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Anaheim Parks Plan - Executive Summary
Executive Summary

PARKS DIVISION MISSION STATEMENT:
To enrich the quality of life of individuals, families, and the community by providing excellent parks, trails, and
recreational facilities through outstanding customer service, sustainable environmental practices, and strong
employee development and commitment.
On Feb. 28, 2017, the Anaheim City Council
approved funding for the Community Services
Department to prepare a park needs assessment
to evaluate the City’s park system. The goal of
this assessment was to evaluate current park
conditions and maintenance practices, provide
recommendations for improvements, and identify
opportunities for additional park facilities.

movement led by the Trust For Public Land.
This program supports city planning efforts that
increase access to high-quality parks within a 10min walk of residents (equivalent to 1/2 mile). This
is in direct alignment with the City of Anaheim’s
General Plan which currently identifies “park
deficient” areas as those that are more than 1/2
mile from a park.

To complete the assessment, staff worked with
a technical advisory committee (consisting of
staff from various City departments), a steering
committee (made up of representatives from
nonprofit recreation providers), school districts,
Orange County staff, the disabled community
and others. Stakeholders representing sports
groups and the general community were invited
to contribute though a series of council district
meetings, community events, workshops and a
survey.

The Plan also makes recommendations for
expanding the types of park categories within the
park system. Previously, the system was composed
of neighborhood parks, community parks and
special use parks, which included mini-parks.
Based upon the types of facilities that have been
built over the years, staff recommends that the
park categories be expanded. The expanded park
categories should also include pocket parks, nature
parks, and recreation center parks. These should
be included in the future general plan update.
These changes are recommended so that the
various park types are more easily understood by
park planners and users.

Nearly 7,000 survey responses were received
online and at community events between April 22
and Sept. 23, 2017. Additionally, staff reviewed
recreational standards and guidelines from various
city and industry providers to determine how
Anaheim’s parks compared to others in nearby
cities and on a national level.

Guiding Principles
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fully evaluate existing park system
Maintain the standard of at least two acres of
parks per 1,000 residents
Encourage health
Promote safety
Enhance passive and active recreation
Promote environmental responsibility
Follow existing policies and add new ones as
appropriate

Objectives
•
•
•
•

Enhance and expand park system
Give a higher priority to maintenance
Connect with nature and enhance appreciation
Enhance the urban forest

The Plan follows several guiding principles and
objectives which were developed and approved by
the advisory committees.

The Anaheim Parks Plan (Plan) includes
recommendations that were developed to assist
in guiding the improvement of the park system
until the year 2025. In addition, the Plan makes
recommendations for the City to implement
the 10-Minute Walk Campaign, a nationwide
6
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The following recommendations were formulated
based on the guiding principles, objectives, survey
input, stakeholder input and analysis of the park
system.
1. Execute more facility joint-use agreements
with the seven school districts within
Anaheim

Executive Summary

Recommendations

2. Create sports complexes
3. Execute lease agreements with other
public agencies
4. Pursue funding opportunities and increase
park development fees
5. Acquire private land for park development
6. Redesign existing parks to expand uses
a.

Plant trees

b. Create access for all users
7. Enhance park maintenance
8. Determine the specific criteria for the
inclusion of restrooms in parks
9. Allow for use of high school community
swimming pools and plan for a new aquatic
center
10. Update the general plan as needed
a.

Add new park categories to the green
element of the general plan

b. Protect parkland by ensuring that all
parks are zoned appropriately
11. Complete a community services strategic
plan
7
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Introduction

The City of Anaheim’s park system has an extensive
history, going back to the early 1920’s when the
first Anaheim park was developed. With the
approval of this Plan the City will have 63 parks,
totaling nearly 700 acres with more parks planned
for the future.
Many of Anaheim’s parks and facilities were built
over twenty years ago, and therefore are in need
of upgrading and improvements. As part of this
assessment the Parks Department staff evaluated
existing and planned facilities and identified
priorities for redesign and redevelopment efforts.

of the Plan. Finally, all future park enhancements
should include the recommended maintenance
procedures and infrastructure improvements
identified in this plan.

Parks are where kindness thrives and are a
vital component to making communities more
resilient. I’m honored to join my colleagues as
we work to advance park access for all.
-Mayor Tom Tait

Park deficient areas were identified citywide, as
well as by city council district, to determine if and
where new parks should be provided. Additionally,
maintenance practices and procedures were
reviewed to assess current practices and identify
any areas for improvement.
For the almost 100 years the park system has been
serving the public, Anaheim has been known as
a prime provider of parks and open space. The
purpose of the Plan is to determine what the
current needs are and to develop an approach
to meet those needs. It is intended that this
document serve as a guide for improvement by
recommending practices that will enable the City
to continue ensuring the best delivery of service to
the public as possible. As practical, this document
should be reviewed and updated every 10 years
to ensure the parks system remains in the best
possible condition for Anaheim residents and
visitors.
Additionally, this document provides
recommendations as identified in the executive
summary including the development of a new
strategic plan for the Anaheim Community Services
Department. The document should be consulted
when determining the locations of new parks and
facilities, and to verify that new and improved
parks meet the guiding principles and objectives
8
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The Anaheim park system began with the
development of the first park in the city, City Park.
Dedicated in 1923, City Park was later renamed
Pearson Park in 1960, after former mayor, Charles
A. Pearson. That park was followed in 1939 by La
Palma Park. Since the development of those two
parks, the park system has grown to 63 parks, with
more being planned for the future.
Early on, the City’s general fund supplied most of
the funding for park acquisition and development,
but as the City grew that reliance shifted to grant
funding from the state and federal government
and developer fees from the State’s 1975 Quimby
Act. In addition, State of California voters have
passed several bond acts funding initiatives for
park projects as well as federal programs such
as federal revenue sharing, the Community
Development Block Grant program and Land and
Water Conservation Fund.
The majority of funding for capital projects is
from residential developer impact fees required
by the City’s Park Dedication Ordinance. As early
as 1954, the City established a developer fee of
$25 per dwelling to finance the acquisition and
development of park and recreational facilities.
By 1968 that fee amount was determined to
be insufficient to finance the park system. In
response, the Park Dedication Ordinance was
approved by the City Council to implement the
State’s Quimby Act legislation and establish a
reasonable fee to provide for new parks. The
fee was based upon a formula that essentially
considered the cost of park acquisition and
development, and the applicable city park
standard of parkland acres divided by 1,000
residents.
Throughout its history, the City has created citizen
committees to assist staff in the development
of future plans for parks. Amongst other things,
the staff and citizen committees have given

input on the development of park master plans,
standards for facility development and proposed
park locations. One of the first committees was
the 1959 Citizen’s Advisory Committee, which
recommended that the City establish a parkland
standard of one acre of parks per 1,000 residents
for neighborhood and community parks. At the
time the Anaheim park standard was established,
the county of Orange and the state of California
both had parkland standards of four park acres per
1,000 residents.
Many of Anaheim’s parks are located next
to schools. In 1968, a citizen committee
recommended that the parkland standard
be changed to 1.5 acres of parks per 1,000
residents and that wherever possible, parks
should be located next to schools. Effectively,
when combined with school fields, the standard
could be increased to 4 acres of shared school/
parks per 1,000 residents while preserving
Anaheim’s standard of 1.5 acres of parks per 1,000
population. By 1976, the City raised its parkland
standard to 2 acres of parks per 1,000 residents,
which is the current park to resident standard for
the City.
Between the 1950s and the early 1980s, the City’s
park system grew rapidly. With the development of
school/park projects through joint-use agreements
with the various school districts, the City made the
most of combining athletic fields to provide multiuse sports facilities for the public. Unfortunately,
subsequent years changed that scenario. Schools
began seeing greater attendance, requiring
year-round school and school expansion to
accommodate increased enrollments. Fields
that had been opened for community uses were
returned to school use under the terms of the
joint-use agreements. Concerns regarding the
safety of the school children during school hours
were raised which prompted some districts to
fence their properties, in some cases separating

fields and eliminating existing joint use capability.
As a result, some fields were no longer available,
increasing the demand for community sports field
areas.
In 1997, the Community Services Department
completed a strategic plan, addressing
issues within the department and providing
recommendations toward their resolution. During
the Plan process it was evident that the information
contained in the 1997 strategic plan was still
relevant but needed updating to reflect the ever
changing conditions in Anaheim.

Where we Were

Anaheim Parks Plan - Where We Were

Many of the City’s 63 parks were developed in the
mid-to-late 20th century, during Anaheim’s main
growth period. The park system and infrastructure
have aged, and upgrades have been made to
prevent the deterioration of existing facilities.
Irrigation systems have been replaced, restrooms
rebuilt, security and ball field lighting upgraded,
and children’s play areas revitalized, but much
more remains to be done. Unfortunately due to
the heavy use of these facilities, many require
replacement. In addition, related electrical, storm
drain, hardscape and other infrastructure also need
replacement or upgrades to ensure they remain
useful to our residents and visitors.
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What We Heard

In order to reach the community, the Anaheim
Community Services Department, in conjunction
with the City’s Communications Office, recently
designed a new look for “Andy Anaheim,” a
long-time City logo, which depicted Andy in
several costume images. These included Andy as
a park ranger, a baseball player, a soccer player
and a friend of the trees. These logos were used
on various public outreach campaigns to obtain
information from the public about how they use
their local parks.
Community input was vital to the development
of the Anaheim Parks Plan. An outreach program
was developed to solicit community feedback.
The program included a branding tag line entitled
“Planning for Parks, Share Your Vision.” This tag
line provided the public with a recognizable brand
to associate with park planning efforts.
Outreach program tools included a nine question
survey, which was accessible online as well as
distributed at community events. Staff and Project
SAY (Save a Youth) volunteers collected survey
responses from event participants at summer
concerts and movie nights at Pearson and Ronald
Regan Parks, the W.A.N.D. Western Barbeque
at Twila Reid Park and at neighborhood district
meetings and other events. Approximately onehalf of the survey responses were generated at
these events.

The survey period ran from April 22, 2017 to Sept.
23, 2017, with almost 7,000 responses collected.
The results were tabulated and incorporated into
the final recommendations for the report.
Several groups provided opinions and guidance
in developing the Plan. These included the
City Council Working Group, made up of three
council members and their aides, staff from
the Community Services Department and the
City Manager’s Office; a Technical Advisory
Committee made up of staff from other City
departments; and a steering committee comprised
of representative facility users, outside providers
and the community-at-large. A complete listing
of committee members can be found in the
Acknowledgments. Staff also solicited input
from stakeholders (facility users) at six city council
district meetings.
Additionally, staff evaluated parks plans from other
jurisdictions, researched national park guidelines,
and considered City demographic changes since
the last time a strategic plan was prepared in 1997.
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Anaheim Parks Plan - What We Heard: Survey Results
Survey questions and general responses to each are below:
What We Heard:
Survey Results

Question 1 In my neighborhood, parks are:

Question 3 What parks do you visit?
Pearson Park

About Right
62%

Too Few
36%

Ronald Reagan Park
La Palma Park

Too Many
2%

Peralta Park
Boysen Park

More than half of respondents (62%) felt the
number of parks in their neighborhood was about
right.

Maxwell Park
Modjeska Park

Question 2 How often do you use Anaheim parks or
facilities?

Ponderosa Park

I don’t use them
8%
6-7 times a year
10%

Less than 6
times a year
9%

Monthly
19%

Daily
15%

Eucalyptus Park
John Marshall Park
Juarez Park
Oak Canyon Park
and Nature Center

Weekly
39%

Based on survey results, 39% of residents use
Anaheim parks weekly.

Brookhurst Park
Each “Andy”

represents 50 visits to each park, results rounded up to the nearest 50
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What We Heard:
Survey Results

Question 4 What’s most important at a park?

5%

5%

4%

3%

3%

3%

3%

1%

Basic park facilities such as Restrooms, Playgrounds and Tot Lots, and Picnic Facilities rank as the high demand needs.
Question 5 What would you like to see more of?
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Question 6 What is the condition of your local park?
What We Heard:
Survey Results

20%

Excellent
34%

12%
38%

34%
20%

16%

13%

41%

44%

44%

32%

30%

26%

11%

13%

3

4

20%

44%

42%

Good
Fair

17%
26%

28%

Poor
20%

City Council
Districts

1

22%

2

10%

5

Question 7 Do you feel safe at Anaheim parks?

17%
Very Safe
Safe

Somewhat
Safe

30%

26%
12%

6

City
Wide

34%
14%

13%

16%

37%

36%

37%

11%
29%

18%
46%

38%

17%
35%

Not Safe

City Council
Districts

5%

City-wide, 62% of the survey respondents
felt the condition of their local park was
either excellent or good. On a district
by district basis, at least 50% of the
respondents thought their park was in
excellent or good condition. It was also
apparent that many respondents felt
conditions could be improved.

