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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
One of the distinctive features of the City of Snohomish is its unique setting with quality 
parks, recreation, and open space resources.  As a small town experiencing increasing 
development pressure, it is incumbent upon the City to be proactive in providing and 
planning for adequate parks, recreation and open space.  To that end, this Plan describes a 
20-year, long-term vision for the parks, recreation, and open space in the City of 
Snohomish and its vicinity, based on an analysis of existing conditions, community 
demographics, residents’ needs and interests, and regional trends for parks and recreation 
activities.      
 
The Plan is organized into eight primary sections:  

(1) Purpose and Vision  
(2) Benefits of Parks and Recreation  
(3) Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Goals and Policies  
(4) Existing Park and Recreation Facilities  
(5) Recreation Demographic and Trends  
(6) Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards  
(7) 20-Year Parks, Recreation, and Open Space System  
(8) Implementation and Next Steps   

 
The Plan proposes the following 20-year vision for parks, recreation, and open space: 

Parks, recreation and open space protect both the economic and physical health of 
communities and residents alike.  They are essential services of local government. 
The City of Snohomish plans to continue providing high-quality parks and open 
space over the next 20 years.  The City also intends to continue partnering with 
other agencies and interest groups to effectively meet the parks, open space and 
recreation needs of the City.   
 
The parks, recreation, and open space system emphasizes a safe and sustainable 
pedestrian-oriented community.  The system provides access to and connectivity 
between City parks and open space and ensures linkages to recreation facilities 
outside City limits.  Parks and open space provide residents access to the City's 
varied high-quality natural resources, including the Snohomish River, Pilchuck 
River, and Blackmans Lake, and contribute to the ecological function of these 
natural systems, while supporting the City’s historic heritage and helping to 
maintain an identifiable edge between the community and its agricultural and 
forested surroundings.      
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Parks, recreation, and open space goals and policies are presented in the Plan and were 
drawn from various City documents and planning efforts.  The Plan’s parks, recreation, 
and open space goals and policies address six topics: 

• Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Opportunities and Access  
• Role of the City’s Shorelines  
• Operations and Maintenance of Existing Facilities  
• Promotion of Community Health and Quality of Life  
• Effective Use of City Resources  
• Coordination with Other Agencies and Organizations       

 
Definitions are presented for six park and open space types, including pocket parks, 
neighborhood parks, community parks, regional parks trails, and open space.  Level-of-
service (LOS) standards were established in this Plan for four of these park and open 
space types, including neighborhood parks, community parks, trails, and open space.  The 
City’s existing LOS conditions for each of these park types and open space were then 
compared to the standard.  The results are as follows: 
 

Park Type LOS Standard Existing LOS Condition 

Pocket 
No recommended LOS standard  (developed 

when opportunity arises & public benefit is 
demonstrated) 

N/A 

Neighborhood 75% of population within ½ mile of a 
neighborhood park 

Approx. 13% of population within 
½ mile of a neighborhood park 

Community 90% of population within 1.5 miles of a 
community park 

Approx. 98% of population within 
1.5 miles of a community park 

Regional No recommended LOS standard 
(City not expected to provide Regional Parks) N/A 

Trails 90% of population within ½ mile of a trail 67% of population within ½ mile 
of a trail 

Open Space 10% of City of Snohomish maintained as 
open space 

Approx. 4% of City of Snohomish 
maintained as open space 

 
As is shown in this table, the City’s existing LOS performance today varies by park and 
open space type.  Existing LOS for community parks and trails compares favorably to the 
Plan’s LOS standard, but the City’s neighborhood parks and open space LOS needs 
improvement.   
 
To enable the City to achieve the Plan’s LOS standards, a number of new park and trail 
projects are proposed over many years.  The reproduction of Figure 8-7 (see page 53 for 
original) presents the 20-year vision for the City’s parks, recreation, and open space plan.  
Proposed park and trail projects have been defined sequentially in three phases: Phase I 
(2008-2013); Phase II (2014-2019); and Phase III (2020-2025).  This phased approach 
will enable the City to develop the PROS system in a step-wise process, while also 
recognizing the funding cycles and competing capital facility needs of the City.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
Since its establishment in 1859, the City of Snohomish (City) has been a unique 
community within Snohomish County.  The City’s National Historic District and 
numerous waterfronts (Snohomish River, Pilchuck River, and Blackmans Lake), small 
town feel, and strong sense of community, produces a city where the natural and urban 
environment is balanced.  A prominent aspect of the City’s distinctive character is its 
high-quality parks, recreation, and open space resources.  The City has worked hard 
throughout its history to ensure access to and availability of parks and recreation 
opportunities.  As a small town experiencing increasing development pressure, it is 
incumbent upon the City to be proactive in providing and planning for parks, recreation 
and open space.  To that end, this document describes a 20-year, long-term vision for the 
parks, recreation, and open space in the City of Snohomish and the vicinity.   
 
Overall, this Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Long Range Plan (Plan) 
provides a framework for parks, recreation, and open space within the City, based on an 
analysis of existing conditions, community demographics, residents’ needs and interests, 
and regional trends for parks and recreation activities.  Utilizing this information, the 
Plan not only addresses the City’s current parks, recreation, and open space needs, but 
also the changing needs of the City over time. Given the increasingly rapid evolution of 
modern society, no long-range plan can be certain of the characteristics of a dynamic 
population over a 20-year period.  Therefore, the Plan will most effectively meet the 
needs of Snohomish residents if it is updated on an on-going basis to ensure consistency 
between the City’s vision and residents’ aims.  The Plan has been structured to that end.        
 

This Plan recognizes the 
contribution of extensive planning 
work already completed by the 
City, including “Imagine 
Snohomish,” Strategic Plan, 
Riverfront Master Plan, 
Comprehensive Plan, 2006 Parks 
Plan – Action Plan, 2006 Parks 
Plan – ADA Transition Plan, and 
previous public surveys and 
outreach.  Throughout the 
development of this Plan, the City 
provided residents and 
stakeholders numerous 

opportunities to provide input (detailed in Appendix A).  Additionally, the City’s 6-year 
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and Parks and Recreation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan depict the conclusions reached in this document.  The document 
also ensures the City’s eligibility for Washington State Recreation and Conservation 
Office (RCO) (formerly the Office of the Interagency Committee for Recreation, or IAC) 
grant programs.      
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The Plan is organized into eight primary sections:  

(1) Purpose and Vision  
(2) Benefits of Parks and Recreation  
(3) Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Goals and Policies  
(4) Existing Park and Recreation Facilities  
(5) Recreation Demographic and Trends  
(6) Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards  
(7) 20-Year Parks, Recreation, and Open Space System  
(8) Implementation and Next Steps   

 
Collectively, these eight sections define the City’s long-term vision and its priorities for 
parks, recreation, and open space, describe the City’s existing system, and identify the 
steps necessary to achieve the long-term vision moving forward.      
 
 
 
2.0 PURPOSE AND VISION 
Purpose 

This document articulates a clear, 
implementable, and long-term vision for City of 
Snohomish parks, recreation, and open space.  
The document analyzes current City parks and 
recreation facilities, determines where the 
current parks, recreation and open space system 
could better meet the needs of Snohomish 
residents, and identifies future parks, recreation, 
and open space resources necessary to achieve 
the City’s established level-of-service (LOS) 
standards as the City’s population continues to grow.    
 
The conclusions reached in this Plan recommend parks and recreation facilities included 
in the City’s 6-Year CIP to ensure consistent progress toward implementation of the 
long-range vision for the City.  The Plan’s recommendations are structured to be easily 
translated into other City plans and documents.  For example, new facilities proposed in 
Section 8.0 are phased so that facility needs can be met in a step-wise process that 
recognizes the City’s funding cycles and competing capital facility needs.  Additionally, 
proposed new facilities were reviewed to ensure that estimates were realistic for a city of 
Snohomish’s size and financial resources.  This approach will contribute to the successful 
implementation of the Plan.       
 
 
Vision 

Parks, recreation and open space protect both the economic and physical health of 
communities and residents alike.  They are essential services of local government. 
The City of Snohomish plans to continue providing high-quality parks and open space 
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over the next 20 years.  The City also intends to continue partnering with other 
agencies and interest groups to effectively meet the parks, open space and recreation 
needs of the City.   
 
The parks, recreation, and open space system emphasizes a safe and sustainable 
pedestrian-oriented community.  The system provides access to and connectivity 
between City parks and open space and ensures linkages to recreation facilities 
outside City limits.  Parks and open space provide residents access to the City's varied 
high-quality natural resources, including the Snohomish River, Pilchuck River, and 
Blackmans Lake, and contribute to the ecological function of these natural systems, 
while supporting the City’s historic heritage and helping to maintain an identifiable 
edge between the community and its agricultural and forested surroundings.     
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3.0 BENEFITS OF PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE  
Parks, recreation, and open space play a critical role in creating high-quality communities 
and their public benefits are well documented.  Over the past decade, the National 
Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) has been a leader and advocate in 
communicating and promoting the various benefits of parks, recreation, and open space.  
Countless park and recreation departments around the country have adopted NRPA’s 
slogan of “the benefits of parks and recreation are endless” (NRPA 2007a).  Recently, the 
economic benefits of parks and open space (and smart growth planning approaches, more 
generally) have also become better understood and quantified, along with the more 
traditional individual, community, and environmental benefits.  Public parks, recreation, 
and open space provide areas for exercising, holding family and community activities, 
participating in sports, and enjoying wildlife and the outdoors, among other benefits.  
This section reviews the various types of benefits created by parks, recreation, and open 
space.     
 
Economic Benefits 

Development of a high-quality parks and open 
space system within a community has been 
shown to create significant economic benefits 
for residents.  In a number of case studies, 
proximity to parks and open space has been 
shown to the increase property value of adjacent 
parcels, stimulate economic development, and 
reduce the public cost of public service 
provision.  In The Economic Benefits of Parks 
and Open Space, a literature review of the role 
of parks and open space on local economies, the 
Trust for Public Lands (2007) identified a wide 
range of economic benefits resulting from parks and open space.  In this document, a 
number of case studies where parks and open space served to attract new commercial and 
residential investment were cited.  For example, the City of Boulder, Colorado preserved 
open space using a dedicated sales tax beginning in the late 1960s.  As early as the 1970s, 
it was determined that residents would pay substantially more for houses located near 
parks and open space.  In one neighborhood, total property values increased by $5.4 
million after the greenbelt was constructed, resulting in a $500,000 per year increase in 
property taxes generated.  This increase in property tax off-set the City’s costs ($1.5 
million) in three years (Trust for Public Lands 2007).  A number of other cities were 
shown to have comparable results.  Land adjacent to greenbelts in the City of Salem, 
Oregon was found to be valued approximately $1,200 higher than that only 1,000 feet 
away.  Similarly, in a study of homes bordering the Burke-Gilman Trail in Seattle, 
Washington it was determined that those homes sold for approximately six percent more 
than other houses of comparable size not located along the trail.     
 
As the U.S. workforce has become more mobile, locating in areas of high quality of life 
has become a critical tool for employers to attract highly sought-after workers.  Trust for 
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Public Lands (2007) cites a 1996 report by Arthur Anderson that found that mid- and 
high-level executives were increasingly choosing work locations based on the area’s 
amenities, including quality educational facilities and parks and open space.  In addition, 
the document quoted the Director of California’s Sierra Business Council when she said, 
“the quality of life in this region drives our economic engine.”  Increasingly, businesses 
that depend on a highly-educated workforce emphasize a high quality of life in their 
decision to locate in an area.  Ample parks and recreation opportunities for local residents 
contribute substantially to local business recruitment efforts.  
  
Other economic benefits created by parks and open space include:     

• Attraction of tourists, creating short-term and long-term employment 
opportunities for local residents; 

• Contribution to increased property values on adjacent properties;  
• Planned local activities in parks bring customers into town, increasing spending in 

the retail and service industries; and 
• Helping to attract new businesses through an improved standard of living, thereby 

boosting the local economy. 
 
Individual and Community Benefits 

In addition to economic benefits, parks and open 
space create a number of benefits for individual 
residents and communities as whole.  Parks and 
open space provide opportunities for individuals of 
all ages and abilities to be physically active, 
socially engaged, and cognitively stimulated.  They 
also stimulate participation in personal health and 
fitness activities and contribute to full and 
meaningful lives through mental and physical 
health (NRPA 2007b).  Through these activities 
community bonds are strengthened and social 
interactions between residents are encouraged.  A 
quality parks and open space system provides 
organized and structured activities for local youth, 
seniors, and others, while also fostering a sense of 
community pride.      
 
Other individual and community benefits parks and 
open space create include:   

• Opportunities for rest, relaxation, and revitalization that reduce stress; 
• Help ensure an overall higher quality of life; 
• Contribute to children’s play and general activity, an essential component of early 

childhood development;  
• Provide refuges of safety for at-risk youth; 
• Preserve and interpret historic community assets;  
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• Provide opportunities for community involvement, as well as a sense of 
responsibility for the resource; 

• Promote sensitivity to ethnic cultural diversity (NRPA 2007b); and 
• Supply emergency housing and evacuation sites during catastrophic events. 

 
Environmental Benefits 

Parks and open space also often contribute to a range of environmental benefits to a 
community.  Open space may be provided along with more active recreation 
opportunities at park sites or at separate locations.  Both parks and open space allow for 
the protection and preservation of vital green spaces, critical wildlife habitat, and natural 
processes.  In many cases, parks and open space allow for education of visitors regarding 
the appropriate use of natural areas as recreational areas.  Parks and open space also 
contribute to clean air and water by removing toxins in groundwater and surface waters 
(NRPA 2007b).    
 
All of these benefits, and many more, can be realized from the City’s parks, recreation, 
and open space system.  Providing the opportunity for residents to enjoy and have 
adequate access to these many benefits is the overall aim of this Plan.  
 
 
4.0 PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE GOALS AND 

POLICIES 
The City’s overall parks, recreation, and open space values and priorities are expressed in 
the following goals and policies.  Because parks and recreation play such varied roles 
within a community and create a wide range of benefits, the City’s parks and recreation 
goals and policies are classified into six categories:  

• Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Opportunities and Access  
• Role of the City’s Shorelines  
• Operations and Maintenance of Existing Facilities  
• Promotion of Community Health and Quality of Life  
• Effective Use of City Resources  
• Coordination with Other Agencies and Organizations       

 
Goals and policies for each of these categories are provided below.     
 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Opportunities and Access 

Goal PRO 1.0 Provide a High-Quality System of Parks, Recreation, and Open 
Space – Develop a well-maintained, interconnected system of multi-
functional parks and recreation facilities and open space that is 
attractive, safe and available to all segments of the City’s population.  

Policy PRO 1.1 Strive to meet the City’s Park and Recreation LOS standards. 
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Policy PRO 1.2 Ensure a diverse collection of parks and recreation programs and 
facilities, including pocket parks, neighborhood parks, community 
parks, and trails and open space, to meet the needs of City 
residents.  

 
Policy PRO 1.3 Emphasize the establishment of trail and bike/pedestrian path 

connections between existing and future parks, residential, 
commercial, and employment areas.  As a part of this effort, 
identify potential locations for pedestrian connections across 
Highway 9.   

 
Policy PRO 1.4 Complete the design, planning, and construction of Harryman’s 

Farm Park as a neighborhood park. 
 
Policy PRO 1.5 Ensure Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance for all 

new and existing recreation facilities, where applicable. 
 
Policy PRO 1.6 All new residential development shall provide funds and/or 

parkland to ensure new development does not diminish the City’s 
PROS LOS. 

 
Policy PRO 1.7 Conduct periodic surveys of City of Snohomish residents and 

service providers to measure satisfaction with existing facilities 
and identify demand not being met by existing facilities (if any). 

