, an
excess property tax is levied each year for the life of the bond to pay both principal and interest. The state
constitution (Article VIII, Section 6) limits total debt to 5% of the total assessed value of property in the
jurisdiction.

Excess Levy for Operations and Maintenance
Some special districts may also impose a one-year (two for fire districts, four for school districts) levy,
commonly known as an “operations and maintenance” levy. Nine special purpose districts may impose an
excess levy, but not a regular levy.
The excess levy requires a voter approval of 60 percent of 40 percent of those voting in the last general
election (Washington State Constitution, Art. VII, Sec. 2(a)).
The districts allowed an excess levy are: metropolitan park district, park and recreation service area, park and
recreation district, water-sewer district, solid waste disposal district, public facilities district, flood control
zone district, county rail district, service district, public hospital district, road district, rural county library
district, island library district, rural partial-county library district, intercounty rural library district, cemetery
district, city, town, transportation benefit district, emergency medical service district with a population density
of less than one thousand per square mile, cultural arts, stadium, and convention district, ferry district, city
transportation authority, or regional fire protection service authority.
The excess levy is not subject to the regular levy’s aggregate $5.90 and one percent rate limits.
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Regular Property Tax - Lid Lift
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.55.050
A levy lid lift is an instrument for increasing property tax levies for operating and/or capital purposes. Taxing
districts with a tax rate that is less than their statutory maximum rate may ask the voters to “lift” the levy lid
by increasing the tax rate to some amount equal to or less than their statutory maximum rate.
Process to Enact:
A simple majority vote of citizenry is required.
Revenue Authority:
Cities and counties have two “lift” options available to them: Single-year/basic or Multi-year.
Single-year: The single-year lift does not mean that the lift goes away after one year; it can be for any amount
of time, including permanently, unless the proceeds will be used for debt service on bonds, in which case the
maximum time period is nine years. Districts may permanently increase the levy but must use language in the
ballot title expressly stating that future levies will increase as allowed by chapter 84.55 RCW. After the initial
“lift” in the first year, the district’s levy in future years is subject to the 101 percent lid in chapter 84.55 RCW.
This is the maximum amount it can increase without returning to the voters for another lid lift.
The election to implement a single-year lift may take place on any election date listed in RCW 29A.04.321.
Multi-year: The multi-year lift allows the levy lid to be “bumped up” each year for up to a maximum of six
years. At the end of the specified period, the levy in the final period may be designated as the basis for the
calculation of all future levy increases (in other words, be made permanent) if expressly stated in the ballot
title. The levy in future years would then be subject to the 101 percent lid in chapter 84.55 RCW.
In a multi-year lift, the lift for the first year must state the new tax rate for that year. For the ensuing years, the
lift may be a dollar amount, a percentage increase tied to an index, or a percentage amount set by some other
method. The amounts do not need to be the same for each year. If the amount of the increase for a particular
year would require a tax rate that is above the maximum tax rate, the assessor will levy only the maximum
amount allowed by law.
The election to implement a multi-year lift must be either the August primary or the November general
election.
Limitations on Revenue:
The single-year lift allows supplanting of expenditures within the lift period; the multi-year left does not, and
the purpose for the lift must be specifically identified in the election materials.
Overview of Specific Provisions:
For both single- and multi-year lifts, when the lift expires the base for future levies will revert to what the
dollar amount would have been if no lift had been done, unless the levy in the final period was designated as
the basis for the tax calculation.
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Proration:
The total regular levy rate of senior taxing districts (counties and cities) and junior taxing districts (fire
districts, library districts, etc.) may not exceed $5.90/$1,000 AV. If this limit is exceeded, levies are reduced or
eliminated in the following order until the total tax rate is at $5.90.
1.

Parks & Recreation Districts (up to $0.60)
Parks & Recreation Service Areas (up to $0.60)
Cultural Arts, Stadiums & Convention Districts (up to $0.25)

2.

Flood Control Zone Districts (up to $0.50)

3.