44%

18%

16%

1

2

37%

38%

36%

12%

13%

11%

3

4

5

3%

34%

More than half of the respondents Citywide thought the parks were very safe or
safe. On a district by district basis, results
indicated the parks had safety concerns to
be addressed. Results from City Council
Districts 1, 2, and 4 indicated that more
than half of the respondents felt the parks
were unsafe.

10%

6

City
Wide
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Originally, this particular question was intended to provide an option for a survey responder to identify something they felt was needed at the park that was not
covered by the other survey questions. While there were responses concerning the need for various park improvements or how much they liked Anaheim parks,
a significant number of responses dealt with overall issues concerning the homeless, park security and safety, restroom conditions and the need for additional
park supervision (i.e. Park Rangers, more maintenance staff presence etc.). Recommendations to address these issues are included in the Anaheim Parks Plan.

What We Heard:
Survey Results

Survey Question #8 Anything else you’d like to share about a specific Anaheim park?

Question 9 What Anaheim City Council District do you live in?

2

3

5

6

13%
13%
8%

9%

5%

11%

8%

I don’t
know

1

4

I don’t live in
Anaheim

33%

7

This map shows the percentages of respondents by City Council
District. Many were not sure which District they lived in.
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Where We Are:
People and Parks

The 2010 U.S. Census indicated the city of
Anaheim had 336,265 residents. In 2016, the
citizens of Anaheim voted to divide the city into
six separate districts. Using the 2010 Census
population figures, each district was comprised of
approximately 56,000 residents.

1

2

3
4

5

6

POPULATION
336,265

The City has a current parkland standard of two
acres of parks per 1,000 residents. The City’s
current park acreage consists of 689.2 acres.
When that figure is applied against the City open
space standards, the standard is being exceeded
citywide by 15.07 acres. On a district by district
level this is not the case. With the exception of City
Council District 6, the other five districts do not
meet the two acres of parks per 1,000 residents.

CURRENT CITY OF ANAHEIM
PARK ACREAGE ~700 ACRES
One of the Plan’s goals is to identify how additional
parkland might be obtained to offset the deficit
by district and provide additional parkland to
meet the needs of future residents. Population
projections for the year 2025 were provided by
the Anaheim Planning Department and California
State University Fullerton Center of Demographic
Research. These projections were used to help
determine future park needs for the residents of
Anaheim. In 2025 the population is projected to
16

be 367,390, an increase of 31,025 residents in
comparison to the 2010 population.
Potential new parks and open space opportunities
were evaluated throughout the city. These were
restricted to public and quasi-publicly owned
properties, as those may be more readily available
to acquire for park use through joint-use and
similar types of agreements, without the expense
of purchasing privately owned properties.
Additionally, within the City there are very few
privately owned vacant parcels where acquisition
makes sense. While there are publicly owned
vacant properties, many of those are being
proposed for low to moderate income housing
developments, which there is a significant need for.
After reviewing the public and quasi-public
lands it was determined that the potential for
developing new parks and open space citywide,
in combination with existing parkland, could total
as much as 1,152.3 acres. Potential areas primarily
consisted of Southern California Edison utility
rights-of-way, Orange County Water District and
Orange County Flood Control District properties,
and undeveloped City owned properties under the
jurisdiction of the Anaheim Community Services,
Utilities and Public Works Departments. Additional
sites included athletic fields and facility upgrades
to those belonging to the Anaheim Union High
School District and the Orange Unified School
District. The table below shows the application of
the City parkland standard to the 2025 projected
population.
Current and Projected Parkland Ratios
Year

Population

Park Acres

Acres/1,000

2010

336,265

689.2

2.05

2025

367,390

689.2

1.88

2025

367,390

1,152*

3.14*

*If all potential parkland is acquired and developed as parks.

If no new parkland is acquired from now until the
year 2025, the parkland ratio is estimated to be
1.88 acres per 1,000 residents (based on current
population projections). If all of the potential
parkland throughout the City is acquired and
developed as parkland by the year 2025, the ratio
is estimated to be 3.14 acres per 1,000 residents.
While not counted in the City’s open space
standard, there are large parcels of Orange
County and State of California parks and open
spaces that total an additional 2,642 acres in the
eastern part of the City. Additionally there are
many miles of County-owned trails along the Santa
Ana River and City-owned trails in East Anaheim.
These facilities are largely undeveloped, except
for Yorba Regional Park, and have limited public
access. These resources provide different types of
recreation opportunities for residents.
All housing development projects, including singlefamily homes and apartment communities, are
required to provide on-site private and common
open space to serve the needs of their residents
under current zoning regulations. For single-family
home developments, these can include on-site
private open spaces or shared, large open spaces.
Apartment communities can include private patios
and balconies as well common amenities ranging
from open courtyards, pools, tot lots, community
rooms, etc. These private amenities are seen as an
extension of parks since they also serve to promote
resident healthy living and improved quality of life.
In 2008, the California State Legislators enacted
the Statewide Park Program. This program defines
underserved communities as those having a park
to resident ratio of less than 3 acres of parks
per 1,000 residents. This identifies areas where
surrounding population density may overwhelm
limited park space. The State of California did not
identify Anaheim as being one of the underserved
communities, largely because they included county
and state parklands in their calculations.
DRAFT 4.16.2018

All of the parklands described in this section
provide unique recreation opportunities for
residents. City parks generally have active sports
fields, picnicking and children’s play areas.
National, state and county parks typically have
more habitat and open space and are used for
large group picnicking, hiking, riding and camping.
Private parks may be located within a housing
development or apartment complex and are
accessible to the residents of that development.

Where We Are:
People and Parks

Anaheim Parks Plan - Where We Are: People and Parks
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Where We Are:
Park Acreage Standards

As indicated earlier, the city of Anaheim has an
adopted acreage standard for the provision of
parkland of 2 acres of parks per 1,000 residents.
This is lower than most neighboring cities and
Orange County. Examples of how much parkland
nearby Cities are providing to their residents,
as well as their adopted parkland standards, are
shown on the graph.
There are opportunities for the City to exceed the
parkland standard though the acquisition of open
space on public and quasi-public properties. As
the City is approaching build out, changing the 2
acres of parks per 1,000 residents standard does
not appear feasible. To do so would require a
revision to the City’s park dedication ordinance,
which could significantly increase developer
fees for residential development. The City can
acquire additional parkland acreage by working
with other agencies and purchasing properties as
opportunities are presented.
Other types of standards and guidelines reviewed
were those of the National Recreation and Parks
Association (NRPA) and the Trust for Public
Land (TPL) “2017 Park Facts.” Both of these
organizations have identified guidelines that refer
to the provision of park and recreation facilities.
When reviewing these guidelines, it is important
to note that these are only meant to serve as a
guide. Implementation of the numbers indicated
may be prohibitive and unrealistic for some, each
jurisdiction needs to determine what is most
appropriate for them. Appendix A contains a
spreadsheet indicating Anaheim’s existing facilities
and how they compare with the TPL national
averages.

Parkland per 1,000 residents - Comparable Service Providers:
City/County Actual Parkland
(per 1,000 Residents)

Anaheim

City/County Parkland Standard
(per 1,000 Residents)

La Habra
Fullerton

Note: Some Cities include open space,
trails, and school facilities in their parkland
acreage while others do not.

Orange
County
Brea
Buena Park
Stanton
Garden
Grove
Cypress
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The city selected the TPL national averages as
a comparison as these are recognized industry
standards and are evaluated yearly on a national
basis.
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Anaheim Parks Plan
The City of Anaheim currently has several different
categories of parks. The Plan recommends adding an
additional three categories. Including the new categories
there are presently 9 community parks, 10 mini parks, 6
nature parks, 23 Neighborhood parks, 9 Pocket parks, 3
Recreation Center parks, and 3 Special Use parks. The
following maps show the locations of the existing parks and
facilities in the City of Anaheim, as well as the locations of
neighboring city parks that are within Anaheim’s immediate
vicinity.
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Anaheim Parks Plan - Where We Are - Current Parks Map
Where We Are:
Current Parks Map
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Where We Are Going:
Guiding Principles and Plan Objectives

Anaheim Parks Plan - Where We Are Going: Guiding Principles and Plan Objectives
In the formation of the Anaheim Parks Plan,
Community Services Parks Division staff, the
technical committee, and the steering committee
agreed to follow certain guiding principles.

Guiding Principles
•

Fully evaluate existing park system
• Is there a park or open space within a
10-minute walk of all residents?
• Inclusive and barrier free park access
• Park amenities

•

Maintain the standard of at least 2 acres of
parks per 1,000 residents

•
•
•
•
•

Encourage health
Promote safety
Enhance passive and active recreation
Promote environmental responsibility
Follow existing policies and add new ones as
appropriate

Plan Objectives
From these guiding principles, the following
objectives were established and incorporated into
the Anaheim Parks Plan:
Enhance and Expand Park System
To accomplish this objective, the City should:
• Strive to have a park accessible to residents
within a 10-minute walk from their home
• Redesign/redevelop existing park facilities
to better serve the changing needs of the
community
• As possible, develop buildings, such as
resource centers and community centers, as
multi-use facilities
• Where practical, develop or redevelop athletic
fields for dedicated sports uses.

•

Acquire and/or build parks
• Vacant city-owned parkland
• Vacant city-owned properties
• Properties owned by other public, school
and utility agencies
• Acquire and develop private property

Give Higher Priority to Maintenance
To accomplish this objective, the City should:
• Obtain additional funding for annual
reoccurring repair and improvement of parks
• Supplement current maintenance with
additional part-time city employees
• Replace outdated restroom buildings and
playgrounds
• Restore and staff additional park maintenance
yards
Connect with Nature and Enhance Appreciation
To accomplish this objective, the City should:
• Connect the public with nature through
the promotion of trails and habitat friendly
landscaping
• Through interpretive outreach, enhance the
appreciation of nature by developing or
improving interpretive facilities and signage
Enhance the Urban Forest
To accomplish this objective, the City should:
• Consider planting new native and other
interesting tree species in parks to increase the
urban forest
• Consider drought tolerant, low maintenance
and native park landscaping
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Anaheim Parks Plan - Where We Are Going: General Plan Update

Existing and Proposed Park
Categories
The City of Anaheim’s current park categories
include neighborhood parks, community parks,
mini-parks and special use facilities. Of the
63 parks in the system there are presently: 9
community parks, 10 mini parks, 6 nature parks, 23
Neighborhood parks, 9 Pocket parks, 3 Recreation
Center parks, and 3 Special Use parks. The
following describes each of the park categories.

Pocket Park (new category)
This is a “walk to“ park of less than one acre. It has
no restroom or parking, with no specific service
radius. It serves the immediate area surrounding
the park. Generally providing passive recreational
uses, pocket parks can include picnic facilities,
landscaping, artwork, a children’s play area,
court sports, or other improvements planned
through community involvement. There are no
programmed activities at this type of park.

Mini-parks
Mini-parks, which are presently included in the
system as special use parks, are less than 5 acres
in size and provide an opportunity to develop
recreational facilities in areas where larger sized
1. Anaheim General Plan, May 2004, Green Element, pages 30-33
DRAFT 4.16.2018

land parcels are not available. Occasionally, small
lots or parcels may be available after residential
development occurs that could provide the
opportunity to develop a small children’s play
area or picnic facilities in an area that would not
normally have a park. While mainly passive in
nature, depending on the size of the mini-park,
active uses such as hard-courts, volleyball courts,
picnic shelters and other improvements can be
included in the facility. Mini-parks typically don’t
have restrooms or parking spaces as these facilities
are generally located close to where the users live.
The service radius of a mini-park is up to onequarter of a mile.

Neighborhood Parks
A neighborhood park is between 5 and 14 acres
and has a service radius of one-half mile from
the park. Amenities at neighborhood parks are
usually determined through a public participation
processes and include such things as family picnic
and barbecue areas, children’s play areas, paved
hard-court areas, one or more unlighted athletic
fields, and restrooms. Many of the athletic fields in
Anaheim’s park system were developed as multiuse fields, typically a softball field with a soccer
overlay. Larger neighborhood parks might have
amenities found in larger parks such as restrooms.
Neighborhood parks are considered “walk to”
parks, meaning they are within walking distance
of the residents they serve. Off-street parking
areas are generally provided for a limited number
of vehicles. Often times these parks are located
next to elementary or middle schools to capitalize
on using the school field areas in conjunction
with the park fields to maximize open space for
the community. Facilities have often been shared
through joint-use agreements with the local school
district.