 
Policy PRO 1.8 Complete construction of the Snohomish Senior Center and 

continue to ensure high-quality services for Snohomish seniors. 
 
Policy PRO 1.9 Provide an off-leash dog area within proximity of Centennial Trail. 
 

Goal PRO 2.0 Preserve Important Open Space Areas – Protect and preserve open 
space areas that are scenic, ecologically significant and sensitive, serve 
as urban separators, provide trails and/or wildlife corridors, and/or 
enhance fish and wildlife habitat.  

 
Policy PRO 2.1 Strive to meet the City’s Open Space LOS standard. 
 
Policy PRO 2.2 Encourage the dedication of open space and/or Native Growth 

Protection Areas (NGPA) to the City as part of the plat process. 
 
Policy PRO 2.3 When undeveloped land is converted to urban use, ensure that 

highly-valued open space is preserved, whenever possible. 
 
Policy PRO 2.4 Encourage the preservation and/or restoration of native vegetation 

in natural areas and open space throughout the City and control the 
spread of noxious weeds.   
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Policy PRO 2.5 Identify key environmentally-sensitive land for potential purchase 

and/or conservation easement to provide open space corridors and 
critical habitat within the City.   

 
Policy PRO 2.6 Foster and promote environmental stewardship, responsibility and 

awareness within the City, especially among youth. 
 
Policy PRO 2.7 Dedication of critical open space areas to the public shall not fulfill 

requirements for dedication for park purposes. 
 
Role of the City’s Shorelines  
Goal PRO 3.0 Connect City Residents with Their Shorelines – Strengthen the 

shoreline connection between the City and its lakes and riverfront 
areas.  

Policy PRO 3.1 Enhance and/or expand park facilities, recreation activities, and 
public access along the City’s shorelines. 

 
Policy PRO 3.2 Expand public ownership and access along the City’s shorelines 

through targeted purchases and/or land dedication. 
 
Policy PRO 3.3 Provide public access to key shoreline areas, consistent with the 

public safety, private property rights, and sensitive resource 
protection needs. 

 
Policy PRO 3.4 Encourage re-orientation and/or renovation of downtown buildings 

to take advantage of their proximity to the Snohomish River and 
improve public access to the shoreline. 

 
Policy PRO 3.5 Support and encourage community activities along the City’s 

shorelines, specifically in the downtown area. 
 
Policy PRO 3.6 Identify an appropriate site and relocate the Cady boat launch to 

improve its access, parking, and river current. 
 
Operations and Maintenance of Existing and New Facilities 

Goal PRO 4.0 Provide for Maintenance of Recreation Sites and Facilities by 
Ensuring Sufficient Parks and Recreation Funding and Staffing – 
Ensure that all park sites, equipment and facilities are maintained at a 
level that enhances public safety, maximizes equipment and facility 
lifespan, provides a positive park experience, and meets public 
expectations by providing necessary funding and staff resources.  

 
Policy PRO 4.1 Design and develop recreation facilities that are durable and low 

maintenance to reduce maintenance requirements and costs.  
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Policy PRO 4.2 Keep parks and recreation facilities clean and in good condition 

through effective maintenance.  Maintain City-owned properties to 
support the “Garden City” image of the community.   

 
Policy PRO 4.3 Utilize best management practices in park maintenance activities.  
 
Policy PRO 4.4 Acknowledge each park’s history and the contribution of the 

Snohomish community through a recognition wall or similar park 
feature. 

 
Policy PRO 4.5 Develop and adopt a park naming policy and a set of approved 

park and public facility standard details.  
 

Policy PRO 4.6 Support and encourage community activities along the City’s 
shorelines, especially in the downtown area. 

 
Policy PRO 4.7 Aerial utilities and telecommunication transmission infrastructure 

that result in unmitigated adverse impacts are prohibited. Utility 
corridors and easements can offer important opportunities for 
recreation and open space. The city should seek opportunities to 
create desirable recreation facilities upon properties used 
principally for utilities and similar infrastructure.  

 
Promotion of Community Health and Quality of Life 

Goal PRO 5.0 Provide Non-motorized Trail and Access Opportunities that 
Connect People and Places and Promote a Healthy Lifestyle – 
Continue to promote and increase walkability, connectivity and 
bike/pedestrian access to and within the City.  

 
Policy PRO 5.1 Develop a City-wide trail system with internal connections and 

regional linkages (including regional partnerships to connect bike 
and walking trails from other parts of the region and finish trail 
linkages to the Centennial Trail).  

 
Policy PRO 5.2 Include trails, bike routes, walkways and safe street crossings in 

transportation planning to promote active lifestyles, conservation 
of resources, and protection of the environment.   

 
Policy PRO 5.3 Implement public outreach and wayfinding programs to help 

citizens locate and use City parks, trails, and open space.   
 
Policy PRO 5.4 Encourage physical activity by all City residents, with a special 

emphasis on young people and senior citizens. 
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Policy PRO 5.5 Ensure that active recreation facilities within the City and the 
surrounding area, including baseball and softball fields, soccer 
fields, basketball courts, and others, are sufficient to meet the 
needs of City residents for practice and competition.     

 
Effective Use of City Resources 

Goal PRO 6.0 Expand Park, Recreation, and Open Space Opportunities Via the 
Strategic Use of Existing Resources and the Addition of Parks and 
Recreation Staff – Continue to provide high-quality parks, recreation, 
and open space for City residents through the efficient use of City 
resources and the establishment of a future Parks and Recreation 
Department.  

 
Policy PRO 6.1 Establish a City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation Department 

and develop staff as an essential City resource.  
 
Policy PRO 6.2 Utilize effective and efficient methods of acquiring, developing, 

operating and maintaining recreation facilities and programs that 
accurately distribute costs and benefits to public and private 
interests.  

 
Policy PRO 6.3 Strategically identify potential land for future City parks and open 

space and prioritize the acquisition of key parcels of land needed to 
meet the park and recreation needs of City residents.   

 
Policy PRO 6.4 Ensure that new development is accommodated without reducing 

the LOS established for critical municipal services, including 
parks, recreation, and open space through the utilization of a 
GMA-based parks impact fee and other resources.   

 
Policy PRO 6.5 Recognizing that construction and operation of particular parks and 

recreation facilities (e.g. swimming pools, sports complexes, etc.) 
is beyond the current financial capability of the City, coordinate 
with other agencies and organizations for the efficient delivery of 
these services.  

 
Policy PRO 6.6 Land and facilities may be provided by a developer to the City in 

lieu of an equivalent portion of the park impact fee where the City 
determines that such land or facilities serve the demands of growth 
in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Long Range Plan.  

 
Coordination with Other Agencies and Organizations  

Goal PRO 7.0 Coordinate with Other Entities to Provide Recreation Facilities or 
Services Not Provided by the City – Provide a complete system of 
park and recreational facilities and open space, coordinate with entities 
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that provide other public, non-profit, and private recreation facilities or 
services that are needed by City residents. 

 
Policy PRO 7.1 Work with adjacent public agencies, community groups, non-

profits, and private organizations to provide recreation facilities 
and open space, especially in areas experiencing increased 
development pressure.  

 
Policy PRO 7.2 Identify parks and recreation demand not currently met by existing 

City resources (e.g. dog parks) and determine potential solutions 
for adding these resources to the system, either through use of City 
resources or coordination with other agencies and organizations. 

 
Policy PRO 7.3 Maintain close coordination and communication with important 

regional parks and recreation partners, including Snohomish 
County, Snohomish Parks Foundation, and others.   

 
Policy PRO 7.4 Work with the Snohomish School District for the use of ballfields, 

pools, and other recreation facilities by the public to supplement 
(but not replace) existing park facilities.   

 
Policy PRO 7.5 Encourage the transition of public properties (e.g. schools, etc.) 

proposed for surplus into City parks, recreation, and open space.  
 

Goal PRO 8.0 Support Private and Non-Profit Recreation Providers to Meet the 
Needs of City Residents – Recognize and support the important role 
of private recreation providers in meeting the full range of recreation 
needs of City residents. 

 
Policy PRO 8.1 Work with private recreation providers to ensure the availability of 

private facilities in the long-term, such as ballfields.  
 
Policy PRO 8.2 Provide sites and facilities for operation through lease agreements 

and other arrangements to community organizations that serve 
youth, seniors, low-income, and other City Council priority groups.  

 
 
5.0 EXISTING PARKS, RECREATION FACILITIES, AND OPEN 

SPACE  
Parks, recreation, and open space are generally categorized by their user type, facilities 
provided, and overall size.  The NRPA defines various park types for local jurisdictions 
to meet the needs of residents.  The park definitions below are based on NRPA 
definitions, as well as definitions used by the Washington State RCO (previously the 
IAC) and by communities around Washington State in their PROS plans.  The definitions 
below provide broad guidance regarding the components of different parks and trails.  
Specific LOS standards for each of these (if applicable) are provided in Section 7.0.  

 Page 11 of 58 



City of Snohomish   PROS Long-Range Plan 

 Page 12 of 58 

Pocket Parks 

Pocket parks, as the name implies, are typically 
small areas (less than two acres) used to provide 
specific recreation opportunities (e.g., a 
playground, benches, etc.) for a local population 
that may have limited or no convenient pedestrian 
access to larger parks (neighborhood, community, 
etc.).  Pocket parks are usually accessed by foot or 
other non-motorized method of travel and do not 
have designated parking.  Generally, these parks 
provide a limited number of recreation facilities.  The City of Snohomish currently 
operates eight pocket parks throughout the City.  Many of these pocket parks are very 
small and were established as opportunities arose over time and have not been 
strategically located.   
   
Neighborhood Parks 

Neighborhood parks are generally considered the 
basic unit of a park system.  These parks tend to 
be smaller in size (approximately two to five 
acres) and provide a variety of recreation and 
social opportunities for residents living within a 
0.25- to 0.5-mile radius.  Neighborhood parks 
may include landscaped and/or open space areas, 
but tend to provide a small number of 
developed/built recreation facilities that can be 
used for organized or impromptu sports activity 
(e.g., single ball fields, single courts, in-park 
trails, picnic areas, etc.).  Neighborhood parks are usually accessed by foot or other non-
motorized means of travel and, consequently, do not typically provide significant on-site 
parking.  Large arterials and highways are considered barriers for use of neighborhood 
parks due to the primarily non-motorized means of travel to and from them. 
(Consequently, these barriers, when present, reduce the service area of neighborhood 
parks.)  The City of Snohomish currently operates one neighborhood park (Morgantown 
Park).  Neighborhood parks should be strategically located to meet the needs of residents 
of various neighborhoods.   
 
In the past, the term “community park” was used in previous plans, including the 2006 
Park Action Plan and current SEPA-based park impact fee ordinance.  The term is 
equivalent to what is defined above and in the associated GMA-based park impact fee 
ordinance to be adopted as a part of this effort as a neighborhood park.  As such, this 
document includes a change in park terminology that will be included in subsequent 
documents.  
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Community Parks 

Community parks serve a broader purpose and 
population base compared to neighborhood parks.  
These parks are often larger (greater than five 
acres in size) and frequently provide both 
developed (i.e., constructed) recreation as well as 
passive recreation opportunities.  Community 
parks are generally designed to provide recreation 
opportunities to people living within a 1- to 3-
mile radius and typically have designated parking 
for users, though non-motorized access and connections are encouraged.  In contrast to 
neighborhood parks, large arterials and highways do not create barriers to community 
parks because these parks are primarily accessed using automobiles.  The level of 
development in a community park may range from light (e.g., single use soft surface 
trails, picnic sites, non-delineated play fields, etc.) to high (e.g., multiple delineated ball 
fields, multiple sport courts, paved trails, group picnic shelters, etc.).  There are currently 
five community parks in the City of Snohomish, including Averill Youth Complex, Hill 
Park, Ferguson Park, Pilchuck Park, and the Riverfront Park (including Kla Ha Ya Park, 
Cady Park, and the Gazebo).  Sometimes these parks are smaller and single-purpose, 
however, community parks generally serve a larger area encompassing multiple 
neighborhoods.     
 
Regional Parks 

Regional parks typically serve multiple 
communities.  In addition to providing 
developed recreation opportunities, regional 
parks also typically include open space with 
unique landscapes, natural resources, and/or 
aesthetic resources.  While regional parks 
may provide developed/built site facilities 
commonly found in neighborhood and/or 
community parks (e.g., playgrounds, ball 
fields, picnic areas, etc.), they often 
incorporate larger, highly developed recreation facilities (e.g., tournament ball fields, 
regional trails, swim complexes, etc.) and special use facilities (e.g., amphitheaters, 
special event grounds, etc.) that are usually not practical at community parks.  Regional 
parks are large, commonly 25 acres or larger, and generally serve the population within a 
25-mile radius.  Designated parking is usually provided in regional parks, though non-
motorized access and connections are encouraged.  The City of Snohomish does not 
operate a regional park facility.  These types of facilities are generally provided and 
managed by county and state agencies (though larger cities may provide them as well).   
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Trails 

In general, a trail may be a land or water corridor 
that provides recreational, aesthetic, transportation, 
and/or educational opportunities to motorized 
and/or non-motorized users of all ages and 
abilities.  Common types of trails include in-park 
trails (e.g. single or multi-purpose soft or hard 
surfaced trails located within parks or open space), 
connector trails (single or multi-purpose hard 
surface trails that emphasize safe travel between 
parks and other community features), and regional trails (single or multi-purpose hard 
surface trails that cross community boundaries and connect important/significant regional 
areas), among others.  Trails may also be designed for specific uses (e.g., equestrians, off-
road vehicles (ORV), cross-country skiers, etc.).  Regional trails typically must meet 
specific city, county, and/or state trail design guidelines.  The City currently provides a 
number of non-motorized trails to Snohomish residents.   
 
Open Space 

Open space areas tend to be set aside primarily for 
the preservation of natural/significant resources, 
remnant/important landscapes, and/or as 
visual/aesthetic buffers.  These areas may also 
serve important historic or ecological/natural 
functions that would be lost in more highly 
developed park environments.  These areas may be 
in public or private ownership and the public 
property interest may be in fee or easement.  
Commonly, open space tracts are established 
through plot dedication, permit requirements, or acquisition.  While recreation use is not 
necessarily precluded in open space areas, appropriate uses tend to be limited to those 
activities (e.g., bird watching, nature appreciation, walking/hiking, etc.) that do not 
require highly developed/built facilities.  When open space is used for these more passive 
activities, use is not guided by the same regulations as more active park uses in the city 
(e.g. requirements for dogs, etc.).  Open space owned and managed by the City of 
Snohomish currently accounts for approximately four percent of the land within the city.    
 