Hospital Districts (up to $0.25)
Metropolitan Parks Districts (up to $0.25)
All other districts not otherwise mentioned

4. Metropolitan Park Districts formed after January 1, 2002 or after (up to $0.50)
5.

Fire Districts (up to $0.25)

6. Fire Districts (remaining $0.50)
Regional Fire Protection Service Authorities (up to $0.50)
Library Districts, Park Districts (up to $0.50)
Hospital Districts (up to $0.50)
Metropolitan Parks Districts formed before January 1, 2002 (up to $0.50)

FEDERAL & STATE GRANTS AND CONSERVATION
PROGRAMS
Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program
National Park Service
http://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/rtca/

The Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, also known as the Rivers & Trails Program or RTCA,
is a technical assistance resource for communities administered by the National Park Service and federal
government agencies so they can conserve rivers, preserve open space and develop trails and greenways.
The RTCA program implements the natural resource conservation and outdoor recreation mission of NPS in
communities across America.

Community Development Block Grants
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
These funds are intended to develop viable urban communities by providing decent housing and a suitable
living environment, and by expanding economic opportunities, principally for low and moderate income
persons. King County administers CDBG funds on behalf of the King County CDBG Consortium. The
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Consortium is established under interlocal cooperation agreements between the County and 34 cities and
towns and has a Joint Recommendations Committee to advise King County on CDBG funding and program
guidelines decisions.

North American Wetlands Conservation Act Grants Program
US Fish & Wildlife Service
http://www.fws.gov/birdhabitat/Grants/NAWCA/index.shtm

The North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989 provides matching grants to organizations and
individuals who have developed partnerships to carry out wetland conservation projects in the United States,
Canada, and Mexico for the benefit of wetlands-associated migratory birds and other wildlife. Two competitive
grants programs exist (Standard and a Small Grants Program) and require that grant requests be matched by
partner contributions at no less than a 1-to-1 ratio. Funds from U.S. Federal sources may contribute toward a
project, but are not eligible as match.
The Standard Grants Program supports projects in Canada, the United States, and Mexico that involve longterm protection, restoration, and/or enhancement of wetlands and associated uplands habitats.
The Small Grants Program operates only in the United States; it supports the same type of projects and
adheres to the same selection criteria and administrative guidelines as the U.S. Standard Grants Program.
However, project activities are usually smaller in scope and involve fewer project dollars. Grant requests may
not exceed $75,000, and funding priority is given to grantees or partners new to the Act’s Grants Program.

Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP)
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
www.nrcs.usda.gov/PROGRAMS/wrp/

The WRP provides landowners the opportunity to preserve, enhance and restore wetlands and associated
uplands. The program is voluntary and provides three enrollment options: permanent easements, 30-year
easements, and 10-year restoration cost-share agreements. In all cases, landowners retain the underlying
ownership in the property and management responsibility. Land uses may be allowed that are compatible with
the program goal of protecting and restoring the wetlands and associated uplands. The NRCS manages the
program and may provide technical assistance.

Recreation and Conservation Office Grant Programs
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Office
www.rco.wa.gov

The Recreation and Conservation Office was created in 1964 as part of the Marine Recreation Land Act. The
RCO grants money to state and local agencies, generally on a matching basis, to acquire, develop, and enhance
wildlife habitat and outdoor recreation properties. Some money is also distributed for planning grants. RCO
grant programs utilize funds from various sources. Historically, these have included the Federal Land and
Water Conservation Fund, state bonds, Initiative 215 monies (derived from unreclaimed marine fuel taxes), offroad vehicle funds, Youth Athletic Facilities Account and the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program.

Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA)
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This program, managed through the RCO, provides matching grants to state and local agencies to protect
and enhance salmon habitat and to provide public access and recreation opportunities on aquatic lands.
In 1998, DNR refocused the ALEA program to emphasize salmon habitat preservation and enhancement.
However, the program is still open to traditional water access proposals. Any project must be located on
navigable portions of waterways. ALEA funds are derived from the leasing of state-owned aquatic lands
and from the sale of harvest rights for shellfish and other aquatic resources.

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program (WWRP)
The RCO is a state office that allocates funds to local and state agencies for the acquisition and
development of wildlife habitat and outdoor recreation properties. Funding sources managed by the RCO
include the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program. The WWRP is divided into Habitat Conservation
and Outdoor Recreation Accounts; these are further divided into several project categories. Cities,
counties and other local sponsors may apply for funding in urban wildlife habitat, local parks, trails and
water access categories. Funds for local agencies are awarded on a matching basis. Grant applications are
evaluated once each year, and the State Legislature must authorize funding for the WWRP project lists.