Community Parks
A community park is a much larger park, ranging
from 15 to 50 acres, and serves a much broader
area. For example, Anaheim’s largest community
park is Brookhurst Park at approximately 27 acres.
Amenities at community parks are also determined
largely through public participation. Because of
the broader service radius, the community park
is intended to serve broader needs. Typically, a
community park service radius is up to two miles
from the park. Amenities included at these parks
include those of the neighborhood park, but on
a larger basis. Community parks may contain
multiple lighted athletic fields, large community
centers, and/or water features. These parks might
contain amenities that serve a citywide purpose,
such as outdoor theaters, swimming pools, tennis
courts, and similar.

Where We Are Going:
General Plan Update

In evaluating the park needs of the City, staff
determined that the existing park categories, as
described in the Green Element of Anaheim’s
General Plan¹, should be updated to include
additional categories to better reflect the types
of parks provided by the City. As such, staff
is recommending the addition of three new
categories: pocket park, nature park and recreation
center park. The proposed categories, and those
currently in the system, are described below
and are reflected on the improvement matrix in
Appendix B.

Because these parks serve a broader audience,
primary access is by vehicle and they typically
contain parking lots. As the parks are generally
located at or near the intersections of major
streets, pedestrian and bicycle access is also
encouraged. As with neighborhood parks,
wherever possible the community parks should
be located adjacent to or near middle or highschool facilities to take advantage of joint-use
opportunities.

Nature Park (new category)
Nature parks are typically passive recreational
facilities with some outdoor-related programming.
Each facility is different but will likely have an offstreet parking area, restrooms, open space, trails
and native landscaping. An interpretive center or
signage may also be provided at these facilities to
educate the public about the importance of natural
resources.
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Recreation Center Park (new category)
Where We Are Going:
General Plan Update

This type of facility is a stand-alone recreation
building serving a broad spectrum of the
community. These are programmed buildings or
facilities that can include senior citizen centers,
youth activity facilities, gymnasiums, classrooms
and community programs. These buildings
are 10,000 square feet or greater in size. These
facilities also will have large, off street parking to
accommodate the many program participants.
Family Resource Centers will be included in this
category if a stand alone building. There is no
identified service radius for this type of facility.

Special Use Facility
This type of facility provides amenities associated
with singular or special uses not occurring with
other facilities. This could include community
gardens, cultural or historic elements, skate parks,
swimming pool or sports complexes. They serve
the entire city. These facilities can be stand alone
or incorporated with other recreational uses.
As necessary, parking and other amenities are
provided to accommodate users.
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The Trust for Public Land, with support from the
National Recreation and Park Association and the
Urban Land Institute, have developed a campaign
establishing the goal that all Americans should live
within a 10-minute walk of a park or open space.
It is recommended that Anaheim, along with
133 other American cities and mayors, become
a proponent of the 10-minute walk. The Plan has
developed a strategy to accomplish that goal
using a combination of existing parks, proposed
new parks and school facilities throughout the City.
This would require the cooperation of schools and
other government jurisdictions within the City, and
would require the development of joint-use and
other agreements, and financing, to improve park
access for Anaheim residents.
This program is very important because it
promotes an easy way for people to exercise.
According to an article entitled, “10 Surprising
Benefits Of: A 10-Minute Walk,” by Christa
Avampato¹, in the publication, “Wise Bread,” a
10-Minute Walk can accomplish 10 things.
A 10-minute walk can:
1. Promote heart health
2. Improve brain function
3. Ease depression
4. Improve bone health
5. Burn calories
6. Help you breathe easier
7. Increase mindfulness
8. Reduce stress
9. Improve gait and balance
10. Reduce pain

The Trust for Public Land indicates only 65% of
urban Americans have a park within a 10-minute
walk (or half-mile) of home. By investing in parks
and open spaces and embracing the 10-minute
walk campaign, cities can work to improve the
overall health of their constituency and stay ahead
of increasing public demands for recreational uses.
Residents who live within a 10-minute walk of a
park enjoy a number of additional benefits such as
improved air quality from additional trees in parks.
Similarly, air temperatures are lower in and around
parks because of the urban forest and tree cover
within parks.

Where We Are Going:
10-Minute Walk Campaign

Anaheim Parks Plan- Where We Are Going: 10-Minute Walk Campaign

In addition, people who reside within a 10-minute
walk of a park, enjoy a more immediate connection
to nature, improved views, are more physically
active, and are less dependent on automobiles
to get to their local park. Also, a recent CNN
report² (April 17, 2017) stated that people who live
near parks enjoy longer lifespans and have fewer
diseases. Studies have also indicated an increase in
land and home values that are in close proximity to
parks and open space.
The ‘Existing Parks within Anaheim’ map depicts
Anaheim’s existing parks with a radius of half-mile
around each of them, representing a 10min walk.
The map shows that there are still areas within the
City where residents currently do not have walking
access to a park. The ‘Existing and Proposed Parks
within Anaheim and Immediate Vicinity’ map
depicts Anaheim’s existing parks in combination
with the parklands proposed by this Plan and
parklands in surrounding jurisdictions. The map
demonstrates that if all of the proposed parklands
are developed as parks, there will be very few
locations where residents do not live within a halfmile of a park.

1.

Christa Avampato is the Director of Product Development for Patron Manager and a health education and art advocate. She contributes articles to Wise Bread, the Washington Post,
Huffington Post, The Motley Fool and Royal Media Brothers Publication.

2.

CNN Live TV report “Living near nature linked to longer lives”, by Morgan Monella, Special to CNN, Monday April 17, 2017.
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Figure 3.0 indicates areas of the City within a 10-minute walk (1/2 mile) of a park.
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Where We Are Going:
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Anaheim Parks Plan - Where We Are Going: 10-Minute Walk Campaign (Potential Build-out)
Where We Are Going:
10-Minute Walk Campaign (PB)
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Figure 4.0 indicates how the 10-minute walk can be accomplished using properties owned by the
City, School Districts and various public and quasi-public jurisdictions.
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As the city of Anaheim is nearing build-out, the
ability to develop new parks is becoming more
difficult due to the lack of available land. It is
necessary for the City to look at alternatives to
provide sufficient recreational facilities for the
enjoyment of its residents.
Thirty-two of Anaheim’s parks were constructed
prior to 1980. While new improvements and
rehabilitation have taken place at each site,
many parks are still in need of irrigation system
upgrades, restroom improvements, and concession
or other facility renovation or replacement.
Neighborhoods have changed and so have the
recreation needs of those using the parks. For
example, softball and baseball fields are still
important activities, but in some areas of the city
may not be as important as soccer fields. Many
softball fields were developed with soccer field
overlays. This practice is no longer as viable
because both soccer and softball experience year
round play. Mounded and rolling hills within some
parks may be better used if redeveloped for more
active uses. Although landscaping is valued by the
community, active recreation is also in very high
demand.
To assist City staff in determining facility needs
for the residents of Anaheim, a public opinion
survey was developed for community input. The
top survey response was for restrooms, followed
closely by trees, playgrounds, picnic facilities and
lighting. Soccer and football fields rated higher
than softball and baseball fields. Community
centers were rated considerably higher than senior
centers and gymnasiums. Additional information
regarding the survey results can be found in the
What We Heard section.

Restrooms
Restrooms were the highest ranked
facility indicated on the opinion
survey. Currently the City parks
system has 59 restrooms, including
those in on-site park buildings.
Many are in need of renovation or
replacement. The City Council recently authorized
funding to refurbish eight park restrooms to
improve the condition of the buildings. Associated
with restrooms are concerns about homelessness,
security, sanitation and privacy. Various designs
are under consideration to improve restroom
conditions. Sink placement, types of toilet facilities,
lighting, floor surfacing, air freshening, restroom
stalls and doors and other items are being
reviewed for restroom enhancement.
National averages indicate for a city of Anaheim’s
size as many as 26.6 restrooms per 100,000
people could be needed. That would equate to 89
restrooms among Anaheim’s parks.
Existing

Restroom
Facilities

59

+

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

34

93

89

Recommendation:
The cost for new restrooms ranges from
$250,000 to $500,000, depending on
design and a prefabricated or a build-inplace structure. As most neighborhood
parks and community parks have one or
more restrooms, an evaluation of each park
must be made to determine if more than
one restroom is needed. Staff recommends
that restrooms are not placed in pocket
parks or mini-parks. The need for restrooms
has been identified for Pelanconi, Barton,
Lincoln, Imperial and Palm Lane parks. These
facilities should be priorities for restroom
development. Additional restrooms should be
considered for community parks only having

one restroom facility in the park. This would
include Ronald Reagan, Modjeska, La Palma
and Peralta parks. As a point of clarification,
La Palma and Peralta parks have restrooms
within the community buildings at the parks,
but those are not readily available to park
patrons at those parks because of proximity
or being unavailable for general park use. As
new facilities develop, restrooms should be
included with the project developments.

Trees, Landscaping and Native Plants
Trees and landscaping were ranked
second in the opinion survey
regarding features people would like
to see more of in Anaheim parks.
One of the proposed objectives in
the Anaheim Parks Plan is to increase
the urban forest by planting new and interesting
tree species in the parks. Because of the heavy
use parks receive, newly planted trees should be
a minimum size of 15 gallon, with 24“ box trees
preferred. In certain cases, especially where a
visual statement is needed, a 36” box tree may be
appropriate. While the larger trees may be slower
growing, it is not practical to put in tree varieties
smaller than the 15 gallon as the smaller trees are
targets for vandalism. Flowering trees or those with
interesting structure or bark patterns should be
considered where possible.
Tree and landscape plantings should be evaluated
on a park by park basis. Plantings should be
clustered to develop groves or define areas within
the parks without disrupting security lighting or
areas of play. Tree plantings should be located
away from hardscape to avoid problems with
roots and branch breakage. Landscape plantings
should be designed to create visual interest,
minimize sightline disruption and prevent hiding
opportunities.
In the early years when Anaheim parks were
first conservation areas, parks were considered
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miniature arboretums, as the tree species varied
and many had numbered identification posts at
the base of the trees. These posts corresponded to
park maps that were available to the public. In this
manner, park visitors could become familiar with
tree species used in the parks and possibly use in
their home landscapes.

Children’s Play Areas

Consideration should be given to using native, low
maintenance and drought tolerant plantings. These
could be in demonstration gardens, on slopes
and other areas prone to erosion, or other areas
where reduced water consumption is desired. As
with the tree plantings, native plantings should be
identified so the general public knows what the
plant materials are.

Most of Anaheim’s neighborhood
and community parks have children’s
play areas. These play areas are
heavily utilized and are among the
most popular improvements in the
parks. The City is in the process of
updating the older play areas. Since 2011, the City
has partnered with the community and nonprofit
organization, KaBOOM!, to replace play areas
at Willow, Stoddard, Schweitzer, Edison, Lincoln,
Modjeska, Twila Reid, Imperial, John Marshall and
Pearson parks. In addition, the redevelopment of
Barton and Julianna parks will bring new play areas
to those parks by 2019.

Native plant material use in the parks was rated
in the upper one-third of responses to the survey
questions. Many homeowners have begun using
native plant materials in their gardens. These
provide habitat value, encourage birds and
butterflies, and create a connection to nature.
While not all natives are drought tolerant, many are
and can save water.

Currently there are at least 12 play areas requiring
renovation. These facilities are between 16 and 30
years old. In some cases, replacement playground
parts are no longer available and playground
pieces have been removed or closed to public
use. Parks needing replacement play areas are
identified in the park maintenance and safety
section on page 47.

There are no national averages reported by TPL for
tree, landscape or native planting but these items
did rank high with public interest on the survey.

Because of the heavy use at the children’s play
areas, continual inspection is needed to insure
safety for our youngest residents. As the play areas
age, parts deteriorate and need replacement. This
is an ongoing need.

Recommendation:
Trees cost between $75 and $500 based on
species. Other landscape costs, including
native landscape, will vary in price and will be
based on specific design considerations. All
parks should be evaluated for tree and other
landscaping improvements.
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An item mentioned by many in the survey was
the need for shade in the play areas. Several of
the parks have trees that provide at least partial
shade to the play spaces (Willow and Little
People’s parks). Recently, the City has started
using shade toppers in several of the more recent
park play area renovations (Reagan, Sage and
Sycamore parks). All new play area installations
or renovations, as well as existing play areas,
should include a shade element. Because of fall
zones around the various play equipment pieces,
some play areas may not be candidates for shade

topper installations. Each play area where shade is
needed should be evaluated to determine if it can
be retrofitted for shade toppers. If shade toppers
cannot be installed, additional shade trees should
be considered.
National averages indicate that there is a need for
as many as 23 children’s play areas per 100,000
people. That would equate to 72 play areas in
Anaheim. Currently the City has 51 children’s play
areas.