Table 5-1 provides an inventory of existing City-owned parks, recreation, and open 
space.  For each existing park and trail, the specific structures contained within the 
facility are listed.  More detailed information on facilities provided in each of these parks 
and the City’s planned bicycle/pedestrian improvements can be found in Appendix B.   
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Table 5-1. Inventory of Existing City-Owned Parks and Open Space.  
Park/Open Space Location Acres Facilities and Function 

POCKET PARKS 
City Hall Park 116 Union 0.02 • Open Area/Community Space 

Claytown Park 329 Ave. I 0.18 • Picnic Area 
• Playground 

Fischer Park 1214 Madrona Dr. 0.18 • Picnic Area 
• Playground 

First & Union Park First St. and Union Ave. 0.30 • Open Area/Community Space 
Maple Avenue Park 808 Maple Ave. 0.17 • Open Area/Community Space 
Old Pump House Site 311 11th St. 0.36 • Open Area/Community Space 
Sixth & Pine Park Sixth St. and Pine Ave. 0.37 • Open Area/Community Space 
Thirteenth & A Park Thirteen St. and Ave. A 0.06 • Open Area/Community Space 
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 

Morgantown Park 200 Long Street 2.24 

• Basketball Court (1/2)  
• Picnic Areas 
• Playground 
• River Access 
• Trail (ADA Accessible) 

COMMUNITY PARKS 

Averill Park 
(Averill Youth Complex) 400 Second St. 1.20 

• Skate Park 
• Picnic Areas 
• “Tot lot”/Playground 
• Youth Complex (Boys & Girls 

club) 

Ferguson Park 1330 Ferguson Park Rd. 13.48 

• Basketball Court (1/2) 
• Playground 
• Picnic Areas and Shelter 
• Disc Golf Course 
• Lake Access 
• Boat Launch  
• Restrooms 

Hill Park 1610 Park Ave. 5.97 

• Picnic Areas 
• Fishing Piers 
• Lake Access/Swimming 
• Multi-use Play Field 
• Picnic Shelters (2) 
• Restrooms  
• Trail (ADA Accessible) 

Pilchuck Park 169 Cypress Ave. 13.24 

• Basketball Court 
• Baseball Fields 
• Tennis Courts (2) 
• Picnic Areas 
• Playground 
• River Access 
• Cemetery Site 

Riverfront Park (incl. Kla Ha Ya 
Park, Cady Park, Ave. A 
Gazebo, & Visitor Center) 

Downtown Snohomish 
Riverfront (First St.) 3.68 

• Boat Launch 
• Picnic Areas 
• River Access 
• Gazebo 
• Trail (ADA Accessible) 
• Visitor Center 
• Restrooms 
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Park/Open Space Location Acres Facilities and Function 
TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE 

Casino Royale Powerline Trail 2100 Park Ave. 10.00 • Trail (ADA Accessible) 
• Open Space 

First Street Open Space (Ave. 
E to Ave. G)  First St. 1.02 • Open Space 

Harryman’s Farm Park 
(Undeveloped) 2411 Lake Ave. 7.20 • Open Space 

Hill Park 1610 Park Ave. 5.97 • Trail (ADA Accessible) 

Interurban Trail Ford Ave. to Ave. C 3.82 • Trail 
• Open Space 

Lake Mount Site 1671 Lakemont Ave. 1.01 • Open Space 

Machias Road Hillside Maple Ave. (between 15th 
St. and 17th St.) 11.75 • Open Space 

Morgantown Park 200 Long Street 2.24 • Trail (ADA Accessible) 

North Machias Hillside S. Machias Rd. and Old 
Machias Rd. 5.90 • Open Space 

Pilchuck Riverbank—Sixth St. Pilchuck Riverbank at 
Sixth St. 2.01 • Open Space 

Riverfront Park Downtown Snohomish 
Riverfront (First St.) 3.68 • Trail (ADA Accessible) 

Centennial Trail  State Ave., First St. to 
Bowen St. 1.00 • Trail (ADA Accessible) 

Willow Right-of-Way (ROW) 
Willow Ave., Between 
First St. and Snohomish 
Riverbank  

0.56 • Open Space 

Source: City of Snohomish 2007 (unpublished). 
 
 
The City has and will continue to work to ensure public access to its unique natural 
resources.  Nearly half of the shoreline of Blackmans Lake is currently in City ownership 
and two-thirds of the Snohomish River shoreline within the City limits is open to the 
public through a combination of fee ownership and easements.  At the end of 2006, over 
43 acres of dedicated open space and one pocket park have been established through the 
City’s development review process.  The City will continue to use this process to expand 
parks, recreation, and open space resources. 
 
Generally, the City’s existing public service delivery model, which includes recreation 
services, is that the City provides the facility or land and a partner organization builds or 
programs it. Examples of this model include the Boys and Girls Club, Senior Center, 
visitor center, food bank, the first affordable housing development, and the public 
restrooms on First Street.  While this model may not necessarily ensure services to all 
groups, it is extremely nimble and cost-effective for a city of limited financial resources.   
 
In addition to the City-owned properties listed in Table 5-1, a number of other public and 
private recreation providers and the school district operate parks and recreation facilities 
in and around the City of Snohomish.  These facilities are listed below in Table 5-2.  In 
combination, these facilities provide City residents a variety of parks and recreation 
opportunities.  Additional privately-held open space distributed throughout the city and 
surrounding area, most commonly designated as dedicated NGPAs, also contribute open 
space and natural resources in the community.       
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Table 5-2. Inventory of Other Park Facilities Near the City of Snohomish. 

Park/Open Space Location Facilities and Function 
SCHOOL FACILITIES1 

Snohomish Senior High School 1316 Fifth St.  

• Gymnasium 
• Performing Arts Center 
• Football Field* 
• Baseball Field* 
• Soccer Field 
• Tennis Courts (8) 
• Running Track 

Snohomish Freshman Campus 601 Glen Ave.  
• Gymnasium 
• Playfields 
• Running Track 

Valley View Junior High  99th Ave. SE  

• Gymnasium 
• Playfields 
• Tennis Courts (2) 
• Running Track 

Centennial Middle School  3000 Machias Rd.  

• Gymnasium 
• Playfields 
• Tennis Courts (2) 
• Running Track 

Cascade View Elementary 2401 Park Ave. 

Cathcart Elementary  8201 188th St. SE  

Central Primary Center  221 Union Ave.  

Dutch Hill Elementary  8231 131st Ave. SE  

Emerson Elementary  1103 Pine Ave.  

Little Cedars Elementary 7408 144th Place SE 

Machias Elementary  231 147th Ave. SE  

Riverview Elementary  7322 64th St. SE  

Seattle Hill Elementary 12711 51st Ave. SE  

Totem Falls Elementary 14211 Snohomish Dr. 

All Elementary Schools Provide: 
• Gymnasium 
• Playgrounds 
• Playfields**  

Hal Moe Pool 405 3rd St.  • Competition/swimming pool 
(Adjacent to Averill Park)2 

REGIONAL FACILITIES 
Centennial Trail Maple Ave. (& northward) • Multi-purpose Trail 

Flowing Lake Park 48th St. SE 

• Picnic Areas 
• Camping 
• Fishing Dock 
• Boat Launch 
• Lake Access/Swimming 

Lake Roesiger Park Lake Roesiger Rd  
• Picnic Areas 
• Boat Launch 
• Lake Access/Swimming 

Lord Hill Park  Lord Hill Rd  • Hiking Trail 
• Horse Trail 
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Park/Open Space Location Facilities and Function 
PRIVATE FACILITIES 
9th Street Cottages Park  8th St. and Cottage Ln. • Playground 
Choice Turf Driving Range Marsh Road • Driving Range 
Echo Falls Country Club 20414 121st Ave. SE  • Golf Course/Driving Range 
Flowing Lake Golf Course  5001 Weber Rd. • Golf Course/Driving Range 
Kenwanda Public Golf Course  14030 Kenwanda Dr. • Golf Course/Driving Range 
North Snohomish Little League 115th Ave. SE • Baseball Fields 
Snohomish Public Golf Course  7806 147 Ave. SE • Golf Course/Driving Range 

Snohomish Senior Center  1514 Pine Ave.3 
• Social Activities 
• Health & Nutrition 
• Education 

Snohomish Soccer Dome  521 Maple Ave. • Indoor Soccer 
• Fitness Center 

Stocker Fields  Lincoln Ave. • Soccer Fields 
South Snohomish Little League 115th Ave. SE • Baseball Fields 

Zion Lutheran School 3923 103rd Ave. SE • Ball fields 
• Gym 

* Available only for students.  
** Equipped for practice only, due to safety standards for league play.  
Notes: 
1 A new high school (Glacier Peak High School) is expected to be complete in 2008. 
2 Closed in 2007 - awaiting renovation and repairs. 
3 This is the temporary location of the Senior Center during the planning and construction of a new facility expected in 

2008. 
Source: City of Snohomish 2006; City of Snohomish 2007 (unpublished). 
 
 
Figure 5-1 shows the location of all City-owned parks and recreation facilities within the 
City limits, as well as the location of other prominent County and private recreation 
facilities and publicly-owned (non-City) parcels.   
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6.0 RECREATION AND DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS 
To meet future parks and recreation needs, it is important to understand current trends in 
parks and recreation demand and potential demographic changes within the City of 
Snohomish and, more generally, the Puget Sound region.  This section reviews current 
trends in statewide and regional recreation activities, as presented in the upcoming update 
of the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), and expected 
changes in population and demographic characteristics of the City of Snohomish.  These 
data inform the conclusions reached in subsequent sections and should be used in the 
City’s recreation program planning.  
 
Current Regional and Statewide Participation Rates 

In Washington State, a commonly-used source of information regarding recreation 
activity participation has been provided by the State of Washington Interagency 
Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) (now known as RCO).  RCO develops and 
updates SCORP documents approximately every 5 years.  SCORP planning documents 
provide baseline recreation-related data, as well as recommendations and guidance to all 
recreation providers in the State.  The latest SCORP document, titled An Assessment of 
Outdoor Recreation in Washington State, was completed in 2002 (a new version of the 
SCORP is currently being developed by the IAC and will likely be available in late 
2007/early 2008).  While, the latest SCORP document does not provide city, county, or 
region specific activity participation rates, it does provide statewide information that is 
helpful for planning purposes (IAC 2002).   
 
At the state level, over half (53 percent) of state residents participate in some form of 
outdoor recreation activity.  In terms of outdoor activity participation, the most popular 
activities for residents of Washington State include walking/hiking, outdoor team and 
individual sports, nature-oriented activities, sightseeing, bicycle riding, picnicking, water-
based activities, snow/ice activities, fishing, and camping, among others.  Table 6-1 
displays the estimated number of participants for some of these popular activities. 
 
The 2002 SCORP Assessment also provides an analysis of the need for recreation 
facilities in the state.  This analysis is based on actual recreation participation and an 
inventory of land and recreation facilities; preference was not a factor in this assessment.  
Conclusions of the needs analysis that are potentially relevant to the City include the 
following: 
 

• Most outdoor recreation takes place close to home on local lands; 
• Public frustration with recreation agencies seems to indicate a need for better 

communication among providers and users; and  
• Reports of increased crowding and conflict in virtually all types of recreation 

indicate a need to provide better-managed land and facilities. 
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Table 6-1.  Estimated Number of Participants in Select Outdoor Activities in 
Washington State (2002). 

Activity Estimated Number of Statewide Participants1 

Bicycling  
On roads/streets 791,000 
On urban trails 194,000 
On rural trails 88,000 

Walking  
On sidewalks 649,000 
On roads and streets 609,000 
With a pet (undesignated 
site/location) 547,000 

In a park or trail setting 448,000 
With a pet (on a leash in a park/trail) 321,000 

Picnicking  
At undesignated sites 525,000 
At designated picnic sites 459,000 
At group facilities 157,000 

Playground Activities  
At a park 277,000 
At a school 176,000 

Water-based Activities (fresh water)  
Fishing – bank/shore 264,000 
Fishing - boat 237,000 
Swimming 196,000 
Motor boating 153,000 
Muscle-powered boating 
(canoe/kayak/rowboat) 57,000 

Water-skiing 49,000 
Personal watercraft use 40,000 

Running/Jogging  
On streets/sidewalks 144,000 
On trails 61,000 
On outdoor tracks 44,000 

Hiking  
On urban trails 94,000 
On rural trails 74,000 

Roller/Inline Skating  
On roads/sidewalks 99,000 
On trails/outdoor facilities 32,000 

Basketball  
Indoor 95,000 
Outdoor 58,000 
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Activity Estimated Number of Statewide Participants1 

Soccer  
Outdoor 84,000 
Indoor 34,000 

Skateboarding  
On roads/sidewalks 71,000 
On trails/outdoor facilities 10,000 

Tennis  
Outdoor 69,000 
Indoor 35,000 

Baseball 49,000 
Football 48,000 
Softball 40,000 
1 Estimated number of participants rounded to nearest 1,000. 
Source: IAC 2002. 
 
 
RCO is in the process of analyzing new recreation survey data collected in 2006 within 
10 regions of the state made up of constituent counties.  Preliminary data is presented in 
Table 6-2 for the North Cascades Region, as well as the State.  The North Cascades 
Region includes Snohomish, Skagit, Okanogan, Whatcom, and Chelan Counties.  (Note: 
Direct comparison with previous SCORP data is not possible at this time due to the 
preliminary nature of the 2007 data.  However, the 2007 data are helpful in drawing 
conclusions that are more region-specific, compared to 2002 data.) 
 
Table 6-2.  Preliminary Estimates of Participants in Recreation Activities in the 
North Cascades Region and Washington State (2007).1 

North Cascades Region State 
Activity Number Percentage Number Percentage

Picnicking 602,904 54.9% 3,004,436 47.8% 
Walking and Hiking     

Walking with a pet 411,322 37.4% 2,331,044 37.1% 
Walking without a pet 576,742 52.5% 3,484,390 55.4% 
Hiking 244,268 22.2% 1,296,780 20.6% 

Bicycle Riding     
Bicycle riding 340,745 31.0% 2,045,794 32.5% 
Bicycle touring 20,083 1.8% 47,577 .8% 

Other Physical Activities     
Playground activities such as 
swings or slides 344,387 31.3% 2,146,207 34.1% 

Aerobics/fitness activities at a 
facility 282,787 25.7% 1,545,512 24.6% 

Weight conditioning at a facility 226,606 20.6% 1,154,168 18.4% 
Jogging or running 343,043 31.2% 1,893,206 30.1% 
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North Cascades Region State 
Activity Number Percentage Number Percentage

Swimming in a pool 274,165 24.9% 1,484,053 23.6% 
Roller or in-line skating 60,843 5.5% 418,555 6.7% 
Skateboarding 31,736 2.9% 267,489 4.3% 
Badminton 25,806 2.3% 162,912 2.6% 
Court games like handball, 
racquetball, and squash 58,002 5.3% 247,178 3.9% 

Volleyball 105,581 9.6% 438,611 7.0% 
Basketball 181,766 16.5% 1,083,807 17.2% 
Tennis 88,574 8.1% 340,058 5.4% 
Football 95,705 8.7% 444,009 7.1% 
Rugby 11,652 1.1% 19,484 .3% 
Lacrosse 0 0 39,969 .6% 
Soccer 161,694 14.7% 811,617 12.9% 
Baseball 144,261 13.1% 606,744 9.6% 
Softball 83,650 7.6% 348,395 5.5% 
Golf 105,888 9.6% 619,346 9.9% 

Water-Based Activities     
Fishing – bank/shore 94,206 8.6% 539,100 8.6% 
Fishing - boat 113,333 10.3% 464,401 7.4% 
Swimming 267,990 24.4% 1,215,962 19.3% 
Motor boating 173,395 15.8% 712,694 11.3% 
Muscle-powered boating 
(canoe/kayak/rowboat) 84,539 7.7% 441,482 7.0% 

Water-skiing 50,481 4.6% 133,189 2.1% 
Personal watercraft use 35,244 3.2% 171,710 2.7% 

Activities at Indoor Community 
Facilities     

Activity center 102,836 9.4% 709,419 11.3% 
Arts and crafts class or activity 61,995 5.6% 345,581 5.5% 
Class or instruction 180,002 16.4% 825,987 13.1% 
Social event 354,036 32.2% 1,943,806 30.9% 

1 All data presented in Table 6-2 is preliminary and is subject to change based on further analysis by RCO. 
Source: RCO 2007 (unpublished preliminary SCORP data). 
 
 
Table 6-3 displays the estimated number of participants in select activities for the City, 
assuming City of Snohomish residents participate in activities at approximately the same 
rate at those in the larger North Cascades Region.  While there are likely some 
differences between City and regional activity participation, the information presented in 
Table 6-3 provides a general indicator of participation for the City and can be used to 
help guide the decision-making process regarding existing recreation facility and use area 
needs. 