Land and Water Conservation Fund
The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) provides grants to buy land and develop public outdoor
facilities, including parks, trails and wildlife lands. Grant recipients must provide at least 50% matching
funds in either cash or in-kind contributions. Grant program revenue is from a portion of Federal revenue
derived from sale or lease of off-shore oil and gas resources.

National Recreational Trails Program
The National Recreational Trails Program (NRTP) provides funds to maintain trails and facilities that
provide a backcountry experience for a range of activities including hiking, mountain biking, horseback
riding, motorcycling, and snowmobiling. Eligible projects include the maintenance and re-routing of
recreational trails, development of trail-side and trail-head facilities, and operation of environmental
education and trail safety programs. A local match of 20% is required. This program is funded through
Federal gasoline taxes attributed to recreational non-highway uses.

Youth Athletic Facilities (YAF) Program
The YAF provides grants to develop, equip, maintain, and improve youth and community athletic facilities.
Cities, counties, and qualified non-profit organizations may apply for funding, and grant recipients must
provide at least 50% matching funds in either cash or in-kind contributions.

Boating Facilities Program (BFP)
The program pays for projects that acquire, develop, and renovate facilities for motorized boats and other
watercraft, including launching ramps, guest moorage, and support facilities. Typical projects include
renovating boat launches, adding guest moorage facilities and building parking, restrooms, and other
boating amenities. Local agencies and special purpose districts must provide 25% match for each project,
and at least 10% of the total project cost must be from a non-state, non-federal contribution.

Boating Infrastructure Grant (BIG) Program
The Boating Infrastructure Grant Program provides funding to develop and renovate boating facilities
targeting guest recreational boats 26 feet and larger. Grants also may be used for boater education.
Typical projects include renovating guest docks, adding utilities to moorage docks, and building moorage
docks and floats. A 25% match is required for all projects. Except for state agencies and Native American
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tribes, at least 10% of the total project cost must be from a non-state, non- federal contribution.

Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Fund
Grants are awarded by the Salmon Recovery Funding Board for acquisition or restoration of lands directly
correlating to salmon habitat protection or recovery. Projects must demonstrate a direct benefit to fish
habitat. There is no match requirement for design-only projects; acquisition and restoration projects
require a 15% match. The funding source includes the sale of state general obligation bonds, the federal
Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund and the state Puget Sound Acquisition and Restoration Fund.

STP/CMAQ Regional Competition - Puget Sound Regional Council
http://psrc.org/transportation/tip/selection/

Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds are considered the most “flexible” funding source provided
through the federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act (SAFETEA-LU). Many
types of projects are eligible, including transit, carpool/vanpool, bicycle/pedestrian, safety, traffic monitoring/
management, and planning projects, along with the more traditional road and bridge projects. The purpose
of the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) program is to fund transportation projects or programs
that will contribute to attainment or maintenance of the national ambient air quality standards for ozone,
carbon monoxide and particulate matter. The two goals of improving air quality and relieving congestion
were strengthened under SAFETEA-LU by a new provision establishing priority consideration for costeffective emission reduction and congestion mitigation activities when using CMAQ funding. The King County
Growth Management Planning Council serves as the countywide board in the allocation of some federal
transportation grant funds to projects within King County, through the Puget Sound Regional Council.

Pierce County Historic Preservation Grant
The program is funded by the County’s one dollar portion of the five dollar per instrument surcharge charged
by the Auditor for each document recorded under provisions of RCW 36.22.170 (1)(a). The program goal
is to distribute small, yet meaningful, grants to help promote historic preservation throughout the county.
Maximum grant amounts fall into two categories: 1) $15,000 for stabilization, restoration, or rehabilitation of
local (CLG) register-listed buildings or structures; and 2) $5,000 for photographic/document preservation,
historic markers, history research, and public events/programming.

Pierce County Conservation Futures Tax
https://www.co.pierce.wa.us/1477/Conservation-Futures-Program

Conservation Futures is a land preservation program for the protection of threatened areas of open space,
timber lands, wetland, habitat areas, agricultural and farm lands within the boundaries of Pierce County.
Conservation Futures funds are used to acquire the land or the rights to future development of the land.
The funding for this program is a state authorized / county property tax. The Pierce County Council enacted
the tax and all property taxpayers pay 6.25 cents per $1,000 of assessed value of each Pierce County owned
parcel. These monies, identified in the budget as Conservation Futures, are budgeted annually by the Pierce
County Council.
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OTHER METHODS & FUNDING SOURCES
Business Sponsorships/Donations
Business sponsorships for programs may be available throughout the year. In-kind contributions are often
received, including food, door prizes and equipment/material.