Where We Are Going: Park and
Facility Needs & Recommendations

Anaheim Parks Plan

The Park Maintenance Section on Infrastructure
Needs addresses playground area refurbishments
and replacement projects. As new park
developments occur throughout the City,
play areas should be considered with those
developments.
Potential
TPL
Existing

Children’s
Play Areas

51

+

Additions

Total

National Average

6

57

77

Recommendation:
Children’s play areas are an important part
of the park system. A play area that needs to
be rehabilitated immediately is Brookhurst
Park. Because this is a large project, costs
are estimated to be between $1 million to
$1.5 million. Play area replacements at the
other parks are estimated to cost $200,000 to
$350,000.

Picnic Facilities and Shelters
Picnic facilities are some of the most
heavily used amenities at Anaheim
parks. Types of picnic facilities include
individual and family picnic areas
where individuals or large groups
use tables for small parties or eating.
These tables are generally scattered about the
park. Group picnic areas include multiple tables
for large gatherings concentrated in certain areas
of the park. Picnic shelters are generally used at
group picnic areas unless designed for individual
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or small group use. Examples of both are common
within the park system. Most group picnic areas
are located in the larger neighborhood or in
community parks and are reserved for activities
by permit to ensure the facility is available for the
event.

and class activity programming, meeting and
banquet rooms.
•

TPL reported no national average date for picnic
shelters.
Recommendation:
Picnic tables cost approximately $2,000 to
$2,500 to purchase and install if the picnic
table slab is available. If no slab is available,
the table and slab will cost between $3,000
and $4,000 each. Costs for shelter usually
range from $95,000 to $250,000 depending
on size and the development preparations
needed (i.e. water, electricity, foundations,
etc). Picnic shelters should be incorporated
into new park developments. Additional
consideration should be given to adding
group picnic shelters at existing community
parks.

Community Buildings
Community buildings are always
in demand. Providing facilities
for classroom and recreation
programming, public meetings,
banquets, wedding venues and more,
the buildings serve as a social hub for
many of our residents. These are usually more than
10,000 square feet in size and can accommodate
large groups of people. Often the building has a
senior citizen component and may be coupled with
a gymnasium or other feature.
The City has three main community center
facilities.
•

•

The Downtown Anaheim Community Center
and Gymnasium consists of two large buildings
adjacent to the City Hall complex. The
community center has a senior citizen wing,
meeting and banquet rooms, classrooms and
social service offices for the community. A large
gymnasium, with a teen center and boxing ring
workout area, completes the facility. Between
the two buildings is an open grass area with
shaded outdoor fitness stations.
The East Anaheim Community Center and
Gymnasium is located in a complex, which
also includes the East Anaheim Police Station
and the East Anaheim Branch Library. The
community center offers programmed activities
and meeting space for the community, while
the gymnasium offers youth programming and
gymnasium activities including basketball and
volleyball courts and other activities.

Community centers ranked in the upper one-third
of the opinion survey, while senior citizen centers
and gymnasiums were ranked in the bottom third
of the survey. This disparity may be because the
City’s large recreational building units are mainly
multi-use and located in the same general area.
The city also has other centers that are related
to community center use but on a somewhat
smaller scale. These include the West Anaheim
Youth Center and Gymnasium, Ponderosa Park
Community Center and Gymnasium, the Manzanita
Park Family Resource Center, the Martin Recreation
Center at La Palma Park, the Miraloma Park Family
Resource Center, the Pinney Recreation Center,
Oak Canyon Nature Center and the Citrus Park
Center. Overall, the City has 11 community center
facilities including the small scale centers.

National averages indicate five community building
facilities per 100,000 people. That would equate to
13.4 community center facilities in Anaheim.
Existing

Community
Building
Facilities

11

+

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

6

17

13.4

Recommendation:
At present, the community center facilities are
relatively evenly distributed throughout the
City. As the Platinum Triangle area continues
to grow, staff should consider building a new
community for area residents to use. Several
parks have community centers as a part of
their master plans. Sycamore Park has a
senior center proposed at the north end of
the park. Modjeska Park has a community
center planned for the large open space
area on Nutwood Street. Pioneer Park has
a community center proposed in the open
play area on Underhill Avenue. Reagan Park
has a proposed community center, but staff
is assessing whether or not the proposed
location can accommodate a building.
While additional centers may be needed in
the future, it appears there may be higher
priorities to consider before developing
another center. The estimated cost to build
is between $10 million and $15 million and
would likely take the shape of a family
resource center in west Anaheim.

Brookhurst Community Center located at
Brookhurst Park has extensive senior citizen
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Water Play and Splash Pad Facilities
Survey respondents identified water
play as an important feature they
would like to see more of at our
parks. During planning meetings for
proposed park projects, many of our
youth expressed a desire for these
features as well. The City currently has a splash pad
at Miraloma Park with another under construction
at Ponderosa Park. Water play and splash pads
have broad based appeal because of Anaheim’s
warm climate, few swimming facilities within the
City, and the distance from the ocean or other
swim areas.
There is a national average of 1.5 per 100,000
people. That would equate to five splash pads.

Existing

Splash
Pads

2

+

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

4

6

5

Recommendation:
While the cost of developing water play
or splash pads facilities is high at $400,000
to $500,000 per splash pad, they can
accommodate a lot of user activity in a small
area. In addition to Miraloma and Ponderosa
parks, another water play facility is planned
for Chaparral Park with the intent to develop
several more throughout the City.

Public Art
Public art in the parks is a high
interest indicated in the Park survey.
Many parks have public art installed
as a part of the facility. Examples
include the Madame Modjeska statue
at Pearson Park, the Fountain of the
Arts in the Pearson Park Amphitheater Plaza, the

murals at Citrus and Manzanita parks, the sculpture
at Colony Park, the George Washington Park rose
garden trellis, and the mosaics at Paul Revere
and Ponderosa parks. Artwork adds a visual and
cultural interest to the park environments. It also
provides a unique blend between man-made
beauty and the natural beauty of the parks.
TPL has no reported national data for the provision
of public art in parks.
Recommendations:
The cost to implement public art will vary
based on the piece of art being installed.
The intent of the art would be to reflect the
surrounding neighborhood. Art should be
considered on an opportunity basis.

Swimming Facilities
A need identified by staff and of
medium interest to the community is
the need for more swimming pools
and or a swim complex. Swimming
programs are important because
they teach swimming skills and
water safety. The need for swimming facilities
is intensified during the summer months when
temperatures are at their highest.
Presently, the only municipal pool in the City is
at Pearson Park. In 1978, the original Pearson
Park Plunge was demolished and a new pool
built on the southwest area of the park. For many
years, City programming of this new pool was
supplemented with City scheduled swim programs
at many of the high school pools in the City. While
City-offered swim programs continue at Canyon
High School in east Anaheim, there are no longer
public swim programs at the other high schools
in the City. This is because of the Orange Unified
School District curriculum swim programs and wear
and tear on the facilities.

National averages indicate that there are as many
as 2.4 pools per 100,000 people. That would
equate to eight pools in Anaheim.
Existing

Swimming
Pool
Facilities

1

+

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

7

8

8

Recommendation:
This deficiency could be reduced by utilizing
pools at the various high schools. The jointuse agreements could include the eight
high school pools. The City may need to
do cost sharing or some other financial
participation to make this proposal work. The
costs associated with the pool uses would
vary depending upon the amount of use
but it is anticipated that public participation
could average 1,000 to 2,100 people per
pool during summer use periods. The cost
to operate a summer program at a high
school pool is estimated to be approximately
$100,000, plus actual facility maintenance
costs. Should the city be required to provide
improvements to a pool as a part of the
negotiations for pool use, those costs would
be determined on a case by case basis.

Where We Are Going: Park and
Facility Needs & Recommendations
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In addition to the pools at the high schools,
the City should consider developing a swim
complex that could involve year round use
and accommodate competitive private swim
as well as public program opportunities. The
cost to build a swim complex will vary by site
and if property would need to be acquired.
Based on information from an aquatic facility
designer, a conventional city pool could cost
$1.2 million to $2 million, a small indoor
competition or institutional pool complex
would cost between $2.5 million and $4.5
million. A large competition or institutional
facility would cost between $9.5 million and
$14 million.
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Athletic Fields
Staff also consulted with the
organized sports groups to
determine athletic field needs. At
a meeting with the primary field
users, the overwhelming interest
are for more athletic fields including
a sports complex. Soccer field use continues
to be the greatest need. They also requested
more dedicated field use rather than playing on
multipurpose fields. Currently many of Anaheim’s
fields are multi-use with softball being a primary
use with a soccer field overlay.
Better and additional athletic field lighting was
also a high demand. The most recent field to be
lighted was Canyon Rim Park in 2008. Many of
the park field lighting systems have been in place
for more than 20 years. While the existing ball
field lights are regularly maintained, the lighting is
expensive to operate and replacement light bulbs
are increasingly unavailable because of technology
improvements. Because of the age of many
systems, light poles are nearing life expectancy
and will require replacement.
The desired lighting moving forward is LED
because of its efficiency and installation. LED
lights provide better light distribution with
minimal overspill into adjacent areas. It is also less
expensive to operate. In addition, LED light poles
require less maintenance over time. For example,
the City’s older light poles have been subjected to
ground moisture and corrosion because the base
of the pole was mounted flush with the ground.
Best practices show that poles should be mounted
on a raised concrete base, eliminating contact
with the moist ground. All new ball field lighting
installations and replacements should use the new
LED light and pole technologies.
The sports groups also requested increased
parking enforcement to restrict RV and similar
vehicles from taking parking spaces all day and

into the night. Additional parking or availability
at Boysen, John Marshall, Pioneer, Riverdale and
Palm Lane parks is a high priority.

Presently, they can accommodate 54,299 youth
and 26,275 adult participants for soccer and
softball field games.

The sports groups also have concerns about the
concession buildings. Many are more than 25 years
old. With the exception of the Yorba and Pioneer
park concessions, sports groups constructed the
buildings through long-term agreements with the
City. Due to their age and use, the structures are
deteriorating and in need of renovation. This has
presented problems as the groups traditionally
renovate their buildings with volunteer labor. The
City’s building division is requiring that the groups
have insurance and publicly bid the projects
using prevailing wage provisions instead of their
volunteer efforts. The groups do not have the
funding available to meet those requirements.

Unfortunately, there are not enough field areas
to accommodate the demand. There is currently
a waiting list for 12 sports organizations and
over the past three years, staff has not accepted
adult soccer team applications. Thirty-one sports
organizations were turned away from field usage
during that time period. Each of these sports
organizations are comprised of many teams.

Sports have become so popular at the City’s
fields that they occur year round. This increases
the fields’ wear and tear. The sports groups have
suggested using artificial turf instead of natural
turf, as well as the development of both soccer and
softball and baseball sports complexes to reduce
the field deficiency and wear and tear on facilities.
The groups also suggested using the high school
and middle school fields to reduce the demand on
City fields. The City used to schedule the school
fields for organized play, but because of problems
with overuse, trash removal, vandalism and other
issues, the Anaheim Union High School District
stopped City scheduling of the facilities. The
sports groups felt the district and City should work
together to develop a school sports complex on
one or more of the campuses.
It should be noted that the City programs sporting
activities at the Anaheim Elementary School
District school fields. These uses are in addition
to the park athletic fields. Using the elementary
school fields in conjunction with the City fields
allows staff to schedule 128 fields across the City.