City of Snohomish   PROS Long-Range Plan 

 Page 25 of 58 

Table 6-3.  Estimates of City Participants in Recreation Activity Types, Based on 
2007 RCO Estimates of Activities in the North Cascades Region.1 

Activity 
North Cascades 

Region Percentage 
Estimated Number of 

City Participants2 

Picnicking 54.9% 4,925 
Walking and Hiking   

Walking with a pet 37.4% 3,355 
Walking without a pet 52.5% 4,709 
Hiking 22.2% 1,991 

Bicycle Riding   
Bicycle riding 31.0% 2,781 
Bicycle touring 1.8% 161 

Other Physical Activities   
Playground activities such as 
swings or slides 31.3% 2,808 

Aerobics/fitness activities at a 
facility 25.7% 2,305 

Weight conditioning at a facility 20.6% 1,848 
Jogging or running 31.2% 2,799 
Swimming in a pool 24.9% 2,234 
Roller or in-line skating 5.5% 493 
Skateboarding 2.9% 206 
Badminton 2.3% 206 
Court games like handball, 
racquetball, and squash 5.3% 475 

Volleyball 9.6% 861 
Basketball 16.5% 1,480 
Tennis 8.1% 727 
Football 8.7% 780 
Rugby 1.1% 99 
Soccer 14.7% 1,319 
Baseball 13.1% 1,175 
Softball 7.6% 682 
Golf 9.6% 861 

Water-Based Activities   
Fishing – bank/shore 8.6% 771 
Fishing - boat 10.3% 924 
Swimming 24.4% 2,189 
Motor boating 15.8% 1,417 
Muscle-powered boating 
(canoe/kayak/rowboat) 7.7% 691 

Water-skiing 4.6% 413 
Personal watercraft use 3.2% 287 



City of Snohomish   PROS Long-Range Plan 

 Page 26 of 58 

Activity 
North Cascades 

Region Percentage 
Estimated Number of 

City Participants2 

Activities at Indoor Community 
Facilities   

Activity center 9.4% 843 
Arts and crafts class or activity 5.6% 502 
Class or instruction 16.4% 1,471 
Social event 32.2% 2,888 

1 All data presented in Table 6-3 is preliminary and is subject to change based on further analysis by RCO. 
2 Based on a 2007 population of 8,970 (OFM 2007). 
Source: RCO 2007 (unpublished preliminary SCORP data). 

 
 
In addition to the number of participants, evaluating the frequency of participation and 
desire for future participation is helpful in identifying potential existing and future 
recreation facility and use area needs.  The preliminary 2007 SCORP data is limited at 
this time regarding these variables.  The 2007 preliminary data that is available is 
presented in Table 6-4, but only for the entire state, not the North Cascades Region.  As 
can be seen in Table 6-4, not only are some activities highly participated in, but they are 
also activities that state residents would like to participate in more frequently.   
 
Table 6-4.  Preliminary Estimates of Current Participation and Desire for Future 
Participation in Select Recreation Activities in Washington State (2007).1 

Activity Category 
Current Participation 

(percent)2 
Total Times 
Participated3 

Future Participation 
(percent)4 

Picnicking 48% 14,693,065 70% 
Walking/Hiking 78% 125,135,760 69% 
Bicycle Riding 33% 18,953,890 53% 
Other Physical Activities 70% 113,197,335 62% 
Water-based Activities – 
Fishing 15% 4,436,698 51% 

Water-based Activities – 
Excluding Fishing 36% 12,322,768 71.3% 

Activities at Indoor 
Community Facilities 45% 17,771,315 48% 
1 All data presented in Table 6-4 is preliminary and is subject to change based on further analysis by the RCO. 
2 Percent of state population that indicated participating in each activity category at least once in the past year. 
3 Total number of times state residents participated in each activity category. 
4 Percent of state population that indicated they would like to participate in each activity category more frequently. 
Source: RCO 2007 (unpublished preliminary SCORP data). 

 
 
Extrapolating from the data presented in Table 6-4, it is possible to determine the average 
number of times of participation per year for each activity category.  The approximate 
average number of times of participation per participant is listed below for each activity 
category from Table 6-4: 
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• Walking/hiking – 26 times 
• Other physical activities – 26 times 
• Bicycle riding – 9 times 
• Activities at indoor community facilities – 6 times  
• Picnicking – 5 times  
• Water-based activities (fishing) – 5 times 
• Water-based activities (excluding fishing) – 5 times 

 
In general, those activities that are participated in more frequently will likely require 
additional facilities and/or management actions to accommodate higher use levels and 
limit potential impacts (e.g., visitor conflict, vegetation damage, litter, etc.).  However, 
current desire to participate more frequently in an activity does not necessarily translate 
into actual use given typical constraints on recreation participation (e.g., leisure time, 
budgets, weather, etc.). 
 
Recreation Participation Trends 

Estimating future recreation participation is not an exact science, but can provide useful 
insight into probable trends that may affect not only activities and participation levels, but 
also the need for land and facilities to support these activities.  Several resources are 
available that attempt to estimate future recreation participation at the regional and 
national levels.  The most applicable of these resources is a recent IAC (2003) report 
regarding future estimates of recreation participation.  The key findings of this report are 
summarized below, as they relate to recreation participation in the City.  Additionally, a 
community’s demographic profile can be helpful in terms of extrapolating potential 
community-specific recreation participation trends from these regional and national 
trends.  The City’s demographic profile and anticipated changes are summarized below, 
along with potential implications of population and activity participation changes for 
recreation planning and management. 
 
Activity Participation Trends 

A follow-on 2003 SCORP document, Estimates of Future Participation in Outdoor 
Recreation in Washington State, estimated future participation rates for popular outdoor 
recreation activities in the State, including some that are likely to occur at City facilities 
and use areas (IAC 2003).  Ten- and 20-year estimates, as a percent change in the number 
of people participating in each activity, are provided in Table 6-5 for select activities (the 
2003 IAC document only provides estimates of future participation in 15 broad categories 
of activities; only those activities that are likely to occur at City facilities and use areas 
are included in Table 6-5).  In general, the number of participants in most outdoor 
recreation activities is anticipated to increase in the future. 
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Table 6-5.  Anticipated Future Changes in Recreation Activity Participation in 
Washington State. 

Activity Estimated 10-Year Change Estimated 20-Year Change 
Walking +23 percent +34 percent 
Nature Activities +23 percent +37 percent 
Picnicking +20 percent +31 percent 
Bicycle Riding +19 percent +29 percent 
Hiking +10 percent +20 percent 
Sightseeing +10 percent +20 percent 
Team and Individual Sports +6 percent +12 percent 
Source: IAC 2003 

 
 
In addition to the IAC, several other resources provide estimates of future participation in 
recreation activities.  These other resources include the National Survey on Recreation 
and the Environment and the Outdoor Industry Foundation, among others.  While these 
other resources provide valuable estimates of existing and future participation rates, their 
focus tends to be on rural/wildland activities (e.g., camping, hunting, backpacking, etc.) 
that are not applicable to the more urban-types of opportunities available at City facilities 
and use areas.  However, as with the IAC’s estimates, these other resources all agree that 
participation in outdoor recreation activities is likely to continue to increase in the future.   
 
Demographic Trends 

According to the Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) estimates, 
the current City population is 8,970 (OFM 2007).  The 2000 US Census placed the City’s 
population at 8,494 (US Census Bureau 2000).  This accounts for an approximate 
population increase of about 5.6 percent over this time period.  For comparison, the State 
population increased approximately 8 percent and Snohomish County about 11 percent 
over this same period of time.  While OFM does not provide city-specific population 
forecasts, it does expect the population of Snohomish County to increase between 31 and 
75 percent from 2000 to 2025 (based on low and high projections) (OFM 2002). 
 
The Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan contains population targets for all 
jurisdictions within the County and their associated UGAs.  The jurisdiction-specific 
population targets are based on allocations of the OFM county forecasts (Snohomish 
County 2006 – Appendix D).  The City-specific population targets are displayed in Table 
6-6.  Assuming straight-line growth (i.e., the same percent growth every year), the 2027 
City population (total UGA) is expected to be approximately 14,912, an increase of about 
66 percent from the estimated 2007 population.  (Note: the jurisdiction population targets 
from the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan are based on a variety of factors and 
represent the best available long range estimates of future population at this time.) 
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Table 6-6.  City of Snohomish 2025 Population Targets. 
Area 2002 (Estimate) 2025 Target 

City of Snohomish 8,575 9,981 
Unincorporated UGA 1,619 4,554 
UGA Total 10,194 14,535 
Source: Snohomish County 2006 

 
 
In general, the number of participants in recreational activities typically increases at a 
similar rate to population growth.  For example, if a community’s population is expected 
to increase by 5 percent over the next 10 years, it can broadly be assumed that the number 
of participants in recreational activities will also increase by 5 percent. 
 
Implications for Future Planning  

Given estimates of existing recreation use, future use, and population increases, a number 
of implications for future parks and recreation planning efforts can be identified, 
including: 

• An increasing City population will likely 
mean more participants in recreation 
activities.  As more participants become 
involved in recreation activities, there will be 
a greater need placed on existing and potential 
future recreation facilities, trails, and open 
space areas.  

• Currently, residents in the North Cascades 
Region (which includes the City) participate 
in several activities at higher rates than the state population as a whole.  These 
activities include picnicking, physical activities including organized sports, and 
water-based activities.  Of particular importance to the City are the high 
participation rates in water-based activities given the City’s proximity to several 
rivers/water bodies.   

• In general, as a population ages, activity participation preferences change from 
outdoor activities and team sports to indoor fitness activities and individual sports.  
Given this general trend, it is important to plan for flexibility in the types of 
facilities and opportunities available at City-managed parks and use areas. 

• A substantial amount of research has recognized the connection between easy 
access to parks and recreation and public health.  Additionally, Washington’s 
GMA requires that cities include provisions to promote active lifestyles in their 
plans and policies.  As the City of Snohomish experiences increased urbanization 
and population, provision of adequate park and recreation opportunities, including 
trails, will play a critical role in improving overall public health.      

• Population growth in neighboring municipalities, as well as unincorporated areas 
will likely place added pressure on recreation facilities and use areas within the 
City’s UGA boundary.  This highlights the need to both cooperate with 
neighboring municipalities and the County in developing larger, regional 
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recreation management plans and the need to provide links (e.g., trails, pathways, 
etc.) to important regional recreation facilities and use areas. 

 
 
7.0 LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) STANDARDS 
LOS standards are commonly used (most frequently applied during transportation 
analysis) to measure the amount and quality of a public service or facility that should be 
provided to meet a community’s adopted goals.  In park and recreation LOS standards, 
local jurisdictions establish the number and type of park facilities they deem necessary to 
adequately serve the needs of their citizens.  LOS standards allow jurisdictions to 
establish specific targets and measure progress toward those targets over time (CTED 
2005).  By periodically comparing current levels of performance with established 
standards, it can be determined how quickly a community is (or is not) progressing 
toward their goals.   
 
LOS measures have typically been expressed using ratios of facility capacity relative to 
demand by park/facility users.  However, recently the RCO recommended that recreation 
planners instead may wish to use a spatially-based approach to LOS (IAC 2007).  Many 
communities still use an older ratio of park acreage per population (e.g. 2 acres of 
neighborhood parks per 1,000 residents) and have not yet converted to the newer LOS 
concepts standards.  In contrast to these rough measures, a spatially-based LOS standard 
measures the relationship between parks, recreation, and open spaces and the population 
and emphasizes access to parks and recreation facilities (e.g. 75 percent of the population 
within ½-mile of a park).  RCO expects local jurisdictions to adopt spatially-based 
measures in place of older per capita ratios as they update their plans and regulations. 
 
To ensure that Snohomish residents are adequately served by parks, recreation, trails, and 
open space resources and to meet the requirements of RCO, the City's LOS standards 
were updated during the development of this Plan.  Based on the unique characteristics of 
the City of Snohomish and its existing parks, recreation, and open space system, LOS 
standards for four facility types are identified, including neighborhood parks, community 
parks, non-motorized trails, and open space.  
 
These spatially-based LOS standards for areas within the City of Snohomish city limits 
are shown in Table 7-1 and are adopted by this Plan1.  These LOS standards were chosen 
based on RCO LOS recommendations, a review of the LOS standards of cities similar to 
and/or near Snohomish, and community input.   
 

                                                 
1 GMA does not allow cities to impose impact fees on areas outside of its boundaries (i.e. its UGA) because 
it does not have development-approval authority in areas outside its borders (RCW 82.02.050 - .090).  



City of Snohomish   PROS Long-Range Plan 

 Page 30 of 58 

recreation management plans and the need to provide links (e.g., trails, pathways, 
etc.) to important regional recreation facilities and use areas. 

 
 
7.0 LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS) STANDARDS 
LOS standards are commonly used (most frequently applied during transportation 
analysis) to measure the amount and quality of a public service or facility that should be 
provided to meet a community’s adopted goals.  In park and recreation LOS standards, 
local jurisdictions establish the number and type of park facilities they deem necessary to 
adequately serve the needs of their citizens.  LOS standards allow jurisdictions to 
establish specific targets and measure progress toward those targets over time (CTED 
2005).  By periodically comparing current levels of performance with established 
standards, it can be determined how quickly a community is (or is not) progressing 
toward their goals.   
 
LOS measures have typically been expressed using ratios of facility capacity relative to 
demand by park/facility users.  However, recently the RCO recommended that recreation 
planners instead may wish to use a spatially-based approach to LOS (IAC 2007).  Many 
communities still use an older ratio of park acreage per population (e.g. 2 acres of 
neighborhood parks per 1,000 residents) and have not yet converted to the newer LOS 
concepts standards.  In contrast to these rough measures, a spatially-based LOS standard 
measures the relationship between parks, recreation, and open spaces and the population 
and emphasizes access to parks and recreation facilities (e.g. 75 percent of the population 
within ½-mile of a park).  RCO expects local jurisdictions to adopt spatially-based 
measures in place of older per capita ratios as they update their plans and regulations. 
 
To ensure that Snohomish residents are adequately served by parks, recreation, trails, and 
open space resources and to meet the requirements of RCO, the City's LOS standards 
were updated during the development of this Plan.  Based on the unique characteristics of 
the City of Snohomish and its existing parks, recreation, and open space system, LOS 
standards for four facility types are identified, including neighborhood parks, community 
parks, non-motorized trails, and open space.  
 
These spatially-based LOS standards for areas within the City of Snohomish city limits 
are shown in Table 7-1 and are adopted by this Plan1.  These LOS standards were chosen 
based on RCO LOS recommendations, a review of the LOS standards of cities similar to 
and/or near Snohomish, and community input.   
 

                                                 
1 GMA does not allow cities to impose impact fees on areas outside of its boundaries (i.e. its UGA) because 
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Table 7-1.  City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation LOS Standards.  
Park Type LOS Standard 

Pocket No recommended LOS standard   
(developed when opportunities arise & public benefit is demonstrated) 

Neighborhood 75% of population within ½ mile of a neighborhood park 

Community 90% of population within 1.5 miles of a community park 

Regional No recommended LOS standard 
(City not expected to provide Regional Parks) 

Non-Motorized 
Trails 90% of population within ½ mile of a trail 

Open Space 10% of City of Snohomish maintained as open space 
Note: Open space includes publicly-owned parcels, undeveloped school propertys, undeveloped tracks deeded 
to the City, and similar areas.  Private open space parcels are not included in this calculation.  
Source: RCO 2007; City of Snohomish (unpublished). 

 
 
A table comparing these LOS standards with the City’s current level of service is 
provided below in Section 8.0.  
 