Greater Gig Harbor Foundation
The mission of the Foundation is to strengthen the greater Gig Harbor and Key peninsulas community
through collaborative engagement to enrich the region by raising funding, advocating for and providing
support to help meet diverse needs in five core areas - arts and culture, education, environment, recreation
and social capital - all essential to supporting vibrant, healthy and sustainable communities.

Interagency Agreements
State law provides for interagency cooperative efforts between units of government. Joint acquisition,
development and/or use of park and open space facilities may be provided between Parks, Public Works and
utility providers.

Private Grants, Donations & Gifts
Many trusts and private foundations provide funding for park, recreation and open space projects. Grants
from these sources are typically allocated through a competitive application process and vary dramatically
in size based on the financial resources and funding criteria of the organization. Philanthropic giving is
another source of project funding. Efforts in this area may involve cash gifts and include donations through
other mechanisms such as wills or insurance policies. Community fundraising efforts can also support park,
recreation or open space facilities and projects.

ACQUISITION TOOLS & METHODS
Direct Purchase Methods
Market Value Purchase
Through a written purchase and sale agreement, the District purchases land at the present market value based
on an independent appraisal. Timing, payment of real estate taxes and other contingencies are negotiable.

Partial Value Purchase (or Bargain Sale)
In a bargain sale, the landowner agrees to sell for less than the property’s fair market value. A landowner’s
decision to proceed with a bargain sale is unique and personal; landowners with a strong sense of civic pride,
long community history or concerns about capital gains are possible candidates for this approach. In addition
to cash proceeds upon closing, the landowner may be entitled to a charitable income tax deduction based on
the difference between the land’s fair market value and its sale price.
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Life Estates & Bequests
In the event a landowner wishes to remain on the property for a long period of time or until death, several
variations on a sale agreement exist. In a life estate agreement, the landowner may continue to live on the land
by donating a remainder interest and retaining a “reserved life estate.” Specifically, the landowner donates or
sells the property to the District, but reserves the right for the seller or any other named person to continue
to live on and use the property. When the owner or other specified person dies or releases his/her life
interest, full title and control over the property will be transferred to the District. By donating a remainder
interest, the landowner may be eligible for a tax deduction when the gift is made. In a bequest, the landowner
designates in a will or trust document that the property is to be transferred to the city upon death. While a
life estate offers the District some degree of title control during the life of the landowner, a bequest does not.
Unless the intent to bequest is disclosed to and known by the District in advance, no guarantees exist with
regard to the condition of the property upon transfer or to any liabilities that may exist.

Gift Deed
When a landowner wishes to bequeath their property to a public or private entity upon their death, they can
record a gift deed with the county assessors office to insure their stated desire to transfer their property
to the targeted beneficiary as part of their estate. The recording of the gift deed usually involves the tacit
agreement of the receiving party.

Option to Purchase Agreement
This is a binding contract between a landowner and the District that would only apply according to the
conditions of the option and limits the seller’s power to revoke an offer. Once in place and signed, the Option
Agreement may be triggered at a future, specified date or upon the completion of designated conditions.
Option Agreements can be made for any time duration and can include all of the language pertinent to closing
a property sale.

Right of First Refusal
In this agreement, the landowner grants the District the first chance to purchase the property once the
landowner wishes to sell. The agreement does not establish the sale price for the property, and the landowner
is free to refuse to sell it for the price offered by the District. This is the weakest form of agreement between
an owner and a prospective buyer.

Conservation and/or Access Easements
Through a conservation easement, a landowner voluntarily agrees to sell or donate certain rights associated
with his or her property (often the right to subdivide or develop), and a private organization or public agency
agrees to hold the right to enforce the landowner’s promise not to exercise those rights. In essence, the
rights are forfeited and no longer exist. This is a legal agreement between the landowner and the District
that permanently limits uses of the land in order to conserve a portion of the property for public use
or protection. The landowner still owns the property, but the use of the land is restricted. Conservation
easements may result in an income tax deduction and reduced property taxes and estate taxes. Typically,
this approach is used to provide trail corridors where only a small portion of the land is needed or for the
strategic protection of natural resources and habitat. Through a written purchase and sale agreement, the
District purchases land at the present market value based on an independent appraisal. Timing, payment of
real estate taxes and other contingencies are negotiable.
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Park or Open Space Dedication Requirements
Local governments have the option to require developers to dedicate land for parks under the State
Subdivision Law (Ch. 58.17 RCW) and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) (Ch. 43.21C RCW). Under the
subdivision law developers can be required to provide the parks/recreation improvements or pay a fee in lieu
of the dedicated land and its improvements. Under the SEPA requirements, land dedication may occur as part
of mitigation for a proposed development’s impact.