The stakeholders also suggested more park
maintenance and park ranger staff be available to
supervise the parks. Irrigation systems frequently
need repair and line breaks may go unnoticed
for several days. As a result, there may be field
downtime due to the irrigation repairs. More
supervision could decrease downtime, minimizing
field disruption.
The city currently has 40 soccer and football
fields and 48 softball and baseball fields. National
averages for soccer fields indicates that a city
of Anaheim’s size should have 17.6 soccer fields
per 100,000 people or approximately 59 fields.
There are no national averages for football fields.
National averages for softball and baseball fields
suggest there is a need for 17.6 fields per 100,000
people or 59 for Anaheim. Most of these fields
are considered to be multi-purpose fields. The
multipurpose field has been the Anaheim model
for the park system. However, it is also one that the
sports group stakeholders have requested the City
reevaluate. Staff believes that the development
of sports complexes with designated facilities will
relieve the pressure on the other athletic field
usage, improving facility scheduling.
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Baseball/
Softball
Facilities

48

Existing

Soccer/
Football
Facilities

40

+
+

40

83

59

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

23

66

59

Recommendations:
Athletic field activities are a significant form
of recreation in the city of Anaheim. City
fields receive considerable use and since
most sports are no longer seasonal, there is
limited opportunity to take fields out of play
for renovation. Consequently, wear patterns
develop in the turf, which makes maintenance
and user play difficult. As Anaheim is facing
build-out, there are limited opportunities for
the acquisition and development of new field
areas. Additionally, the sports groups have
requested that there be more dedicated field
uses (i.e. soccer fields only for soccer; softball
fields only for softball) with minimal reliance
on field overlay as is the current practice.
New parks using public and quasi-public lands
will not satisfy athletic field needs. While
adding open space and other recreational
opportunities to the park system, large parcel
acquisitions capable of field development are
generally not available.
The City should direct its efforts to the
development of a sports complex at La Palma
Park. This would involve redevelopment of
the west side of the park to include three
soccer fields and other amenities, and the
development of the area north of Glover
Stadium into additional fields. Parking,
lighting and other improvements should be
included. This 19.1 acre project is estimated
to cost approximately $22 million. This could

be divided into two phases. Phase one
development of the west side of the park is
estimated to cost $10.4 million. Phase two
would Include acquisition of the three parcels
and development of the property north of
Glover Stadium and is estimated to cost $11.9
million.
Next, the City should enter into long term
joint-use agreements to schedule the use
of the field areas and other recreational
amenities at the high school and middle
schools in the Anaheim Union High School,
Orange Unified School and Placentia–
Yorba Linda School Districts. Making these
school fields available for public use would
significantly reduce the field demands for
the City. The fields could be used during
off-school use hours. Lighting and field
improvement costs vary by school and the
number of fields used. The City will also
likely need to take some of the operation and
maintenance responsibilities associated with
the improvements and scheduled activities.
These costs need to be determined and
would be subject to negotiations concerning
which fields might become available.

athletic fields. In 2005, the City proposed to
redevelop the fields to better accommodate
use by the school and the community. As
proposed, the plan would include field
lighting, irrigation and turf upgrades, a
restroom and other improvements at an
estimated cost of $5 million. Unfortunately,
the project did not proceed after the initial
planning efforts due to a lack of agreement
between the City and school district.
The City has proposed other athletic field
developments for some of the Orange
Unified School District facilities including
redeveloping the fields at Canyon High
School, El Rancho Middle School and the
Crescent Elementary School/Peralta Park
complex. The estimated costs for this project
are $3.75 million.

Where We Are Going: Park and
Facility Needs & Recommendations

Anaheim Parks Plan

The City should also re-evaluate the existing
fields in the park system to consider updating
ball field lights to determine which could be
turned into dedicated baseball and softball
fields, and lighting currently unlit fields to
increase availability. Again, these costs would
vary by facility and are not a part of this
evaluation. Costs to install lighting systems
on a typical multi-use field are estimated
between $350,000 and $400,000 per field.
While likely part of the joint-use agreements
to be negotiated with the Anaheim Union
High School District, the City should consider
the project that has been planned for the
redevelopment of the Magnolia High School
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The Canyon High School project would
include redeveloping the school’s turf,
irrigation and sports facilities to improve
school and community usage. Field
lighting, restroom, accessibility and other
improvements would also be a part of the
project. The estimated cost for this project is
$1.88 million.

National averages indicate that based on a city of
Anaheim’s size there could be as many as .4 skate
parks per 100,000 people. That would equate to
1.3 skate parks in Anaheim.

The El Rancho Middle School project consists
of enhancing the soccer and track infield
and baseball field at the school by providing
sports lighting, turf, irrigation and electrical
upgrades to improve school and community
use. This project is estimated to cost
approximately $1.5 million.

Recommendation:
The costs to develop a skate park will vary
by site. It is estimated these costs could
range from a low of $150,000 -$700,000 per
skate park depending on site conditions and
improvements. Beyond the construction of the
Manzanita Park skate park and Logan Wells
skate park, staff is considering additional
skating amenities at Brookhurst Park.

Staff should continue to evaluate scheduling
and use trends to accommodate facility use
needs to the greatest extent possible. The
City is currently in negotiations to purchase
Orange County Water District property at Ball
Road and the Santa Ana River. The 19-acre
property will provide for the development
of four lighted ballfields, as well as other
amenities to serve the community. The cost to
acquire and develop the property is estimated
at $25 million.

Skate Parks
Skate parks were in the lower onethird of community responses on the
public opinion survey, yet they have
been a frequently requested facility.
The City currently has skate parks at
Brookhurst, Miraloma, Palm Lane, Ponderosa and
Schweitzer parks. A grant-funded skate park at
Manzanita Park is soon to be under construction
as a design-build project. Another skate park, the
Logan Wells Memorial Skate Zone, is subject to
fundraising and is proposed for the East Anaheim
Gymnasium facility.

Existing

Skate
Park
Facilities

6

+

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

3

9

1.3

Dog Parks
The City recently opened two dog
parks at La Palma and Olive Hills
parks. A third park is proposed at
Maxwell park. Both dog parks are
heavily used and approximately 1.3
acres in size with separate large and small dog
areas. La Palma dog park was renovated in late
2017 after having received such heavy use that
large areas of grass were worn away, leaving only
dirt. The renovation reduced the grass areas and
replaced it with decomposed granite, which is
better for maintenance. Even with the heavy usage
at both of these parks and many requests for new
dog parks, the public opinion survey did not rank
dog parks high (less than 4 percent) in the survey
results. Based upon the requests from throughout
the City and the usage experienced at these two
parks, staff believes more dog parks are necessary.
At least one dog park per council district should be
considered.

National averages indicate as many as 1.3 dog
parks per 100,000 people. That would equate to
4.3 dog parks in Anaheim.
Existing

Dog Park
Facilities

2

+

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

2

4

4.3

Recommendation:
Dog parks are very popular. With the success
of the first two parks, staff believes there
should be a dog park in each council district.
While that is less than the national average, it
is a good goal to obtain. Well designed and
functional dog parks are estimated to cost
approximately $1 million each.

Tennis Courts
Tennis courts have also been a
frequent request from the community.
The City has six courts at Pearson
Park, 14 courts at Boysen Park and
six at Olive Hills Park. The courts
at Pearson and Boysen parks are lighted; those
at Olive Hills Park are unlit. A concessionaire
operates the courts at Boysen Park and use is
available by membership or on a pay-to-play basis.
As with the pools and the athletic fields, the City
previously scheduled tennis court uses at Anaheim
high schools but now only schedules special
tournament events. The courts are not scheduled
for general public use at any of the Anaheim Union
High School District campuses or the two other
high school districts in the City.
National averages indicate as many as 18 tennis
courts per 100,000 people. That would equate to
60 tennis courts in Anaheim.
Existing

Tennis
Court
Facilities

26

+

Potential
Additions

Total

TPL
National Average

88

114

60
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Recommendation:
Utilize existing high school courts throughout
the City. The joint-use agreement could also
include the use of 114 high school tennis
courts. The City has previously scheduled
use at Loara and Magnolia high school courts
and has discussed court use at Canyon High
School with Orange Unified School District.
Loara has night lighting but may require
renovation. New lighting could be installed
at Magnolia and Canyon high school’s
courts. Costs per court to light would be
approximately $20,000 per court. To build
a new court, the cost is estimated between
$80,000 and $110,000 per court depending
upon site conditions.

Community Gardens
Community Gardens were not
included as a response item in the
general survey. This is because
community gardens are not a current
responsibility of the Community
Services Department. The City
Manager’s Office currently oversees the program.
The Community Services Department can help
identify sites and provide some support for
constituents using the gardens.
Currently there are four community gardens in the
City. These are located in west Anaheim (Common
Ground), central Anaheim (Wig Wag), south
Anaheim (at Ponderosa Park) and east Anaheim
(adjacent to Sycamore Park).
There are no TPL reported national average
available for community gardens
Recommendation:
Continue to assist community organizers and
the City Manager’s Office in the provision of
community gardens.

New Parks and Open Space
Development
Appendix B provides a matrix of the
potential capital improvements for
both existing parks and for new park
areas that might be developed for
new open space opportunities. While
some areas may have institutional or
other developmental constraints, such as Southern
California Edison transmission line right-of-ways,
or properties with terrain or accessibility issues,
planning for these areas should consider the park
system deficiencies identified in this report to the
extent possible. Amenities such as picnic facilities,
restrooms and children’s play areas should be
considered with each development, as well as
parking and walking trails where appropriate. As
with all developments, funding will be needed to
facilitate the development and future operation of
the areas.

The needs contained in this Plan are not unusual
and are typical for most park systems. Restrooms,
children’s play areas, picnicking facilities and
athletic sports fields are fairly consistent needs
for most jurisdictions. Community centers, swim
and water play facilities, landscaping and similar
amenities are likewise consistent needs found
here and elsewhere. It is the intent of this Plan to
provide the recommendations necessary to meet
those needs specifically addressed in this section
and overall at the conclusion of this document.

Where We Are Going: Park and
Facility Needs & Recommendations

Anaheim Parks Plan

Summary
Pages 32 through 39 address park and facility
needs and provide recommendations for meeting
those needs. This will require resources, both in
land and funding, to provide for the development
of new or replacement improvements. Staff
should continually evaluate the existing system to
see if needs are being met. The survey and other
public input received during the planning process
assisted staff with the identification of those
needs should be periodically reviewed to ensure
needs are being addressed.
Even with the addition of potential facilities
deficiencies will still exist. It will be incumbent
upon staff to continually review community needs
to determine if the deficiencies related to lack of
facilities, as indicated by the community, affect
the department’s service delivery. As possible,
those deficiencies should be addressed.
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Facility Cost Summary
Restrooms

Soccer and Football Fields

Fitness Zones

$250,000 to $500,000
(per comfort station)
Trees and Landscaping

$200,000 to $300,000
(based 10 stations and shade)
Community Centers

$150,000 to $250,000
(each)
Swimming Facilities

$150,000 to $250,000
(based on 1 acre park)
Children’s Play Areas
$5 million to $15 million
(Based on 15,000 s.f. building)

$300,000 to $500,000
(each)
Picnic Facilities

Native Plants

$50,000 to $150,000
(Per shelter)
Lighting

$50,000 to $200,000
(based on 1 acre park)
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Basketball Courts

$50,000 to $100,000
(Based on 1 acre park)
Water Play

$150,000 to $200,000
(based on 1 acre park)
Trails and Open Space

$5 million to $15 million
(based on indoor facility)

$50,000 to $75,000
(each)
Senior Centers

$400,000 to $500,000
(each)
Public Art

$2.5 million to $5 million
(10,000 s.f. building)
Gymnasiums

$25,000 to $100,000
(each)

$2.5 million to $5 million
(10,000 s.f. building)

Each
equals $200,000
Items are listed by community preference
DRAFT 4.16.2018

Baseball and Softball Fields

$300,000 to $500,000
(each)
Volleyball Courts

Pickleball Court

$80,000 to $100,000
(each)

Where We Are Going:
Park and Facility Cost Summary

Anaheim Parks Plan

$50,000 to $75,000
(each)
Skate Areas

$300,000 to $700,000
(each)
Dog Parks

$300,000 to $1 million
(each)
Tennis Courts

$80,000 to $100,000
(each)
Speed Soccer Fields

Passive Use

$100,000 to $200,000
(based outdoor facility)

Active Use
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One of the core objectives determined by
feedback from the community, the steering and
technical advisory committees and City staff, is to
give higher priority to maintenance. The objective
is broken down into four main objectives which are:
1. Supplement contract maintenance 		
operations with additional part-time City
employees

Survey respondents were also asked to express
their feeling of general safety in Anaheim parks,
Respondents rated this category in the following
way:
Somewhat
Safe
34%

Not Safe
10%

Safe
38%

Very Safe
18%

2. Restore and staff an additional park 		
maintenance yard
3. Obtain additional funding for annual 		
reoccurring repair and improvements of 		
parks
4. Replace outdated restroom buildings
The objectives were determined because they are
vital to ensuring that Anaheim parks remain vibrant
and receive the necessary funding and attention of
decision makers who allocate funding.

Planning for Parks Survey Results
Survey respondents were asked to rank the
condition of the Anaheim parks they most
frequently visited. The survey results rated
Anaheim parks in the following way:

Poor
12%

Excellent
20%

Survey results indicated that most people feel
satisfied in the categories of park safety (56
percent rated very safe/safe) and the level of park
maintenance (62 percent rated excellent/good)
in Anaheim parks. However, public sentiment
expressed in the comment portion of the survey,
as well as recent public dialogue in City Council
meetings and other public forums, bolster the
opinion that more attention in these areas is
warranted.
This is especially true as both of the subject areas
are closely related, and a common thread shared
in the opinions of safety and maintenance is
that a greater visibility of City employees in our
parks is desired by the community. To provide
some historical context on the subject of park
maintenance, it is beneficial to provide some
background on how the maintenance of parks has
evolved through the years.