In addition to these parks, recreation, and open space LOS standards, the City’s existing 
LOS standards for parks and recreation facilities will be retained.  These facility-specific 
LOS standards include: 
 
 

Recreation Facility Type LOS Standard 
Softball Diamonds 1 per 1,000 residents 
Baseball Diamonds 1 per 3,000 residents 

Little League Ballfields 1 per 5,000 residents 
Tennis Courts 1 per 2,000 residents 

Basketball Courts 1 per 2,000 residents 
Soccer/Football Fields 1 per 2,000 residents 

Swimming Pools 1 per 20,000 residents 
Community Recreation Center 1 per 15,000 residents 
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8.0 20-YEAR PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE 
SYSTEM 

To identify the capital facilities and improvements needed in the City of Snohomish over 
the 20-year timeframe, a spatially-based service area analysis of existing park and 
recreation facilities and trails was conducted, based on the LOS standards shown in Table 
7-1.  This spatial analysis represents an important first step in determining the adequacy 
of the City’s parks, recreation, and open space resources.  Additional investigation into 
resident satisfaction through surveys and other outreach techniques would develop a 
more complete understanding of the City’s LOS.  Guidance for these surveys and 
outreach has been provided in a recent study completed by RCO (2007).  The results of 
this service area analysis were then used to estimate the mix of park and recreation 
facilities and trails required to effectively meet the needs of current and future Snohomish 
residents.  Once the various needs were determined (neighborhood parks, community 
parks, and trails), the components were assembled to develop the desired 20-year parks, 
recreation, and open space system.  Each step in the process is summarized below. 
 
Existing Service Area Analysis 

A service area analysis was completed for those park types for which the City will adopt 
an updated LOS standard, including neighborhood parks, community parks, and trails.  
The results of this analysis are provided below.      
 
Neighborhood Parks 

As shown in Table 5-1, the City of Snohomish currently owns and operates one park, 
Morgantown Park, that meets the criteria for neighborhood parks, as presented in Section 
5.0.  Morgantown Park provides a range of facilities to nearby residents, including a 
basketball court, a playground, and picnic areas (see Table 5-1 for more information).  
Based on the neighborhood park LOS standard (0.5-mile service area) shown in Section 
7.0, a spatial analysis of the neighborhood park service area was conducted.  The results 
of this analysis are presented in Figure 8-1.   
 
As is shown in Figure 8-1, only a small portion of the Snohomish residents are currently 
served by Morgantown Park.  Due to its location along the eastern border of the city, the 
service area of Morgantown Park is localized to residents of the central-eastern portion of 
the City.  As a result, the large majority of Snohomish residents, especially residents in 
downtown Snohomish and areas just north of downtown, do not have an easily-accessed 
neighborhood park nearby.  Using the service area depicted in Figure 8-1, it is estimated 
that approximately 13 percent of Snohomish residents (within the City and UGA) are 
located within a 0.5-mile service area of a neighborhood park.  This percentage is 
substantially lower than the LOS standard of 75 percent of the population.    
 
Community Parks 

In contrast to its limited number of neighborhood parks, the City of Snohomish owns and 
operates a number of parks meeting the criteria for community parks.  As depicted in 
Table 5-1, five of the City’s 14 existing parks, including Ferguson Park, Hill Park, 
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Averill Youth Complex, Pilchuck Park, and Riverfront Park (which includes Kla Ha Ya 
Park, Cady Park, and the Gazebo), are defined as community parks.  Figure 8-2 shows 
the results of the community park service area analysis when the City’s community park 
LOS standard (1.5 mile service area) is applied to these five parks.      
 
As depicted in Figure 8-2, the City’s existing five community parks adequately serve the 
majority of the City’s population.  All of the City’s existing urban area and the majority 
of land in its UGA is served by the City’s community parks.  Only the northwestern-most 
tip of the City’s UGA is not currently served by existing community parks.  Based on the 
service areas shown in Figure 8-2, approximately 98 percent of Snohomish residents 
(within the City and UGA) are adequately served by existing community parks.  
 
Non-Motorized Trails and Open Space 
Table 5-1 lists the various non-motorized trails and open space currently owned and 
operated by the City and County.  Existing trails available to Snohomish residents include 
portions of the Centennial Trail in the City (owned by the County), the Interurban Trail, 
the Riverfront Trail, and the Powerline Trail (Casino Royale Open Space).  Based on the 
City’s trail LOS standard shown in Section 7.0 (0.5 mile service area), a service area 
analysis of existing City trails was completed.  The results of this analysis are presented 
in Figure 8-3.  
   
As shown in Figure 8-3, a substantial portion of the City’s population is within 0.5 mile 
of an existing trail.  All of these trails are located east of the Highway 9 corridor and they 
adequately serve the majority of neighborhoods in that area.  No City trails have been 
established in the recently-annexed areas west of Highway 9; however, some local trails 
have been constructed as part of subdivision development.  Highway 9 creates a 
substantial barrier for residents hoping to access existing trails by non-motorized 
transportation (i.e. bicycle riders and pedestrians), thus limiting access to existing trails 
for residents west of the highway.  Future trails planning should consider this absence of 
trails (see below for more details of proposed future trail alignments).  Based on the trail 
service areas shown in Figure 8-3, approximately two-thirds (67 percent) of Snohomish 
residents are within 0.5 miles of an existing trail.  This is below the trail LOS standard 
presented in Section 7.0 (90 percent of residents within 0.5 miles of a trail).  
 
Currently, the City maintains approximately four percent of the City’s 2,080 acres as 
open space.  These approximately 78 acres have been obtained through a combination of 
plat dedication, permit requirements, easements, and acquisitions.  In addition to City 
property, many other publicly-owned parcels, such as school sites and Bonneville Power 
Administration (BPA)-owned land, provide some open space on their property.  
Currently, schools own approximately 61 acres in the city and a total of approximately 
195 acres are owned and maintained by other public agencies, including the BPA.  This 
additional acreage is not included in the City’s existing LOS calculations, but contributes 
to the city’s open space and natural character, nonetheless.     
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Summary of City LOS Standards and Existing Service 
As discussed briefly above, the City’s ability to meet the LOS standards presented in 
Section 7.0 varies depending upon the park type.  Table 8-1 compares the City’s LOS 
standards and the current LOS, based on existing facilities.   
 
Table 8-1.  City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation LOS Standards and Existing LOS.  

Park Type LOS Standard Existing LOS Condition 

Pocket 
No recommended LOS standard  (developed 

when opportunity arises & public benefit is 
demonstrated) 

N/A 

Neighborhood 75% of population within ½ mile of a 
neighborhood park 

Approx. 13% of population within 
½ mile of a neighborhood park 

Community 90% of population within 1.5 miles of a 
community park 

Approx. 98% of population within 
1.5 miles of a community park 

Regional No recommended LOS standard 
(City not expected to provide Regional Parks) N/A 

Trails 90% of population within ½ mile of a trail 66.6% of population within ½ mile 
of a trail 

Open Space 10% of City of Snohomish maintained as 
open space 

Approx. 4% of City of Snohomish 
maintained as open space 

 
 
Overall, the City is currently performing well in two of the four LOS standards, but 
neighborhood parks and open space provision falls below the desired LOS standards.  At 
this time, only approximately 13 percent of all City residents live within 0.5 mile of an 
existing neighborhood park.  This is substantially below the 75 percent LOS standard.  To 
achieve the 75 percent LOS standard, the City would need to add a number of new 
neighborhood parks in the coming years.  Approximately four percent of the City is 
currently maintained as public open space, compared to the proposed standard of 10 
percent.  Over time, additional public open space will be needed to meet the 10 percent 
open space standard.   
 
Comparatively, the City is performing well in the other two categories: community parks 
and trails.  Approximately 98 percent of all City residents are within 1.5 miles of a 
community park (compared to the 90 percent LOS standard) and almost 67 percent of the 
population is within 0.5 mile of a trail (compared to the 90 percent LOS standard).  
Because the City currently exceeds the LOS standard for community parks, no new 
community parks are required at this time.  In the future, however, as the City’s 
population grows and the capacity of existing parks is exceeded, an additional 
community park and/or the expansion of existing community parks will most likely be 
needed.  New trails will be needed to meet the 90 percent LOS standard.  As discussed 
above, additional trails should be targeted to areas west of Highway 9, if possible (see 
below for potential future trail alignments).   
 
In the future, the City would likely consider new pocket parks as opportunities arise and a 
need is demonstrated.  However, because pocket parks sites are typically opportunity-
based, this Plan does not establish a LOS standard for them.     
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Future Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (20-Year System)  

After determining the status of the existing park and open space system based on the 
service area analysis and population served, the number, type and location of various 
park and recreation resources were identified that would contribute to meeting the City’s 
LOS standards.  Each of the three park types analyzed is discussed below.  A figure 
showing the entire 20-year parks, recreation, and open space system is also provided.  
Future proposed parks and trails were separated into three, approximately 6-year phases 
(Phase III is 8 years) to fit into the City’s rolling 6-year CIP update process and provide a 
regular and incremental process for adding new City resources over time.  Phasing is 
intended to allow for the prioritization of projects and should not be considered a firm 
time table for implementation.  Implementation of the identified projects over time will 
depend upon City growth patterns and available funding.      
 
Neighborhood Parks 

Given the current discrepancy between existing neighborhood park resources and the 
neighborhood parks LOS standard, a number of new neighborhood parks are needed for 
the City to meet its LOS standard.  As shown in Figure 8-4, a total of five new 
neighborhood parks would be needed over the 20-year timeframe.  As depicted in the 
figure, two new neighborhood parks are proposed for Phase I.  The City currently owns 
land in the vicinity of the northernmost Phase I neighborhood park shown in Figure 8-4.  
This parcel will be developed as Harryman’s Farm Park, a 7.2 acre park with a variety of 
potential facilities including a picnic area, trails, sport courts, and other features (exact 
facilities are not yet determined).   
 
One additional neighborhood park is proposed in Phase II.  This park is proposed in a 
location in the northwest portion of the city, west of Highway 9 (the specific location has 
not been determined).  This new neighborhood park would serve the Bickford area of 
Snohomish.  Specifically, this neighborhood park would serve the substantial new 
development occurring and expected to continue along the Bickford Avenue corridor.   
 
Lastly, two additional neighborhood parks are proposed for Phase III.  These proposed 
new parks would be located in the northeast and southwest portions of the City, 
respectively, and primarily serve adjacent neighborhoods.  The resultant effect of each of 
the three phases on the City’s LOS is displayed in Table 8-2.        
 
Table 8-2.  Effect of Proposed Neighborhood Parks on City Park LOS. 

Phase City of Snohomish LOS 
Existing Approx. 13% of population within ½ mile of a neighborhood park 

Phase I Approx. 40% of population within ½ mile of a neighborhood park 

Phase II Approx. 49% of population within ½ mile of a neighborhood park 
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Phase III Approx. 76% of population within ½ mile of a neighborhood park 
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Community Parks 

Although the City is currently well-served by existing community park facilities, the City 
will continue to grow and use levels will increase with additional stress being placed on 
existing community parks.  As a result, an additional community park or expansion of 
existing community parks may be needed to satisfy the increased demand.  This need 
would be verified by City staff in future years through user surveys and/or physical 
evidence of over-use at existing community parks.  To meet this anticipated longer-term 
demand, additional community park development has been proposed for Phase III (this 
park would expand Riverfront Community Park).  The general location of this park is 
shown in Figure 8-5.  Adding another community park would be a lower priority in the 
short-term and the need for an additional community park should be evaluated as new 
residents move to the city and other parks and recreation resources are added over time.     
 
Trails and Open Space 

Current city residents are relatively well-served by existing trails and open space, but 
these resources are below the trails LOS standard.  Also, the City’s trails are not well-
connected, thereby not allowing for loop trail opportunities or good access to the City’s 
shorelines.  A number of new trails (and open space, in many cases) are proposed in 
Figure 8-6.  These proposed trails aim to create a city-wide, multi-use trails network 
(combining pedestrian/bicycle paths and traditional trails) that will be easily-accessed by 
most Snohomish residents.  The phasing of proposed trails would generally include:  

• Phase I 
o Completion of missing links in the Centennial Trail (3); and 
o Construction of a trail between the Harryman’s Farm Park (proposed 

neighborhood park) site and the Powerline Trail (Casino Royale open 
space).   

• Phase II 
o Extension westward of the Riverfront Trail to the Cemetery Creek outfall; 
o Extension of the Interurban Trail to Avenue D;  
o Provision of bicycle and pedestrian improvements along Bonneville Avenue 

to Highway 9;  
o Establishment of a new trail and open space corridor along Cemetery Creek;  
o Provision of bicycle and pedestrian access improvements along 56th Street 

SE;  
o Develop a loop trail route, including on- and off-road segments, around 

Blackmans Lake; and  
o Establishment of a non-motorized trail atop an existing transmission line 

right-of-way (ROW) south of 56th Street SE.  This potential trail would then 
connect to the Casino Royale open space via roadway sidewalk 
improvements.   
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Public Process of the  
City of Snohomish Parks, Recreation, and  

Open Space Long Range Plan 
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Community Input as a Cornerstone of the PROS Long Range Plan  
Throughout the preparation of this Plan, the opinions and concerns of Snohomish 
residents served as the foundation of our work.  Previous surveys completed by the City 
related to parks and recreation informed the preparation and approach taken in the Plan.  
Additionally, the City has provided a number of opportunities for Snohomish residents 
and other stakeholders to provide input into the 20-year vision of parks, recreation, and 
open space, including: 

• Establishment of and Review by the PROS Long Range Plan Advisory 
Committee – To support the preparation of the PROS Long Range Plan, a 
PROS Long Range Plan Advisory Committee was established, comprised of 
citizen representatives and stakeholder groups.  This Advisory Committee 
served as a “sounding board” throughout the process to ensure that the PROS 
Long Range Plan effectively addressed the needs of Snohomish residents and 
local parks and recreation stakeholders.  This group provided on-going input 
and reviewed interim documents and other materials.     

• Interviews with Stakeholder Groups and Residents – To supplement the 
input received from the Advisory Committee, City staff conducted a number of 
interviews with local stakeholder groups, such as active recreation facility users, 
young people, and other organizations.  Discussions focused on the types of 
parks and recreation facilities used by these groups, the benefits and 
shortcomings of the City’s existing system, and where the City should focus its 
energy and funding in the future.   

• Discussion of Interim, Draft, and Final Deliverables at the Parks and 
Recreation Board Meetings – The Parks and Recreation Board has been 
important in the development of the Plan.  At various points in the process, the 
Project team checked in with the Parks Board to ensure our efforts were 
targeted correctly to meet the needs of the Board and City residents.  
Specifically, the Project team presented preliminary findings and conclusions at 
the June 27, 2007 Parks and Recreation Board meeting.  At this meeting, the 
public was asked to provide comment on preliminary findings and conclusions 
through discussions with Parks and Recreation Board members, City staff, and 
consultants.  Comment cards were also available for attendees to write specific 
comments about the materials presented at the meeting.  Verbal and written 
comments were subsequently incorporated into the Plan.  Additionally, the 
Parks and Recreation Board and Project team reviewed the Draft PROS Long 
Range Plan at the July 25, 2007 Parks and Recreation Board meeting.  
Opportunity for public comment was afforded residents at that meeting as well.  
Another opportunity for public comment was provided at the August 22, 2007 
Parks and Recreation Board meeting.   
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• City Council Meetings – In addition to the comment opportunities at the Parks 
and Recreation Board meetings, public input was gathered at August, 
September, and October 2007 City Council meetings.  Comments received at 
these meetings were incorporated into the Final PROS Long Range Plan.      