Landowner Incentive Measures
Density Bonuses
Density bonuses are a planning tool used to encourage a variety of public land use objectives, usually in urban
areas. They offer the incentive of being able to develop at densities beyond current regulations in one area, in
return for concessions in another. Density bonuses are applied to a single parcel or development. An example
is allowing developers of multi-family units to build at higher densities if they provide a certain number of lowincome units or public open space. For density bonuses to work, market forces must support densities at a
higher level than current regulations.

Transfer of Development Rights
The transfer of development rights (TDR) is an incentive-based planning tool that allows land owners to
trade the right to develop property to its fullest extent in one area for the right to develop beyond existing
regulations in another area. Local governments (e.g., City of North Bend) may establish the specific areas in
which development may be limited or restricted and the areas in which development beyond regulation may
be allowed. Usually, but not always, the “sending” and “receiving” property are under common ownership.
Some programs allow for different ownership, which, in effect, establishes a market for development rights to
be bought and sold.

IRC 1031 Exchange
If the landowner owns business or investment property, an IRC Section 1031 Exchange can facilitate the
exchange of like-kind property solely for business or investment purposes. No capital gain or loss is
recognized under Internal Revenue Code Section 1031 (see www.irc.gov for more details). This option may be
a useful tool in negotiations with an owner of investment property, especially if the tax savings offset to the
owner can translate to a sale price discount for the District.

Current (Open Space) Use Taxation Programs
Property owners whose current lands are in open space, agricultural, and/or timber uses may have that land
valued at their current use rather than their “highest and best” use assessment. This differential assessed
value, allowed under the Washington Open Space Taxation Act (Ch.84.34 RCW) helps to preserve private
properties as open space, farm or timber lands. If land is converted to other non-open space uses, the land
owner is required to pay the difference between the current use annual taxes and highest/best taxes for
the previous seven years. When properties are sold to a local government or conservation organization
for land conservation/preservation purposes, the required payment of seven years worth of differential tax
rates is waived. The amount of this tax liability can be part of the negotiated land acquisition from private to
public or quasi-public conservation purposes. King County has four current use taxation programs that offer
this property tax reduction as an incentive to landowners to voluntarily preserve open space, farmland or
forestland on their property. More information is available at
http://dor.wa.gov/Docs/Pubs/Prop_Tax/OpenSpace.pdf
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OTHER LAND PROTECTION OPTIONS
Land Trusts & Conservancies
Land trusts are private non-profit organizations that acquire and protect special open spaces and are
traditionally not associated with any government agency. Forterra (formerly called the Cascade Land
Conservancy) is the regional land trust serving the Peninsula, and their efforts have led to the conservation
of more than 234,000 acres of forests, farms, shorelines, parks and natural areas in the region (www.
forterra.org). Also, the Great Peninsula Conservancy, a private non-profit land trust, works toward protecting
the rural landscapes, natural habitats and open spaces of the Great Peninsula of Puget Sound, and this land
trust has conserved over 5,700 acres in the region (www.greatpeninsula.org). Other national organizations
with local representation include the Nature Conservancy, Trust for Public Land and the Wetlands
Conservancy.

Regulatory Measures
A variety of regulatory measures are available to local agencies and jurisdictions. Available programs
and regulations include: Critical Areas Ordinance; State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA); Shorelines
Management Program; and Hydraulic Code, Washington State Department of Fisheries and Department of
Wildlife.

Public/Private Utility Corridors
Utility corridors can be managed to maximize protection or enhancement of open space lands. Utilities
maintain corridors for provision of services such as electricity, gas, oil, and rail travel. Some utility companies
have cooperated with local governments for development of public programs such as parks and trails within
utility corridors.

209

DISTRICT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN | 2017

PenMet Parks
10123 78th Ave NW
Gig Harbor, WA 98332
Info@penmetparks.org

210