Park Maintenance
Fair
26%

Good
42%

Park Maintenance History
Since the creation of parks in Anaheim, beginning
with Anaheim’s first park, City Park, later renamed

Pearson Park, maintenance functions were
performed by City staff. Throughout the years
as our park system grew, the diverse duties
and maintenance tasks required a sizable City
maintenance staff with a large fleet of vehicles and
equipment necessary to address the needs.
During the late 2000s the City faced significant
budgetary challenges and revenue shortfalls. Staff
researched best practices from other California
cities that contracted out their park maintenance
function to determine a direction which would
insure that the City’s parks were well maintained,
but with a reduction in cost. Various cost reduction
strategies were considered and the privatization of
park maintenance operations occurred.
Turf maintenance was first contracted out, followed
by the remaining maintenance functions such as
irrigation repair, trash and litter removal, shrub
and planter maintenance, chemical application
and restroom maintenance. Prior to privatization,
restroom maintenance had been performed by fulltime staff. However due to the poor quality of the
restroom maintenance performed by contract staff,
this function was brought back in-house and is
currently being performed by part-time staff. Eight
full-time employees were retained to oversee the
contracted maintenance functions, perform special
projects, provide support for special events,
and support the daily workload of the remaining
functions that were not contracted out.

Today’s Park Maintenance Operation
In the current blend of the City’s park maintenance,
the majority of the work is carried out by
contracted services and supplemented by nine fulltime field employees and 28 part-time laborers.
Within this model the City is divided into four
maintenance sectors, with each sector consisting
of a number of parks that are geographically
arranged together. The sectors are listed below
with their corresponding parks.
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•

Brookhurst Sector
Barton, Brookhurst, Brookhurst Community
Center, Brookhurst Skate Park, Chaparral,
Energy, Hansen, John Marshall, Maxwell,
Modjeska, Palm Lane, Peter Marshall,
Ponderosa, Ross, Schweitzer, Stoddard,
Twila Reid and Willow

•

La Palma Sector
Colony Square, Downtown Community
Center, Downtown Skate Park, Founders,
George Washington, Glover, Julianna,
La Palma, Manzanita, Martin Recreation
Center, Pearson, Pearson Pool, Pearson
Tennis Courts, Sage and Swan Parking Lot

•

Boysen Sector
Anaheim Coves, Boysen, Central Yard,
Citrus, Colony, Cottonwood, Edison,
Juarez, Lincoln, Little Peoples, Pioneer, Rio
Vista, Tree Yard and Walnut Grove

•

Peralta Sector
Canyon Rim, Deer Canyon, Equestrian
Trails, Eucalyptus, Fairmont Site, Imperial,
Oak, Oak Canyon Nature Center, Olive
Hills Tennis Courts, Pelanconi, Peralta,
Pinney Recreation Center, Riverdale,
Ronald Reagan, Roosevelt, Sycamore,
Wetlands and Yorba

Each Sector is named after the community park
which is the location of a crew quarters staffed
by two full-time employees, a park maintenance
supervisor, a park maintenance worker and
approximately 6 to 8 part-time laborers. Under
the direction of the supervisor at each sector, City
staff perform various tasks which are not included
in the park maintenance contractor’s area of
responsibility. These areas include but are not
limited to: restroom maintenance, playground
maintenance, fire clearance, special event support
and special projects. The supervisor and park
maintenance worker also work closely with the

contractor through an inspection process to ensure
contractor compliance with the park landscape
maintenance specifications (See Attachment XX).
These improvements are to be followed by the
contractor per the agreements approved by City
Council.
The nature of the majority of our park maintenance
which is now being performed by an outside
contractor is radically different than the “inhouse” park maintenance staff who had formerly
performed all of the landscape maintenance in City
parks for many decades. The largest difference
is the number of hours actually spent in parks by
contract personnel when compared to City staff.
Since contract staff perform specific landscape
maintenance duties for a private “for profit”
business, their approach to the workload is to
perform the duties per the contract specifications
as quickly as possible to increase profit margins
for the company. In contrast, this approach is
different than using City staff to perform the work
because in most cases, City staff had many diverse
duties which made them more visible in parks and
available to the public to address complaints and
provide an additional layer of security for park
patrons.

Costs
When the privatization of maintenance was
completed in Fiscal Year 2010/11, the City was
able to save in excess of $2.9 million. However,
with escalating costs now borne by the firms
who provide the maintenance of our parks, such
as an increase in the minimum wage, required
healthcare and other miscellaneous employment
benefits, costs for contracted park maintenance
have increased since the park privatization began.
Concurrently, during the same time period, labor
and burden rates for City staff have also increased
along with other operational costs such as
equipment and supplies.

As part of the Fiscal Year 2017/18 budget process,
the Finance Department evaluated the estimated
cost of contracted park maintenance with the
estimated cost of in-house staff maintenance
should City staff be brought back to replace
contracted services. The analysis shows an annual
savings of $4.4 million using contracted services.

Objective #1			
Alternative Maintenance Plans

Where We Are Going:
Park Maintenance and Safety

Anaheim Parks Plan

While contracted park maintenance services
achieve a significant savings when compared
to the use of in-house staff, one of the distinct
downsides is not having as many City staff in our
parks on a daily basis. Before the privatization
of our park maintenance function, the city
significantly benefited from having a greater
number of City staff in our parks on a consistent
basis. This City’s presence was important to our
residents and provided a sense of security to
park patrons, as well as the capability to provide
more detail to maintenance functions and address
complaints in a more timely fashion.
Following the privatization of park maintenance
functions, some residents have requested that the
City return to a scenario in which park maintenance
is performed by City employees due to the
perception that park conditions would significantly
improve. However, the City’s current park
landscape maintenance contractor has performed
well and is complying with the terms of the
contract to successfully perform the basic duties
such as mowing, trash and litter pick up, shrub
bed maintenance, tree trimming under 15 feet
and irrigation repair. It should be noted that most
of the negative input received from park users
regarding park conditions related to vandalism and
abuse of facilities, overused sports fields, missing
plant material or sparse turf conditions, and
criminal activity. These are not the responsibility of
the contractor unless the repair of damages related
43
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to these items is directed by City staff. However,
funding for repair and improvement of park
deficiencies has not been consistently allocated in
annual Community Services budgets.
Recently, there has been significant discussion
by City Council on the subject of increasing the
number of City staff in our parks. The desire has
been communicated by the public, particularly by
those who regularly use our parks. To accomplish
the goal of more staff in parks, a few specific
strategies should be considered.

Additional part-time staff combined
with contracted services
A hybrid plan using part-time labor to supplement
contracted forces could be implemented which
would provide an additional level of service to
our parks, which would provide closer supervision
and enhanced quality control. In this scenario, all
large community size parks would be staffed with
part-time laborers throughout the day who will also
be assigned selected smaller satellite parks. This
concept could function in the following way:
•
•
•
•
•

Tasks
Supplement daily contracted labor and other
detailed tasks not covered by contract
Additional trash and litter pickup
Staff could function as park ambassadors by
interacting with the public
Clean and check amenities such as signs, 		
drinking fountains, hydration stations, trash 		
receptacle lids, railings, water features, etc.
Report and document graffiti

Staffing
M-F: 8 a.m. to 12 p.m. shift
One person per community park, with a total
of eight laborers
• M-F: 1p.m. to 5 p.m. shift
One person per community park, with a total

•

of eight laborers
Sat. and Sun.: 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. shift
One person per community park, with a total
of eight laborers

Costs
$756,000 - Annually for 24 part-time laborers,
each costing $31,500 annually
• $18,000 - Annually for tools, supplies and
equipment
• $150,000 - One-time purchase of six trucks
• $54,000 - Annual truck rent for six trucks

•

La Palma:
George Washington, Manzanita, 		
Sage, Founders, Pearson

•

Peralta:
Yorba, Pelanconi, Riverdale, Olive Hills
Tennis/Dog, Eucalyptus, Imperial

•

Reagan:
Sycamore, Wetlands, Deer Canyon,
Canyon Rim, Anaheim Hills Elementary
School, Oak Park, Roosevelt

•

Total first year costs: $978,000
Total ongoing costs after first year: $828,000
The work would be accomplished by having
designated staff responsible for specific parks
which would be visited each day on a rotating
basis to perform the tasks described above. There
are a total of eight main community park locations
with 53 satellite parks planned throughout the
City. The following is a list of community parks and
the accompanying satellite parks that would be
maintained in this scenario:

The above scenario would improve customer
service and also provide an additional level of
responsiveness to address complaints received
from the public in a more timely fashion.

Objective #2			
Restoration of Modjeska Park
maintenance crew

•

Brookhurst:
John Marshall, Peter Marshall, 		
Chaparral

•

Maxwell:
Twila Reid, Hansen, Schweitzer

•

Modjeska:
Barton, Palm Lane, Stoddard, Energy,
Ross, Ponderosa, Willow, Circle

•

Boysen:
Juarez, Walnut Grove, Paul Revere, 		
Citrus, Colony, Cottonwood,
Little Peoples

Another potentially significant staffing
improvement would be the restoration of a park
maintenance crew that once staffed the now
vacant park maintenance office at Modjeska Park.
As part of the reduction strategies in the early
2000s, two full-time park maintenance employees
and several part-time laborers were eliminated
when the Modjeska Park crew yard was closed.
The responsibilities were consolidated into one
maintenance yard at Brookhurst Park. Since that
time, our park system has steadily expanded with
more facilities, creating the need for additional
service. Additionally, due to an increase in crime,
vandalism, and other unlawful activities, many
of our parks in the west and central areas of
Anaheim now require additional maintenance.
The restoration of the Modjeska crew should be
considered to help meet the needs of our parks.

•

Pioneer:
Anaheim Coves, Edison, Miraloma,
Lincoln, Rio Vista

The restoration of this crew would have a positive
ripple effect and enable the parks division
to redistribute part-time labor more evenly

•
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throughout the City, to provide better response
time and increased efficiencies for such tasks as
restroom cleaning, playground maintenance,
repairs of damage to facilities due to vandalism
and special tasks. The extra staff would also
provide a more visible presence at our parks
particularly in the west and central portions of the
City.
Below are the estimated costs of restoring the
Modjeska crew quarters including staff salaries,
burden and vehicles.
First year start Up:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Staffing
$140,500: Park field supervisor
$128,330: Park maintenance worker
$125,000: 4 part-time laborers
$100,000: 4 one-time vehicle purchases
$36,000: 4 annual vehicle rents
$25,000: Tools, supplies and equipment
Total first year costs: $554,830*
Total ongoing costs after first year: $454,830
annually
*Excludes one time vehicle purchase during first year

Objective #3			
Additional Funding for Needed
Maintenance and Repair
The contracting out of many park maintenance
services has led to a decrease in the level of
City staff that are regularly present in our parks.
The loss of the ability to have staff in our parks
to quickly address emergencies, instances of
vandalism and report criminal activity has been
sorely missed. However, the significant cost
savings of privatization has saved the City a
large amount of money. Many maintenance
functions such as mowing cannot be performed
competitively by City staff. This is due to the high
cost of the leased equipment necessary to perform
the maintenance functions combined with the
high burden of municipal employee’s salaries.
At this time our contractors are performing well
and fulfilling the contract specifications per the
agreements executed between them and the City.
Although the maintenance contracts allow for a
contract contingency to be used at the discretion
of City staff for the repair of vandalism, additional
plant material to replace old plants that have
outlived their normal life expectancy, or plant
material for areas void of plants due to normal
wear and tear, are items that current funding levels
do not provide for. The aesthetic appearance of
our parks suffer due to the inability of our contract
staff to adequately address the needs of our parks,
and in some cases, this budget shortfall reflects
negatively on our contractors and also City staff.
To adequately address the needs of our parks
system in such areas as additional plant material
needs, repairs, additional fencing, sports field
material (brick dust), funding for field renovations,
and other more specialized contract services,
additional funding of $360,000 should be allocated
to the Community Services park operations
budget.

Objective #4				
Park Restrooms
Park restrooms have been a subject of input from
survey respondents as well as the public at large
during public forums and City Council meetings.
In Fiscal Year 2016/17 additional part-time labor
was allocated to perform a second restroom
cleaning on park restrooms. Additionally, all
park restrooms were comprehensively evaluated
by the Public Works and Community Services
departments to determine the specific needs to
improve the functionality and aesthetics of each
restroom building. Seven restroom buildings
were determined to be in need of complete
replacement at a cost of $3.3 million. The
remainder of the restroom buildings were assigned
a cost for the needed improvements. The cost for
the improvements to the 25 restroom buildings
was determined to be $1.7 million. In December
of 2016, the City Council allocated $535,000 in
additional funding to complete the renovations on
the first seven restroom buildings. The funding
needed to renovate the remaining 18 restroom
buildings is $1.2 million.