The following pages present the public notifications placed in local newspapers and other 
outlets, notes from Advisory Committee meetings, and notes from interviews with 
stakeholder groups and residents.   
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Recreation Advisory Committee Meeting Notes 
May 8, 2007 
City of Snohomish, WA 
 
 
ATTENDEES   
Ann Stanton (City of Snohomish) 
Tom Hamilton (Planning Commission, bicycle and pedestrian recreation facility user) 
Steve Ooten (Parks Board, Park Foundation)  
Bob Klem (Economic Development Committee, CEO Soundair, Inc.) 
Mark Kilpatrick (Sport field user, knowledgeable about facility prices) 
Jeff Caudill and Sarah Daniels (EDAW). 
 
 
NOTES 

Introductions 

• Each of the committee members introduced themselves to the group.  They gave a 
brief description of why they are on the committee and which Park facilities they 
use.  

o Ann Stanton works in the City of Snohomish Public Works Department and 
will be the Project Manager. 

o Tom Hamilton is on the Planning Commission, and lives and works in 
Snohomish.  He is an avid bicycle and pedestrian recreation facility user.  

o Steve Ooten is a Snohomish resident who is on the Parks Board and the Park 
Foundation.  Steve uses Claytown Park with his family. 

o Bob Klem is a Snohomish resident, the CEO of Soundair, Inc., based in 
Snohomish and represents the Economic Development Committee.  As a 
softball player, he uses county facilities for softball.  Many of his employees 
are frequent users of the bike trails.  

o Mark Kilpatrick is a Snohomish resident, is a port field user, and represents 
the interests of the Little League in Snohomish.  He uses Hill Park, and Little 
League’s fields.  

o Michelle Bohlke is a Snohomish High School student and represents a 
younger perspective on park use in the City.  She indicated that young people 
use the Centennial Trail, the skate park and Pilchuck Park.  

o Jeff Caudill and Sarah Daniels (EDAW) are consultants based in Seattle who 
are helping to draft the Long Range Plan and Comprehensive Plan Update. 

 
Process and Deliverables 

• Process.  
o Advisory Committee will serve as a “sounding board” throughout the 

process, providing guidance on vision and direction and reviewing draft 
documents and interim deliverables 
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o Throughout the process we will present the project and relevant information 
to the Park Board and City Council and gather feedback on draft documents 

o Aim is to complete this project by the end of August 2007 and to incorporate 
changes into the Snohomish Comprehensive Plan at the end of 2007 

• Deliverables 
o Four primary deliverables will result from this project  

 New City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation Long Range Plan 
 Updated Capital Facilities Plan identifying priority projects to be 

completed within the 6-year timeframe (from the Long-Range Plan)  
 Updated Parks and Recreation Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
 New GMA-based Parks Impact Fee Ordinance (replacing the City’s 

existing SEPA-based Parks Impact Fee) 
o EDAW, Inc. will assist the City in preparing the first three deliverables listed.  

City staff will be responsible for preparing the GMA-based Parks Impact Fee 
Ordinance    

 
Vision and Values  
General Discussion 

• Must take a broader perspective in parks and recreation provision 
o Planning for recreation facilities needs to be integrated into regional plans 

and consistent with planning activities in adjacent communities.   
o Since there are many types of recreation users, all “ideas” of what makes a 

park need to be considered. 
• Important to consider “How do you identify Snohomish?” and the City’s existing 

character when developing plans. 
• Waterways in the City, especially the Snohomish River, were recognized as an 

important feature of the City  
o Provide an opportunity for reconnection between residents and the river 
o River should be made an amenity since the City has an extensive amount of 

riverfront area 
o La Conner is an example of a town that has re-acquainted its buildings with 

the river and made the river a prominent amenity within the City  
o Everett is also improving their waterfront, and perhaps coordination with 

Everett could bring people from the Everett waterfront to Snohomish   
o Other excellent examples of City’s that have utilized and developed their 

waterfront positively Savannah, GA, in the 1970s/1980s, and San Antonio, 
TX, more recently 

• Current use of the Snohomish River   
o Multiple uses of the river currently, including the small park on 1st Street 

which allows access to walk near the river    
o Areas could be developed into new parks along the water, including the west 

side of the Airport Way bridge, which is currently industrial  
 Some of this area may be in public ownership  
 Fly over from the airport and floodplain issues may limit park 

development   
o People often fish along the river, especially when salmon are running   
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• If people in the City use parks for their children, then it would be best to site these 
facilities near housing 

• Must remember Snohomish is more than downtown (“Snohomish is more than just 
1st Avenue”) and plans should reflect that 

o The area of Bickford should be connected to the downtown and parks.  
o Cemetery Creek is county owned wetlands land that could have recreation 

amenities added.   
o Stocker Field provides soccer fields and is privately owned by the Soccer 

Association (“the park that isn’t a park).  These fields get more visitors than 
any city park. 

• A new amphitheater with live music and other events may be a good addition to the 
parks system  

• City is working with Woodinville to bring the dinner train to Snohomish.   
o If this were to happen, developing a gateway or pocket park to greet 

Snohomish visitors from the train would be valuable.   
 
Parks Meeting Needs? 

• General consensus was that existing City of Snohomish parks and open spaces are 
lacking and need to be improved   

• Most younger kids needs are being met by Hill Park and others;  however, older 
kids are not as well served—some people use the skate park and Pilchuck Park, but 
only to sit and talk   

• Parks need to provide families and communities a gathering place (e.g. a place to 
throw a Frisbee)   

• Hill and Ferguson parks are both nice, but small and all the other parks are very 
small neighborhood parks.   

• Generally, residents are not well-served by parks close to residential areas 
(“neighborhood parks”); residents frequently must travel via auto (primarily) to 
parks  

• Not easy to walk or bike between parks 
o Planning efforts are trying to address bike/pedestrian connections, but the 

City needs more sidewalks   
o Families with young children can’t easily walk between parks  
o Runners and bikers will run/ride between parks, but others generally don’t 

• Snohomish Station, a new mixed use area development in the Bickford area, is 
expected to include a park that will possibly be given to the City.   

• Not enough sports field time available for all of the user groups  
o Sports fields are generally booked and it is VERY difficult to reserve time on 

them 
o Ballfields are the only park area in the City with lights – a wide range of 

users could potentially take advantage of the lighting  
o High school does not currently allow private groups to use their sports 

facilities due to liability concerns 
o Little league fields (private) are not always available because a representative 

must be there anytime another party is using the fields 
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• A larger, more prominent park space (a “dominant park”) would provide the 
community with an excellent gathering space and contribute to the City’s identity 

o  Larger, “keystone” parks are quite common in other cities  
o Would create a place for Snohomish families to go 
o Ferguson Park plays somewhat this role  

 
What Benefits Do Parks Provide? 

• Provide children with a safe places to go and play; gives them a destination where 
parents can feel comfortable letting them go  

o Safety is a concern for kids and parents; safe parks are a great benefit to 
young people in the community  

• Parks provide a place for exercise, which maintains both physical and mental health  
• Parks provide a place for stress relief, physical fitness, and an environment to 

broaden social circles (i.e. meet people you may not otherwise meet)  
• Parks provide space for people to get out, meet their neighbors, and recreate  

o Multi-family housing, with smaller or no yards, is expected to be built in the 
city and, thus, parks will provide them with critical open space and a place to 
interact with their neighbors   

• Parks represent a “free” amenity, open to all in the community (and beyond)   
 

Best Thing About City of Snohomish Parks? 
• Hill Park, Ferguson Park were mentioned as nice parks 

o These are important because they are well located in the community, well 
kept and a nice environment. 

• As discussed above, the Snohomish River is an important amenity  
o Small riverfront park and the riverfront trail are excellent 

• A bike connection between Snohomish and Monroe. 
 
What one change to the system would you make? 

• Current parks are adequate for younger age groups, but more activities for young 
people in town would be good 

• By focusing on the river and adding park/open space there, the City could get the 
“biggest bang for the buck”. 

• Meet the community’s needs with parks, but each park doesn’t have to address all 
the community’s needs (all facilities don’t need to be “Class A”) 

• Ensure access for the range of people in the community, including meeting 
American Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements for as many parks as possible 

• Addition of a spur trail from the Centennial Trail via a railroad grade could be 
possible and beneficial 
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City of Snohomish Long-Range Park Plan and CFP Update   
Park Advisory Committee Meeting Summary – 7-8:30pm, July 24, 2007 
Attending: Councilmember Dean Randall, Michelle Bohlke, Tom Hamilton, Mark 
Kilpatrick, Ann Stanton, Jeff Caudill  
 
Jeff Caudill reviewed the preliminary draft section by section and committee members 
discussed each of the eight sections, and made the following comments: 
 
1. Section 4: It was recommended to change the numbers identifying the categories of goals 
into bullets so as to avoid implying any order of precedence. 
2. The need for ballfields was discussed, with the opinion expressed that the plan is 
inadequate on addressing ballfields. Discussion indicated that the City's annual call for field 
scheduling requests is a good source of data on ballfield need, and highlighted the limitations 
of school district fields. Elementary fields are not maintained to a standard sufficient for 
games, but are serviceable for practice, only. The high school field is available first to 
students. It was recommended that a policy was added to support the City taking a more 
active role in evaluating the demand and need for active sports including baseball, soccer, 
football, etc. and coordinating with interest groups and other agencies in the provision of 
improved  and/or new facilities. It was stated that 9-12 year olds need practice fields most. 
The service area for Snohomish Little League players is essentially identical to the School 
District boundary. It was also noted that practice fields may be incorporated into proposed 
neighborhood parks (one per park). 
3. Zion Lutheran School was recommended for addition to the list of private facilities in that it 
has a gym and ballfield available at no charge to the public. 
4. The Greens at Lobo Ridge should be removed from the inventory since it was no longer 
exists. 
5. It was pointed out that teens particularly like pocket parks and similar places to hang out 
together. Hopefully, these places wouldn't be removed. 
6. It was suggested that the plan note that the City can acquire property outside the Urban 
Growth Area for future parks. 
7. Overall, the committee members liked the plan and thought it was very well done. 
 
Conclusion/Next Steps 
The committee discussed a final meeting. A meeting will be scheduled for 5-6pm Tuesday, 
August 21. Prior to the meeting, a proposed draft will be mailed to members, and if three of 
the five members want to recommend its approval without further discussion, then the 
meeting would not be held. If more than two members have issues with the draft, then the 
meeting can be held to determine any proposed revisions.  
Questions or comments may be directed to Ann Stanton 360 568-3115. 
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• Phase III  
o Trail connection between Casino Royale and the North Machias Hillside 

open space area; 
o Continuation of the Riverfront Trail to the current WWTP site; 
o Spur trail from 56th Street SE northward to 87th Avenue SE and under 

Highway 2; 
o Loop trail connection from Pine Avenue north to the Highway 2 ROW and 

south to Old Machias Road; and  
o Development of a spur trail connecting the City’s trail system to the 

proposed extension by others of the Centennial Trail to the City of Monroe.    

At this time, trail alignments are conceptual and specific locations would be determined 
based on availability of land and site-specific characteristics.  These trails represent the 
backbone of the City’s trail system.  Additional localized trail opportunities connecting to 
the trail backbone should be identified and implemented whenever possible.   
 
The effect of implementation of each phase of these proposed trail improvements is 
displayed in Table 8-3.  Implementation of Phase I would enable the City to meet its 
trails LOS standard.  After implementation of Phase III, approximately 95 percent of 
residents would be within 0.5 miles of a trail.  
 
Table 8-3.  Effect of Proposed Trail Improvements on City Trail LOS. 

Phase City of Snohomish LOS 
Existing Approx. 67% of population within ½ mile of a trail 

Phase I Approx. 67% of population within ½ mile of a trail 

Phase II Approx. 90% of population within ½ mile of a trail 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 

Phase III Approx. 95% of population within ½ mile of a trail 

 
As stated above, approximately four percent (approximately 78 acres) of the City’s 2,080 
acres is currently maintained as open space.  To achieve the City’s open space LOS, an 
additional 130 acres of open space, obtained either through plot dedication, permit 
requirements, easements, or acquisition, would be required over the 20-year timeframe.  
(As areas currently in the UGA are incorporated into the City, the open space needed to 
meet the LOS standard would increase accordingly.)  
 
20-Year Parks, Recreation, and Open Space System 

Combining all of the proposed new parks and recreation facilities discussed above results 
in the 20-year parks, recreation, and open space system for the City of Snohomish.  
Figure 8-7 depicts the various components of the proposed 20-year system and shows 
how the various improvements will create a more unified, well-connected park, 
recreation, and open space system that will effectively meet the City’s LOS standards and 
goals. 
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9.0 IMPLEMENTATION AND NEXT STEPS  
To effectively implement this 20-year vision of parks, recreation, and open space for the 
City of Snohomish, a number of key actions have been identified in this Plan.  These 
recommended actions address both short-term and long-term actions that will be needed 
to codify the vision, make consistent progress toward implementing the vision, and define 
the necessary regulatory mechanisms for implementation.  It is recommended that the 
City: 
 

• Adopt the Park, Recreation, and Open Space Long Range Plan – By 
adopting this Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Long Range Plan, City 
Council affirms the provision of parks and recreation as a priority in the City.  
This Plan sets the stage for future actions to implement the Plan, including an 
update of the 6-year CIP and Comprehensive Plan, adoption of a GMA-based 
parks mitigation fee, and acquisition and development of park and open space 
properties and trails.   

• Incorporate the 20-Year Vision into the Comprehensive Plan and Capital 
Improvement Plan – By concurrently adopting an update to the Parks and 
Recreation Element of the Comprehensive Plan, the City ensures that it is 
consistent with the information and recommendations contained within this 
Plan, and incorporates the goals, policies, and other relevant information 
contained in this document.  In addition to incorporating relevant information, 
with this process the City adopts this Plan by reference in the Comprehensive 
Plan.  

A 20-year Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) including all of the projects identified in 
this Plan and a number of “opportunity” projects (to be implemented if future 
conditions permit) is provided in Appendix C.  The City should annually update 
its 6-year Parks and Recreation CIP to include the improvements identified in 
this Plan.  These new facilities should be combined with critical 
recommendations for operations and maintenance improvements already 
identified in the 2006 Parks Plan – Action Plan.   

• Convert the City’s Existing SEPA-based Parks Mitigation Fee into a GMA-
based Parks Impact Fee – The City adopted a SEPA-based Parks Mitigation 
Fee in 2006 to offset the impacts of development that undergoes SEPA review.  
Some development projects do not meet the SEPA threshold and are thus not 
subject to the fee.  This Plan provides the basis for the City to convert the 
existing mitigation fee into a GMA-based impact fee.  As a result of this 
transition, the City will receive revenue for new parks, recreation, and open 
space resources on all proposed residential development projects.  Growth-
related projects are identified in the 20-year CFP provided in Appendix C.  
Projected expenditures related to these growth-related projects (currently 
estimated at approximately $14.29 million over the 20-year period) should be 
used as the foundation for the GMA-based impact fee.  Appendix D contains the 
proposed GMA-based impact fee calculations. Collection of these new fees will 
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provide the City with additional funding for park acquisition and/or capital 
improvements. 

• Maximize Funding Sources – The use of a GMA-based parks impact fee is 
expected to provide the City with additional revenue for parks, trails, and open 
space, but it will be important for the City to identify additional funding sources 
to supplement revenue to effectively implement the 20-year Plan vision.  Based 
on projected growth rates and an allocation of 65 percent of growth-related 
expenditures to new development, the GMA-based impact fee is expected to 
generate approximately $9.3 million over the 20-year period (City to contribute 
approximately $5 million over that time).   

Additional funding sources, including Federal (e.g. transportation- and U.S. 
Corps of Engineers-related funds) and state (e.g. RCO, WSDOT, etc.) grant 
programs, and creative strategies, such as partnering and joint ventures, should 
be investigated to develop a comprehensive funding strategy for the Plan.  An 
overview of available revenue sources, grant opportunities, and creative 
approaches that the City may use to generate necessary revenues for parks and 
trails is provided in Appendix E.    