Where We Are Going:
Park Maintenance and Safety

Anaheim Parks Plan

Tree Trimming
Survey participants identified trees as important
features in our parks. Anaheim is fortunate to have
many large, mature trees within our older parks,
which greatly enhance the park experience by
providing shade and aesthetic appeal. A wellbalanced tree maintenance program provides
sufficient funding for the needed trimming of trees,
the removal of dead, diseased or dangerous trees,
and also funding for the addition of new trees to
replace trees lost due to removal.
Currently, annual funding for park tree trimming
allows trees to be trimmed approximately every
9.2 years: the desired frequency for park tree
trimming is 5 years. Due to the inadequate
funding ($100,000) which currently exists in the
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Parks Division’s budget for annual tree trimming,
many large trees suffer breakage during wind
events which require funding to be spent on storm
clean-up activity or for necessary tree removals.
The annual tree trimming funding spent on stormrelated damage has steadily increased throughout
the years, which reduces the funding available
for regular tree trimming. Additionally, allocated
funding has not kept up with the increasing costs
of tree trimming. In July 2016, Anaheim’s tree
trimming costs increased by 7 percent further
reducing the current tree maintenance schedule.
Additional funding for park tree trimming, should
be increased by an additional $100,000 to more
adequately address tree issues and provide for
a higher standard of care for park trees, which
are an important component of the City’s urban
forest. This increase in funding would double the
current park tree trimming budget and increase
the frequency of park tree trimming to a 5 year
average trim cycle. This funding will help to
maintain a safe and healthy urban forest, revitalize
parks and neighborhoods, decrease the cost of
emergency corrective pruning or removals and
improve the health of the tree population which
are an integral component of our park system.

Safety
As previously mentioned, the subject of park safety
is closely linked to well-maintained parks. Studies
have shown that park users feel safer in parks that
have finely manicured planters that are filled with
plant material, sports fields with thick, green turf,
with restrooms that are clean and free of graffiti.
Park users also feel a sense of safety when there
is a presence of City staff, such as park rangers
or park maintenance personnel. The addition of
maintenance staff as outlined in proposals I and II
above will aid in providing more staff members in
our parks.

Security Lighting
Many park users and residents who reside adjacent
or nearby Anaheim’s parks have conveyed that
our parks are dimly lit, which conveys a feeling
that parks are not safe at night. Although recent
security lighting upgrades have been performed
in some parks, lighting systems in many parks are
outdated and not energy efficient. A park security
lighting survey has been conducted by the Public
Works Department’s Facility Maintenance Division
to determine lighting needs in our parks.
Prior to implementing any lighting upgrades, each
park will be further surveyed by park maintenance
personnel to determine if additional security light
poles need to be added as a result of possible
existing obstructions including mature trees,
topography, and buildings. Refer to table: ‘Park
LED Light Upgrades’ for the identified lighting
needs.

Park LED Light Upgrades
Location/Park

Total

$1,000 per

Barton Park

7

$7,000

Boysen Park N/E Restroom & Grounds

49

$49,000

Brookhurst Park Restrooms & Grounds

21

$21,000

Canyon Rim Park Grounds

30

$30,000

Chaparral Park Restroom & Grounds

17

$17,000

Citrus Park Grounds

8

$8,000

Colony Park Grounds

19

$19,000

Edison Park Restroom & Grounds

10

$10,000

Energy Field Park Grounds

12

$12,000

Eucalyptus Park Restroom & Grounds

29

$29,000

Hansen Park Restroom & Grounds

6

$6,000

Imperial Park Grounds

2

$2,000

John Marshall Park Restroom & Grounds

22

$22,000

Juarez Park Restroom & Grounds

6

$6,000

Juliana Park Grounds

5

$5,000

La Palma Park Restroom & Grounds

14

$14,000

Lincoln Park Grounds

5

$5,000

Manzanita Park Recreation Building & Restroom

10

$10,000

Maxwell Park West Restroom & Grounds

1

$1,000

Modjeska Park Restroom & Grounds

23

$23,000

Pearson Park Restroom & Grounds

71

$71,000

Pelanconi Park Grounds

3

$3,000

Peralta Park Restroom & Grounds

46

$46,000

Peter Marshall Park Restroom & Grounds

7

$7,000

Pioneer Park Restroom & Grounds

4

$4,000

Ponderosa Park Recreation Building

9

$9,000

Rio Vista Park Restroom & Grounds

9

$9,000

Riverdale Park Restroom & Grounds

7

$7,000

Ronald Reagan Park Restroom & Grounds

50

$50,000

Roosevelt Park

14

$14,000

Ross Park

19

$19,000

Sage Park Restroom & Grounds

14

$14,000

Stoddard Park Restroom & Grounds

15

$15,000

Sycamore Park Restroom & Grounds

23

$23,000

Twila Reid Park Rec & Restroom Building

4

$4,000

Walnut Grove Park Restroom & Grounds

8

$8,000

Willow Park Restroom & Grounds

5

$5,000

Yorba Park Restroom & Grounds

6

$6,000

Grand Total

610

$610,000

Total

$500 per

Pole Replacement
Location/Park
Stoddard Park Restroom & Grounds

2

$1,000

Sycamore Park Restroom & Grounds

2

$1,000

Grand Totals

4

$2,000
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Park Surveillance Cameras

Homelessness

Park Rangers

Parks have historically required a significant police
response based on calls for service and officers
conducting self-initiated activity. In response to
requests from members of the public, the APD
began working with local community partners in
2014 to research innovative programs in other
jurisdictions that helped law enforcement agencies
to better monitor and reduce the crime occurring
in local parks. In 2016 the City Council approved
the Anaheim Police Department Overt Surveillance
Camera Project which targeted the installation
of cameras in three Anaheim parks. In 2017
cameras were installed in Maxwell, Twila Reid, and
Brookhurst parks. Viewing stations were installed
at Anaheim Police dispatch and the Anaheim
Police substation in west Anaheim where specially
trained staff monitor the video feeds. Individuals
monitoring the camera system have the ability to
control cameras remotely to follow events as they
occur, initiate one-way audio communication with
people in controlled areas, and save incidents of
interest for permanent storage. The three parks
were selected based on a review of calls for service
and crime statistics including recent homicides and
community related complaints.

One of the key concerns raised by the community
during the public survey input process was the
homeless presence in the parks. Public complaints
have been expressed about the homeless and
their inappropriate use of the park restrooms,
long-term use of parking spaces by RVs and
other vehicles to the exclusion of use by other
patrons, the appearance of drug use and other
criminal activities and a general feeling of unsafe
conditions. Many indicated that they no longer
visit Anaheim parks because they are afraid to take
their families to the facilities and instead go to
parks in nearby cities.

The Anaheim Park Ranger Program provides the
community the opportunity to enjoy a safe and
enjoyable park environment through positive
community relations. The Park Ranger Program
meets this mission by providing the link between
park patrons and the Community Services
Department with service, safety and integrity. Park
Rangers patrol over 68 locations including parks
and community facilities within the city limits.
During weekdays three park rangers and one
supervisor are assigned to patrol during the hours
of 10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and four park rangers
and one supervisor from 4:00 p.m. to 11:30 p.m.
On weekends, depending upon the season and
activities, five to seven park rangers patrol with one
to two supervisors from 9:30 a.m. to 11:30 p.m.

The camera system will assist in creating a safer
environment by reducing crime through the rapid
identification of individuals involved in criminal
behavior. Cameras will deter crime by providing
around-the-clock monitoring capabilities and
the ability to capture video evidence for use in
the prosecution of criminal suspects. At this time
the camera project is being treated as a pilot
project. The three parks will be closely monitored
throughout 2018 and a determination will be made
on the potential expansion of the project to other
parks.
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While these are very real concerns to many
residents, the homeless have every right to be in
the parks, as do all other patrons. They do not
have a right to engage in abhorrent activities nor
do they have the right to vandalize park property.
The Anaheim Municipal Code provides rules and
regulations concerning the use of parks and other
public spaces. These rules are posted on signs
at most parks, especially those where specific
issues are covered by the municipal code. All park
users must abide by these rules or be subject to
enforcement by authorities. It is important to note
that even if a sign does not post an applicable
municipal code, ignorance of the law is not an
excuse. Violators are still subject to enforcement
by authorities.
Increased park supervision by City park
maintenance staff, the City park rangers and the
Anaheim Police Department will assist in making
the parks safer for public use. The Community
Services Department is requesting additional part
time maintenance and park ranger staffing to
provide more supervision and a greater presence
in the parks. The Department should continue to
implement ordinance signage as individual park
conditions warrant it.

Where We Are Going:
Park Maintenance and Safety
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Patrols may change due to seasonal attendance
in parks. Park rangers patrol all of the City’s parks,
in addition to community centers, family resource
centers, gymnasiums, elementary schools and
skate parks. Park rangers conduct perimeter,
interior and foot patrols at these locations ensuring
safety of patrons and inspecting of City property
and equipment, as well as advising patrons of
City policies and ordinances. Other Park Ranger
responsibilities include locking the 41 park
restrooms and 27 trail and access gates on a
nightly basis.
Monthly, park rangers perform an average of
4,300 patrols which include approximately
45,000 contacts with the public, 90 public
assists, interception of 260 alcohol violations and
intervention of over 100 illegal vendors.
Park rangers are not peace officers and do not
have weapons or citing powers. Their job is to
observe park activities and many times, act as
park ambassadors to the public. They will also
request that park patrons refrain from unauthorized
activities. Should the need arise, they are in radio
contact with the Anaheim Police Department and
other emergency services and provide assistance
to them as necessary.
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In addition to their normal day to day duties, park
rangers also provide assistance throughout the
year at citywide special events such as the annual
Fall Festival and Halloween Parade, Cinco De
Mayo Fiesta, Concerts in the Parks, fourth of July
celebration, tree lighting events, Grand Opening
ceremonies and during performances at Pearson
Park Amphitheater. Additionally, park rangers are
also assigned to provide support during disaster
events such as fires, floods and earthquakes
in addition to providing 24-hour patrols of the
City’s natural parks during Red Flag Warnings for
potential fires.
In the event that additional resources were
identified for the expansion of the park ranger
program those resources would be used to add
additional patrol areas in the City. This will allow
the program to increase the number of park
rangers on patrol as well as increasing the number
of patrols of parks and community facilities per
patrol shift. Park rangers would have the ability
to spend more time at facilities and provide more
direct contact with community members, providing
an additional layer of feeling safe by patrons in our
parks and facilities.

Private Security Patrols
The City has recently contracted with a private
security company to conduct patrols in selected
parks, the program is a four-month pilot program.
At this time the security company is patrolling five
parks; Twila Reid, Boysen, Maxwell, Schweitzer
and La Palma, but will be directed to other parks
as determined by City staff. The patrols are
conducted each evening beginning at 6 p.m.
and concluding at 2 a.m. The security company
focuses on insuring that park rules are followed
and that patrons leave parks each evening by
10:30 at park closing. The security company
works closely with the police department and the
Code Enforcement Division as needed to address
issues that arise during each patrol. Written
reports are submitted to City staff following
each security officer’s patrol to document what is
witnessed on a nightly basis. This pilot program
will be assessed after the initial four-month term
and a determination will be made on the future
continuation of the patrols, which could include an
expansion of the program.
Park Ranger Estimate to Add a Patrol Area Per Day
Section: 4276
Activity: adding one patrol area (1 ranger to each shift)
Work Hours/Dollars
Code

Title

# Staff

Hours

Days

Total Hours

FTE

STEP

Rate

H-Total

Burden

B-Total

Total

922

Park Ranger Weekday

1

6

260

1,560

0.75

9

$15.89

$24,788.40

40.51%

$10,041.78

$34,830.18

922

Park Ranger Weeknight

1

8

260

2,080

1.00

8

$15.13

$31,470.40

40.51%

$12,748.66

$44,219.06

922

Park Ranger Weekend Day

1

7

104

728

0.35

9

$15.89

$11,567.92

40.51%

$4,686.16

$16,254.08

922

Park Ranger Weekend Night

1

8

104

832

0.40

8

$15.13

$12,588.16

50.51%

$6,358.28

$18,946.44

$34,880.08

$114,249.76

Total

10,400

$173,409.60

Total Labor and Operating - $152,943.76

Other Expenses
Supplies (ranger bag)

7,415

$1,000.00

Uniforms

7,416

$300.00

Auto Rent

9,311

$5,353.00

Auto Rent

9,315

$2,041.00

New Vehicle

$30,000.00

Total

$38,694.00
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Park infrastructure includes the fundamental
equipment neccessary for a park to properly
serve its users including: drinking fountains,
irrigation equipment, play equipment and sports
field fencing and backstops. There are significant
park infrastructure needs at many of the parks in
Anaheim, and they are described in detail in this
section.