• Think Strategically About Parks Acquisitions and Expansion – As a result 
of anticipated population growth and increased development pressure, it will 
likely become increasingly difficult and expensive to provide new parks and 
recreation resources.  Therefore, it is important for the City to think strategically 
about potential sites or areas for future parks, trails, and open space and to target 
those sites early on in the process.  The City should work with and/or partner 
with land managers and property owners to ensure access to high-quality 
parklands.  For example, the BPA will soon apply for a renewal of its license 
for facilities it operates within the city.  During this process, the City should 
work with BPA representatives to identify potential mitigation projects to 
improve the City’s parks, recreation, and open space system.   

The City should also, whenever possible, be aware of potential properties for 
future parks and be prepared to acquire when they become available.  It is 
important for the City to strategize and prepare for necessary Phase II 
acquisitions throughout Phase I.   

• Continue to Partner with Other Agencies and Organizations to Provide 
Parks and Recreation Facilities and Services – The City currently partners 
with a number of public (e.g. schools), non-profit organizations (e.g. Boys and 
Girls Club), and other groups to expand its parks and recreation services.  For 
example, the Snohomish Parks Foundation aims to be a critical partner in the 
provision of parks and recreation in the city.  The Snohomish Parks Foundation 
is a private, non-profit organization supporting the enhancement and 
conservation of Snohomish areas parks, their educational and recreational use, 
and the acquisition of park land though philanthropy and advocates for parks, 
trails and open space.   
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These groups represent valuable resources that contribute significantly to the 
City of Snohomish.  The City should continue to coordinate with these agencies 
and organizations to provide recreation facilities and services not otherwise 
provided by the City, including ballfields, swimming pools, and youth services.  
Whenever possible, the City should also identify opportunities for the expansion 
of available parks and recreation facilities and services.     

• Continue to Identify Potential Locations of Ecologically-significant Open 
Space and Ensure Effective Maintenance of Existing Open Space – To 
achieve the open space LOS standard established above, the City will need to 
identify high-priority open space within the city that can serve both ecological 
and passive recreation open space functions.  The city contains an abundance of 
natural resources that serve as valuable habitat for local fauna and, as the city 
continues to develop, preservation of high-value habitat will be critical.  
Additionally, ensuring the maintenance of existing open space for low-intensity 
use and habitat will continue to be important.  A variety of actions may 
potentially be needed in existing open space, including riverfront analysis, 
stablization and maintenance, revegetation, erosion control and management, 
and others.  

• Establish a City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation Department – To most 
effectively ensure that the 20-year vision for Snohomish parks, recreation, and 
open space is achieved, dedicated parks and recreation staff will be essential.  
These staff can effectively manage the acquisition, construction, and operations 
and maintenance of the City’s parks, trails, and open space.  Additionally, 
dedicated staff can effectively seek new grant funding and new partnerships, as 
well as address issues before they become significant problems.  Based on 
existing City parks and recreation-related staffing, it is estimated that 
implementation of the proposed projects contained in this Plan would require 
the addition of approximately 5.0 FTE in new staff (not including a new Parks 
Director position).  This new staff would increase the City’s parks and 
recreation staff to 10 FTE.  If the City decided to become more active in the 
provision of recreation programs, additional staffing would be needed 
(estimated at approximately 3 to 5 new FTE).   

• Periodically Update the Park, Recreation, and Open Space Long Range 
Plan – As the City’s population grows, recreation trends evolve, and 
demographic shifts occur, the parks and recreation resources necessary to meet 
residents’ needs will change with them.  Therefore, it will be important for the 
City to periodically re-evaluate its existing parks, recreation and open space 
system and re-examine parks and recreation policies and proposed parks and 
recreation facilities to ensure that they effectively represent the views and needs 
of existing and future residents. 
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2007 Parks Inventory

2005 Name
Proposed 2007       Name 

Change Type Address
Total 
Acres

Developed 
Parks

Pocket 
Parks

Developed 
Park Acres Open Space

Property 
Interest

Year(s) 
Acquired 

Year(s) 
Developed

Ave D Park & Ride Pocket 0.82 0.82 ROW
Averill Youth Complex Averill Community Park Community 400 Second Street 1.20 1.20 1.20 0.00 fee

Cady Park Riverfront Community Park Community 40 Maple Avenue (D-Maple acres) 3.68 3.68 0.60 3.08
fee, ease, 

row 1943 2005
Casino Royale Powerline Trail OS-Trail 2100 Park Avenue 10.00 10.00 plat ded

Centennial Trail (Ph 1) Trail State Avenue, First to Bowen 1.00 1.00 0.00 street row 2005

City Hall Park Pocket 116 Union 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 fee
Claytown Kids Park Neighborhood 1329 Avenue I 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 fee 1989? 1991

Ferguson Park Community 1330 Ferguson Park Road 13.48 13.48 13.48 0.00 fee

First & Union Pocket Park Pocket Union Ave ROW, 1st-Cedar 0.30 0.30 0.07 0.23 ROW

First Street, E-G Ave Open Space Between First & 2nd fr Ave E to G 1.02 1.02
Fischer Park Neighborhood 1214 Madrona Drive 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 fee

Gazebo Riverfront Community Park Community 10 Avenue A (see Cady) street row 1889? 2005
Harrymans Farm (proposed) Neighborhood 2411 Lake Ave 7.20 7.20 fee 2008
Hill Park Community 1610 Park Avenue 5.97 5.97 5.00 0.97 fee 1958

Interurban Trail Trail 600 Ford Avenue 3.82 3.82 fee 1985

Kla Ha Ya  Park Riverfront Community Park Community 1117 First Street (See Cady) fee 1962, 02 2006
Lake Mount Wetland Blackmans Lake Open Space 1671 Lakemount 1.01 0 1.01
Machias Road Hillside Machias Woods Open Space 1604 Maple Avenue, (15th-17th) 11.75 11.75 plat ded

Maple Avenue Pocket 808 Maple Ave. 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.00

Morgantown Park Neighborhood 200 Long Street 2.24 2.24 1.24 1.00 fee

Old Pump House Site Pilchuck River Trail (proposed) OS-Riverfront 311 11th Street 0.36 0.36 0.36 fee

Pilchuck Park Community 169 Cypress Avenue 13.24 13.24 13.24 0.00 fee 1970 1972
Pilchuck Riverbank-Sixth Pilchuck River Trail (proposed) OS-Riverfront 200 Sixth Street 2.01 0.00 2.01

Riverfront-West First Street Riverfront Park-West (proposed) Trail Shop, ease, E&F ROW, VIC 3.76 0.11 3.65
fee, ease, 
ROW, plat

Sixth & Pine Pocket 0.365 0.37 0.365 0.00 ROW
Thirteenth & A Pocket 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 ROW
Willow ROW OS-Riverfront 0.56 0.56 ROW

WWTP Lagoon & Riverfront Riverfront Park-West (proposed) Community 1801 First Street 40.00 40.00

Total 124.40 40.17 1.64 36.91 87.48

Page 1



2007 Park Amenities Inventory Date: Rev 9/10//07
Page 1 of 1

Abbrev Amenity Averill Centennial 
Trail Claytown Ferguson Fischer Hill Interurban 

Trail
Morgan 

town Pilchuck1 Powerline 
Trail Riverfront Senior Ctr 

(2008) Total

AC ADA Accessible Full Full Part Full Part Full No Part Part Part Part 0

BQ Barbecue-Single 2 4 6

BG Barbecue-Event 1 1

BA Baseball Fields 3 3

BB Basketball Court 0.5 0.5 1 2

BE Benches 5 2 2 1 8 4 9 5 36

BL Boat Launch 1 1 2

PA Child Play Area 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

DF Drinking Fountain 1 1 (inoperable) 2 (inoperable) 3 1 8

HT Equestrian Trail 0

FA Fishing Access 1 1 1 1 1 5

FP Fishing Pier 1 2 3

FG Frisbee Golf 1 1

LA Lake Access 1 1 2

LP Leashed Pets@Trail 1 1 1 1 1 5

OL Off Leash Pet Area 0

PD Parking Stalls-ADA 4 1 2 4 1 12

PK Parking Stalls-Reg 55 49 25 77 20 226

PS Parking-Street 10 20 10 5 20 8 5 78

PA Paths, Paved 800 900 200 200 2600 500 1600 2000 1700 10500

PC Picnic Table 3 2 9 1 14 7 11 7 54

FP Practice Field2 1 1

SW Public Swim Pool3 1 1

RR Restrooms 1 1 1 1 4

RI River Access 1 1 1 3

SH Shelter / Gazebo 1 1 2 1 5

SK Skate Park 1 1

SB Swim Beach4 1 1 2

TE Tennis Court 2 2

TR Trail - Accessible 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8

VC Visitor Center 1 1

YC Youth Center 1 1

1Baseball Fields: 1 unlit pony, 1 lit pony, 1 softball/Little League
2Informal Practice Field: Soccer, LaCrosse, Football

3School District Facility 39 reg parking stalls, 2ADA
4No Lifeguard
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City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) 20 year Expenditures Estimates, 2008 – 2027 
November 2007 

PROJECTS AND EXPENDITURES 
Project Year  ($ in 000s2,3,4)  Project Type/Funding Source 

Project Description1 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 Total 
Exist. 

Deficiency
Growth-
Related Transpo 

Phase I 
Harrymans Farm Park (Neighborhood Park #1) 95 105 825                  1,025  1,025  
Neighborhood Park #2 Acquisition (3 acres)  85  730                 815  815  
Neighborhood Park #2 Construction      3,375               3,375  3,375  
Kla Ha Ya Seasonal Pier 20 199                   219 219   
Playground Replacement  63  63  63               188 188   
Blackmans Lake Public Docks   25 188                 213 213   
Centennial Trail Extension  2,970                   2,970 2,970   
Interurban Trail Extension to Ave D   20                  20 20   
Bike/Ped Connection b/w Harrymans Farm 
Park and Casino Royale    183                  183  183  
Bike/Ped Improvements Along 1st St and Old 
Snohomish-Monroe Rd     144                144   144 
PHASE I TOTAL 115 3,422 1,053 981 144 3,438               9,153 3,610 5,398 144 

Phase II 
Neighborhood Park #3 Acquisition (3 acres)         690            690  690  
Neighborhood Park #3 Construction           2,450          2,450  2,450  
Riverfront Park Trail Extension       73              73 73   
Bike/Ped Improvements Along Bonneville Ave 
and 72nd St SE       133 133             266   266 
Bike/Ped Improvements From Bonneville Ave 
to Ferguson Park            100         100   100 
Multi-use Trail Along Cemetery Creek (North of 
72nd St)       113  124            237  237  
Multi-use Trail and Bike/Ped Improvements 
Between 85th Ave SE and Casino Royale            246         246   246 
Bike/Ped Improvements Along 56th St         144 145           289   289 
Multi-use Trail within Existing Utility Easement 
(south from 56th St)        123             123 123   
Multi-use Trail Between Existing Utility 
Easement and Harrymans Farm Park        48             48 48   
Community Park Expansion          1,000           1,000  1,000  
Bike/Ped Connection b/w Existing Utility 
Easement and Casino Royale            53         53 53   
PHASE II TOTAL       319 304 958 1,145 2,450 399         5,575 297 4,377 901 

Phase III 
Neighborhood Park #4 Acquisition (2 acres)              575       575 575   
Neighborhood Park #4 Construction                2,288     2,288 2,288   
Multi-use Trail Along Cemetery Creek (South 
of 72nd St)              260       260  260  
West Riverfront Community Park Construction             4,000        4,000  4,000  
Multi-use Trail Within West Riverfront 
Community Park             254        254  254  
Bike/Ped Spurs (2) from Centennial Trail                  120   120 120   
Multi-use Trail North from Pine Ave to Hwy 2 
ROW               119      119   119 
Multi-use Trail and Bike/Ped Improvements 
Northward from Cemetery Creek Trail                   244  244   244 

EDAW, Inc.  Page 1 



City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) 20 year Expenditures Estimates, 2008 – 2027 
November 2007 
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PROJECTS AND EXPENDITURES 
Project Year  ($ in 000s2,3,4)  Project Type/Funding Source 

Project Description1 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 Total 
Exist. 

Deficiency
Growth-
Related Transpo 

Neighborhood Park #5 Acquisition (2 acres)                  575   575 575   
Neighborhood Park #5 Construction                    1,630 1,630 1,630   
PHASE III TOTAL             4,254 835 119 2,288  695 244 1,630 10,065 5,188 4,514 363 
SUBTOTAL CFP EXPENDITURES 115 3,422 1,053 980 144 3,438 318 303 958 1,145 2,450 153 4,254 835 119 2,288  695 244 1,630 24,793 9,095 14,289 1,408 
Additional Park Opportunity Projects* 
Boat Launch Relocation                     200    
Averill Park Improvements                     175    
Kla Ha Ya Redevlopment                     1,500    
Cady Park Redevelopment                     500    
Sportsfields Partnership                     1,000    
Dog P  ark                     35    
Riverfront Trail Connection to 1st St                     500    
Highway 9 Beautification                     50    
Hill Park Redevelopment                     500    
Pilchuck Confluence Park - Acquire                     1,000    
Pilchuck Confluence Park - Develop                     500    
Snohomish Ag Floodplain Partnership - 
Acquisition                     750    
Interurban Trail - pave existing                     30    
Pocket Parks Enhancement                     50    
Highway 9 Ped/bike grade-separated 
crossings                     1,000    
TOTAL PARK OPPORTUNITIES COSTS                     7,790 N/A N/A N/A 
Notes:  
* THESE PROJECTS WILL BE IMPLEMENTED AS THE OPPORTUNITY AND FUNDING ARISES (AT THIS POINT, THESE PROJECTS ARE A LOWER PRIORITY FOR THE CITY)  
1. ESTIMATED TIMING OF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION                                                                      2. COSTS ARE IN 2007 DOLLARS                                                     
(ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION DEPENDENT UPON CITY GROWTH AND BUDGET)                             3. COSTS INCLUDE LABOR AND MATERIALS PLUS 20% FOR DESIGN AND ENGINEERING 
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City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Calculations 
Methodology for Calculating the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee  
September 2007 
 
Methodology 
In calculating the parks and recreation impact fee, the following steps were taken: 
 
Step 1: Determine the Total Cost Paid by New Development 

Total Estimated 
CFP Expenditures 

for CFP Period  
(20 years) 

X New Dev 
Share (%) = 

CFP Expenditures Paid 
by New Development 
Over the CFP Period 

(20 years) 
 
Step 2: Calculate Expected Population Increase by Household Type (Single- & Multi-family)   

Projected Total 
Pop Increase 

Over CFP Period 
X 

Proportion of Pop 
Expected in Each HH 

Type (MF & SF)  
= Projected Pop Increase 

within Each HH Type  

 
Step 3: Calculate Expected Increase in Households by Household Type (Single- & Multi-family)   

Projected Pop Increase 
within Each HH Type 

(MF & SF) 
/ 

Projected 
Average HH Size 

(MF & SF)  
= 

Projected Increase in 
HHs by HH Type  

(MF & SF) 

 
Step 4: Split Cost Paid by New Development (see Step 1) Between the Household Types (Single- & 

Multi-family)    

CFP Expenditures Paid 
by New Development 
Over the CFP Period 

(20 years) 

X 

% of Existing Housing 
stock in Each HH Type 

 (MF = ~ 37%;  
SF = ~63%)  

= 

Proportion of CFP Expenditures Paid 
by New Development Over the CFP 
Period to be Paid by Each HH Type 

(MF & SF) 
 
Step 5: Determine Impact Fee (per Household) for Each Household Type (Single- & Multi-

family)    

Proportion of CFP Expenditures 
Paid by New Development Over 

the CFP Period to be Paid by 
Each HH Type (MF & SF) 

/ 
Projected Increase in 

HHs by HH Type  
(MF & SF) 

= 
Impact Fee (per Household) 

for Each HH Type  
(MF & SF) 

  
 
Assumptions 

• The trend of decreasing household size will continue over the 20-year term. 
• The future proportions of single-family to multi-family households (~63% SF to ~37% MF) and 

the population in single-family and multi-family households (~70% SF to ~30% MF) will be 
consistent with the current distribution.  

• Population growth will occur in a roughly linear fashion over the CFP period (20 years).  



 
Example Calculations: 
 
 

Single-Family (~70% of pop) Multi-Family (~30% of pop) 
New Dev 

Share 
(%) 

Total Est. CFP 
Expenditures - New 
Growth ($ in 000s) 

New Dev 
Share 

(%) 

CFP 
Expenditures, 

New Dev 
Est. Pop 
Increase1 Est. SF HHs2 

SF Fee/HH 
(63% CFP 

Expenditures) Est MF HHs2 

MF Fee/HH 
(37% CFP 

Expenditures) 
50% 14,288 50 7,144 6,508 1,622 $2,775 1,091 $2,423 
65% 14,288 65 9,287 6,508 1,622 $3,607 1,091 $3,150 

75% 14,288 75 10,716 6,508 1,622 $4,162 1,091 $3,635 
Notes: 
1 Effective population increase for 20 year CFP period - includes a factor to accommodate a vacancy rate of 5.1 percent (based on previous rental data)  
2 Assumption of decreasing HH size over time is based on national and regional trends.   
    HH size assumed for these calculations:  Average SF HH size = 2.81; Average MF HH size = 1.79.  

 
 
 

EDAW, Inc.  Page 2 



City of Snohomish Parks and Recreation Long-Range Plan and CFP Update  
Existing Impact Fees Comparison, Similar Cities September 2007 
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Jurisdiction 2006 Population Impact Fee Categories Impact Fee 
Single-family/Condominium $2,215  City of Snohomish 

(SEPA-based) 8,970 Multi-family $1,605 
Single-family  $1,575 
Duplex $1,155 
Apartment, 0-1 bedroom $735 
Apartment, 2 bedrooms $1,155 

City of Lake Stevens 9,650 

Apartment, 3+ bedrooms $1,575 
Single-family detached $4,632 
Single-family attached (duplex) $3,946 
Single-family attached, 3-4 units/structure $3,912 
Single-family attached, 5+ units/structure $3,551 

City of Monroe 16,170 

Mobile home $3,843 
Condo/Single-family unit $1,023 Unit w/in exist. neighborhood park service 

area (only park dev required) Multi-family unit $742 
Condo/Single-family unit $2,096 Unit not w/in exist. neighborhood park service 

area (acquisition & park dev required) Multi-family unit $1,520 
Condo/Single-family unit $1,792 Community Parks 
Multi-family unit $1,299 
Condo/Single-family unit $3,888 

City of Mill Creek 17,645 

Maximum Impact Fee (total) 
Multi-family unit $2,819 

Single-family detached $2,438 
City of Mukilteo 19,620 Multi-family $1,611 

Single-family and Duplex $811 Kayak Point Park Service Area Multi-family $594 
Single-family and Duplex $49 River Meadows Park Service Area Multi-family $36 
Single-family and Duplex $345 Lord Hill Park Service Area Multi-family $473 
Single-family and Duplex $1,361 Centennial Park Service Area Multi-family $1,037 
Single-family and Duplex $1,244 

Snohomish County 671,800 

Nakeeta Beach Park Service Area Multi-family $491 
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City of Snohomish 
Potential Funding Sources for Park and Recreation Development 
September 2007 
 
An important step toward successful implementation of the City of Snohomish Park, 
Recreation, and Open Space Long Range Plan (Plan) will be the identification and 
allocation of adequate funding for new and enhanced park and recreation facilities.  The 
City will likely need to use a combination of funding sources to accomplish the 
recommendations of the Plan.  There are numerous combinations of funding sources that 
could be explored and included in an appropriate funding strategy for park and recreation 
development.  However, it should be noted that many potential funding sources typically 
limit expenditures to new and/or improved park and recreation development 
(construction) and, in many cases, do not include provisions for on-going operations and 
maintenance.  Ultimately, dedicated funds for routine operations and maintenance will 
also need to be factored into the long-term funding strategy to help ensure the successful 
implementation of the Plan (in fact, new/improved park construction should not be 
approved without first providing for the anticipated maintenance funding for the 
new/improved facility). 
 
Some of the potential funding sources for new park and recreation development include 
the following: 
 

• Park Impact Fees – Park impact fees are typically collected when a new 
residential development is constructed (to provide for recreational opportunities 
for new residents of the development).  In general, park impact fees should be 
collected for new/improved park and recreation facilities.  A primary outcome of 
the Plan is the establishment of a GMA-based Parks Impact Fee for the City.  
Over the life of the Plan (20 years), it is expected that a total of approximately 
$9.3 million in park impact fees will be collected by the City.  (The exact amount 
collected by the City will depend upon the city’s growth rate and other factors and 
will be monitored on an annual basis.)  

 
• Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) – The State of Washington is authorized to levy 

a real estate excise tax on all sales of real estate, measured by the full selling 
price, including the amount of any liens, mortgages and other debts given to 
secure the purchase at a rate of 1.28 percent (RCW 82.45.060). A locally-imposed 
tax is also authorized.  All cities and counties may levy a quarter percent tax 
(described as "the first quarter percent of the real estate excise tax" or "REET 1") 
(RCW 82.46.010). Cities and counties that are planning under GMA have the 
authority to levy a second quarter percent tax (known as REET 2) (RCW 
82.46.035(2)). 

 
The City of Snohomish currently levies a one-quarter of one percent tax on each 
sale of real property within the City limits (SMC Chapter 3.40).  On an annual 
basis, the City currently collects approximately $500,000 to $600,000 in REET 
funds.  These funds may be used for parks and recreation improvements.  The 
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exact amount available for parks and recreation is dependent upon the status of 
the residential real estate market and changing budget priorities set by the City.  
Through annual the budgeting process, parks and recreation are in competition 
with streets and other city projects for these funds.  
  

• General Obligation Bonds – General obligation bonds can be used to generate 
funds for use in acquiring land, improving/enhancing existing facilities, and 
developing new facilities.  Bonds often enable a local government to utilize local 
funds to match state and federal grants and are one of the most common funding 
sources for new and/or improved park and recreation facilities.   
 
Generally, there are two categories of general obligation bonds: (1) Limited Tax 
General Obligation Bonds, and (2) Unlimited General Obligation Bonds.  Limited 
tax general obligation bonds may be issued by a vote of City Council.  These 
bonds are backed by the City’s general fund revenues and do not require voter 
approval.  Funds from these bonds can be used for any purpose (capital and non-
capital).  Unlimited general obligation bonds are backed by the credit of the City 
and must be approved by a 60 percent majority of voters (turnout must be 40 
percent of those voting in the last general election).  Funds from these bonds can 
only be used for capital projects.    

 
• Grants – There are a substantial number of park and recreation-specific grant 

opportunities available to local communities. However, funding for these grants 
changes on an annual basis, based on state and federal budgets.  Most grants 
require a local funding match.  Potential resources for obtaining grants are 
discussed further below.   

 
• User/Concession Fees – User fees (e.g., daily, league, seasonal, annual, and/or 

resident fees, among others) are typically charged for use of park and recreation 
facilities.  Concession fees are collected from private businesses (concessionaires) 
who operate recreation-support services (e.g., food/beverage stands, equipment 
rentals, etc.) at park and recreation facilities.  User and/or concession fees may be 
used to fund routine operations and maintenance. 

 
• Public-Private Partnerships – Public-private partnerships are typically defined 

as cooperative ventures between the public and private sectors (e.g., corporations, 
non-profit organizations, citizen groups, etc.).  For park and recreation 
departments, public-private partnerships may include corporate sponsorships, 
staffing, and/or facility management, among others.       

 
• Donations - Donations to municipalities can provide tax deductions equivalent to 

501(c)3 corporations.  Life estates and reverse mortgages are examples of other 
donation strategies that can provide for park and recreation facilities.  The 
Snohomish Park Foundation and other charitable organizations are potential 
sources of donations.  The Snohomish Parks Foundation is and will continue to be 
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an important partner in parks and recreation provision in the City of Snohomish.  
Corporate sponsors have also provided park facilities to the city in the past. 

 
• Other Funding Sources –In addition to the potential funding sources noted 

above, several other funding sources for parks and recreation include general 
(City) fund contributions, private citizen donations, and park and trail 
sponsorships.   

 
Specific resources with more information about potential grant funding sources are listed 
below.  The recommended actions included in the Plan may or may not be applicable for 
one or more of the grants listed below.  The list presented below changes periodically and 
is not all-inclusive, but represents the primary state and federal grant funding sources 
available to cities.  Both state and federal grant funds are allocated on an annual basis and 
are dependent on state/federal budgets; as such, the availability of potential grant funds 
must be reassessed on an annual basis.  These funds are also competitive.   
 
Potential State Grant Opportunities 
 
Washington State Recreation and Conservation Funding Board (RCFB) and Recreation 
and Conservation Office (RCO)-administered Outdoor Recreation and Habitat 
Conservation Habitat Conservation Grant Programs (RCFB/RCO represents the primary 
source of state grant funding for parks and recreation): 
 

• Boating Facilities Program 
• Firearms and Archery Range Recreation Program 
• Washington Wildlife Recreation Program (WWRP) 
• Farmland Preservation Grants 
• Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
• Rivers and Trails Conservation Assistance Program(USDI/NPS) 
• Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account (ALEA) 
• Youth Athletic Facilities Grants 

 
More information on RCO-administered grants is available online at: 
http://www.rco.wa.gov/rcfb/grants.asp.  
 
The Washington State Salmon Recovery Funding Board (SRFB) also provides state grant 
funding for land acquisition and riparian/wetland restoration for salmon recovery.  These 
projects could also be used for recreation and open space-related projects.   
 
Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT)-administered grants (these grants 
tend to have a trail focus) include: 
 

• Safe Routes to Schools 
• Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Program 
• Washington Scenic Byways Program 
• Public Lands Highway Program 
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• Small City Sidewalk Program (Transportation Improvement Board) 
• Traffic Safety Grants (Washington Traffic Safety Commission) 
• Hazard Elimination Safety Grants – Intersection and Corridor Safety Program 
• Transportation Enhancement Grants – Federal grants administered by WSDOT, 

funded through the federal transportation bill, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century-Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) (Successor to TEA-21- Transportation Equity Act).   

 
More information on WSDOT-administered grants is available online at: 
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/TA/ProgMgt/Grants/. 
 
Potential Federal Grant Opportunities 
 
U.S. National Park Service (NPS)-administered grants include: 
 

• Land and Water Conservation Fund (administered in cooperation with 
Washington State RCO)  

• Rails to Trails Program 
• Rivers and Trails Conservation Assistance Program 

 
More information on NPS-administered grants is available online at:  
http://www.nps.gov/pub_aff/grants.htm. 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)-Administered Grants : 
 

• Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act (administered by 
WSDOT – see above) 

 
SAFETEA provides funding for tourist information centers, scenic overlooks, hiking 
paths and bikeways, access road to public boat launch areas, public campgrounds, and 
other recreation areas, among others.   
 
More information on securing USDOT funds is available at: 
http://www.dot.gov/Government_Services.htm. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Grants: 
 

• USACOE Shoreline Restoration and Acquisition 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Long Range Plan  
Typical Trail and Bike/Ped Improvement Sections 

 
 

Typical Multi-use Trail Section – not to scale 

 
Typical Single-use Trail Section – not to scale 
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Typical Bicycle/Pedestrian Roadside Improvements – not to scale 

 



Park and Public Facilities Site Furnishings
Specifications
Page 1 of 2

Item Model # Manufacturer Supplier Phone Item Name Color Location

Litter Receptacle DSS-2 Dome lid Victor Stanley, 
Inc. Parkforms 800 875-7529

SD42 Ironsite 32 gallon 
side door opening litter 
receptacle

Tavern Square 
Green

Historic 
District

Litter Receptacle LR300D Wabash Valley 
Inc.

NW Playground 
Equipment, Inc. 427 313-9161 32 gallon receptacle, 

diamond pattern Hunter Green
Outside 
Historic 
District

Litter Receptacle Lid FT105 Wabash Valley 
Inc.

NW Playground 
Equipment, Inc. 428 313-9161 Flat top lid with outward 

slope Hunter Green
Outside 
Historic 
District

Park Bench - 6' PRBF-36 Victor Stanley, 
Inc. Parkforms 800 875-7529 Custom modified 6' PortlanTavern Square 

Green
Historic 
District

Park Entry Sign City of Snohomish Powell Awards Powell Awards 360 568-7738 Entry sign Green and white All

Park Fencing Varies Varies Varies Varies
9 gauge institutional 
galvanized chainlink with 
vinyl coating

Black or dark green All

Park Rules Sign City of Snohomish Powell Awards Powell Awards 361 568-7738 Rules sign Green and white All

Picnic Shelter Varies Varies Varies Varies Varies

Hunter Green snap 
lock style zinc 
coated 26 gauge 
metal roof

All

Picnic Table CRPR-3 Victor Stanley, 
Inc. Parkforms 800 875-7529 All steel center post table Tavern Square 

Green
Historic 
District

Picnic Table Custom CRPR-3 Victor Stanley, 
Inc. Parkforms 800 875-7529 Center post accessible 

table with 3 seats
Tavern Square 
Green

Historic 
District

Picnic Table - 8' ADA SG111D Wabash Valley 
Inc.

NW Playground 
Equipment, Inc. 425 313-9161 ADA 8' table, diamond 

pattern Hunter Green
Outside 
Historic 
District

Picnic Table - 8' 
nonADA SG115D Wabash Valley 

Inc.
NW Playground 
Equipment, Inc. 426 313-9161 8' table, diamond pattern Hunter Green

Outside 
Historic 
District

Play Structure Challenger Series Playworld 
Systems

NW Playground 
Equipment, Inc. 427 313-9161 Challenger Series 

Playground Varies All

Playground curb NA Varies Varies Varies 12" ht Concrete curb wall Varies All



Park and Public Facilities Site Furnishings
Specifications
Page 2 of 2

Item Model # Manufacturer Supplier Phone Item Name Color Location

Playground surfacing Varies Varies Varies Varies ADA-Accessible surfacing Varies All

Restroom ADA safety 
bars Varies Acorn Consolidated 

Supply Co. 428 258-9459 ADA accessible Toilet Stainless steel All

Restroom ADA Toilet 1685-W-2 ADA Acorn Consolidated 
Supply Co. 428 258-9459 ADA accessible Toilet Stainless steel All

Restroom Faucet CH-857-E12-005 Chicago 
Faucets

The Part Works, 
Inc. 800 336-8900 Lavatory Faucets 2 

versions, as needed Chrome-plated All

Restroom Sink 1953 ADA-1-CSG Acorn Consolidated 
Supply Co. 426 258-9459 Sink Stainless steel All

Restroom Urinal 1702-W-1-CFR Acorn Consolidated 
Supply Co. 425 258-9459 Wall-hung urinal Stainless steel All

RestroomToilet 1685-W-2 Acorn Consolidated 
Supply Co. 427 258-9459 Toilet Stainless steel All

Swings Varies Playworld 
Systems

NW Playground 
Equipment, Inc. 428 313-9161 Heavy duty version Varies All
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