Drinking Fountains

Irrigation Booster Pumps

Park drinking fountains are heavily used and
unfortunately also suffer from occurrences of
frequent vandalism. Many existing park drinking
fountains are worn out and do not function
properly, and suffer from a lack of replacement
parts when repairs are necessary. Facility
maintenance services conducted a survey of
needed drinking fountain replacements which is
shown below.

Irrigation systems in individual parks depend on
booster pumps that help increase the pressure for
watering which occurs during the nighttime hours.
Without these booster pumps, irrigation systems
do not function to their full capability and water is
not applied evenly. This is particularly important
for large sports turf areas. Inadequate irrigation
application due to malfunctioning booster
pumps results in turf that has pockets of dry areas
combined with areas of complete saturation.
This is particularly amplified during the summer
months where higher temperatures require that
irrigation systems function as designed. Many of
our existing booster pumps are old, unreliable,
and replacement parts are not readily available.
This has resulted in extended periods of time
where parks have gone without operating booster
pumps which has resulted in the loss of turf. The
Facility Maintenance Division has conducted an
inventory of needed park booster pumps and
has determined that approximately $320,000 in
funding is needed for the replacement of selected
pumps.

Drinking Fountain Replacements
Location/Park

# of Fountains

$5,000 per

Anaheim Coves

2

$10,000

Boysen Park

1

$5,000

Chaparral Park

1

$5,000

Edison Park

2

$10,000

Energy Field Park

1

$5,000

John Marshall Park

1

$5,000

Juliana Park

1

$5,000

La Palma Park

1

$5,000

Little People's Park

1

$5,000

Manzanita Park

1

$5,000

Maxwell Park

1

$5,000

Oak Canyon Nature Park

1

$5,000

Palm Lane Park

1

$5,000

Pearson Park

2

$10,000

Pelanconi Park

1

$5,000

Ponderosa Park

1

$5,000

Reagon Park

2

$10,000

Riverdale Park

1

$5,000

Ross Park

2

$10,000

Schweitzer Park

2

$10,000

Stoddard Park

1

$5,000

Twila Reid Park

2

$10,000

Washington Park

1

$5,000

Founders Park (Wolfe-Stoffell House)

2

$10,000

Grand Total

32

$160,000
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It is also recommended an additional $15,000
would be needed for temporary back up pumps to
be used to reduce downtime during actual pump
replacements.
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Many existing park playgrounds are in need of
upgrades to ensure that all playground equipment
is up to date and complies with National
Playground Safety Standards. These standards
govern height allowances, fall zones, safety
surfacing, and other safety related items. Ten
park playgrounds have undergone equipment
replacement through the Disney-sponsored
KaBOOM! in the last 7 years, which has been
a great benefit to the park system. However
there are still many park playgrounds in need
of equipment replacement and upgrades. The
following table ranks the playgrounds in order of
most needed improvements, with cost estimates
for each park site.

KaBOOM! Playgrounds - Recently Installed
Location/Park

Install Year

Edison Park

2011

Stoddard Park

2012

Modjeska Park (5-12 area only)

2013

Schweitzer Park

2013

John Marshall Park

2014

Twila Reid Park (two south lots only)

2015

Lincoln Park

2016

Imperial Park

2017

Willow Park

2017

Pearson Park

2018

Barton Park

Planned

Julianna Park

Planned

Playground in Immediate Need of Replacement
Location/Park

Install Year

Cost

Brookhurst Park

1987

$1,000,000

Boysen Park (south lot)

1992

$200,000

Canyon Rim Park

1992

$250,000

Citrus Park

1994

$250,000

Riverdale Park
(partial - south area 2 towers + spring toys)
Eucalyptus Park

1995

$200,000

1997

$200,000

Peralta Park

1998

$325,000

George Washington Park

2000

$250,000

Peter Marshall Park

2001

$300,000

Ross Park

2001

$200,000

Cottonwood Park

2001

$200,000

La Palma Park
(equipment has been removed only a swing remains)
Yorba Regional Park

$300,000

Grand Total

$3,975,000

$300,000

Playgrounds that will Need Replacement in 5-10 Years
Location/Park

Install Year

Cost

Twila Reid Park (north lot)

2004

$200,000

Maxwell Park

2005

$200,000

Walnut Grove Park

2005

$300,000

Chaparral Park

2006

$200,000

Riverdale Park (north area 5-12 yr. play tower)

2007

$200,000

Rio Vista Park

2007

$250,000

Juarez Park (2-5 play tower)

2007

$200,000

Modjeska Park (2-5 play tower)

2007

$200,000

Little People’s Park

2007

$200,000

Grand Total

$1,950,000

50
DRAFT 4.16.2018

Fencing
Existing chain link fencing, which includes
baseball backstops, was inventoried by Parks
Division management staff. Small repairs due to
vandalism are performed as needed, however
a large portion of park fencing is in need of
replacement. The following table shows the park
locations where significant quantities of chain link
fencing is needed for replacement.

Ballfield Diamond Fencing and Back Stop Repair/Replacement
Costs
Location/Park

Backstops

Ball Diamond
Sideline/Dug Out
Fencing

Ballfields

1

Boysen Baseball

$ 60,000

$ 15,000

1

2

Boysen Softball

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

3

Boysen T-Ball

$ 10,000

$

8,000

1

4

Brookhurst Baseball

$ 60,000

$ 15,000

1

5

Brookhurst Softball/LL #1 $ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

6

Brookhurst Softball /#2

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

7

Canyon Rim

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

8

Chaparral

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

9

Edison

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

10

Eucalyptus

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

11

John Marshall

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

12

Juarez

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

13

La Palma

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

14

Lincoln

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

15

Maxwell #1

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

16

Maxwell #2

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

17

Modjeska

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

18

Palm Lane

$ 15,000

$

1

8,000

19

Pearson

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

20

Peralta #1

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

21

Peralta #2

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

22

Peralta #3

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

23

Pioneer Softball

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

24

Pioneer Field of Dreams

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

25

Ponderosa

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

26

Rio Vista

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

27

Riverdale

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

28

Ross

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

29

Sage

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

30

Schweitzer

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

31

Stoddard

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

32

Sycamore

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

33

Ronald Reagan #1

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

34

Ronald Reagan #2

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

35

Twila Reid

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

36

Willow

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

37

Yorba #1

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

38

Yorba #2

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

39

Yorba #3

Grand Total

$ 20,000

$ 10,000

1

$845,000

$396,000

39
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Of course funding for these infrastructure
improvements is always a question. For capital
improvements, the department has relied on
several funding sources. State Park Bond Act and
similar state funding sources have provided monies
for acquisition, development and rehabilitation.
So have Federal Revenue Sharing, Community
Development Block Grants and Land and Water
Conservation Funds. Many of these funding
sources were competitive and many no longer
exist. As a main funding source, developer impact
fees from the Quimby Act enabled Park Dedication
Ordinance are used to develop the new parks and
expand existing improvements to provide better
service to the public. As the City builds out, these
fees will eventually end. The department uses its
general fund allocation to primarily support the
operational and maintenance obligations of the
department. Consequently, there has been little
general fund monies available to support new
park acquisition and development or replacement
of a deteriorating infrastructure. New revenue
streams need to be identified to facilitate a rebirth
to the parks system and provide for long term
maintenance and facility rehabilitation.
The Community Services Department retained
the services of Blais and Associates, a professional
grant management company, to assist the
department in identifying potential funding
sources for the various types of projects in the
Anaheim Parks Plan. Below is the summarized
information, with the complete report attached
as appendix C. Several other potential funding
sources not included with the Blais report are also
discussed.
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Additionally if approved by the voters in June
2018, funding is potentially available from the SB
5 Bond Measure entitled, The California Drought,
Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and
Outdoor Access for All Act of 2018. SB 5 would
provide both competitive and non-competitive
project funding opportunities. Specific criteria for

this grant program has not been completed at the
writing of this document. If approved by the voters
in June 2018, this could provide an important
funding source for Anaheim Parks in the near
future.
Summarized, funding opportunities are as follows:
1. Park In-Lieu Fees- These are fees assessed
developers with the construction of
residential dwelling units in the City.
Required by Anaheim’s Park Dedication
Ordinance, developers must pay fees
for each residential unit, based upon the
type of unit, or under certain conditions,
provide developed parks to serve the
future residents of their development. At
build-out, which is estimated to be 2040,
it is anticipated an additional 21,511
residential units will be built in Anaheim.
In March 2017, a Development Impact Fee
Justification Study was prepared by David
Taussig and Associates and presented to
City Council to address increases in City
development impact fees. That study
recommended that existing park in-lieu
fees be revised from the current rates
based upon several residential unit types
to a single overall fee per unit. That fee
was proposed to be $21,790 per unit,
regardless of residential type. That fee,
if approved by City Council, will provide
approximately $469 million to be used for
future park acquisition and development.
		
Typically, park in-lieu fees are due
when a subdivision tract is recorded or
building permits are issued for residential
development. Fees collected at that
time can be accumulated and expended
towards the acquisition and development
of parks or recreation facilities which could
be available for public use at or soon
after resident move-in. The City Council

has approved an optional fee deferral
program that enables a developer to defer
fee payment until project completion or
Certificates of Occupancy are issued. If a
developer takes advantage of the deferral,
it could delay the park development for
an indeterminate time period. This fee
deferral program should be reevaluated to
determine if it is still warranted.
2. Baseball Tomorrow Fund- provides funding
for incremental programming and facilities
for youth baseball and softball programs.
Generally, funds are awarded for capital
expenditures, with an average project
award of $40,000. A 50 percent match is
required per project.
3. Safe Places To Play- For soccer project
development in underserved communities.
Provides funding for artificial turf, lighting,
irrigation and sports court development.
There is a 50 percent matching fund
requirement with specific criteria for
various aspects of development.
4. KaBOOM! grants- For children’s play area
development. There are several grants
available under the KaBOOM! program
including working with KaBOOM! and
corporate partners; a build it yourself
program with funds to be used for
purchase of playground equipment; and
creative play grants where KaBOOM! and
funding partners plan and develop play
areas within specific geographical and
organizational parameters during specific
times of the calendar year. The city of
Anaheim has used this funding source in
the past. Funding for each project varies as
does the matching requirement.
5. SB1 Local partnership Program- A
competitive state grant program that
DRAFT 4.16.2018

funds the construction of improvements
to the state highway or local road system
that funds many types of transportation
oriented projects, including improvements
to bicycle or pedestrian safety or mobility
with an extended useful life. The city of
Anaheim is within Category lll (population
300,000 to 699,999) which has a maximum
funding requirement of $2 million.
6. Land and Water Conservation Fund- A
Federal program administered by the
state. The purpose of the program is to
acquire and develop outdoor recreation
projects meeting one of more of the
priorities listed in the State of California
Outdoor recreation Plan (SCORP).There is
a maximum funding amount of $3 million
and a 50 percent matching requirement.
7. Active Transportation Program- A State
program providing competitive funding
for, among other things, new and/or
improvements to bikeways and walkways
for non-motorized users, recreational trails
and trail heads facilitating trail linkages or
connectivity to non-motorized corridors
and conversion of abandoned railroad
corridors to trails and other bicycle,
walking oriented programs. Maximum
funding is $240 million with no match
required.
8. Highway Safety Improvement Grant- This
is a competitive state program providing
funding for pedestrian oriented safety and
bike lane development projects. Project
funding levels range from $100,000
minimum to $10 million maximum. There is
a match requirement of 10 percent.
9. Environmental Enhancement and
Mitigation Grant Program- This is a state
competitive grant program providing
DRAFT 4.16.2018

funding to mitigate environmental
impacts caused by new or modified state
transportation facilities. Types of projects
funded under this program include trail
projects, acquisition or enhancement
of resource lands to mitigate the loss of
resource lands within or near transportation
improvements, roadside recreational
amenities and others. Projects are funded
from several categories: urban forestry,
resource lands and mitigation projects
beyond the scope of the lead agency.
Project awards are generally limited to
$500,000. Acquisition projects may be
awarded up to $1million. There is no match
requirement.
10. Habitat Conservation Funds- A state
competitive grant program that provides
funding to protect natural resources,
acquire and develop wildlife corridors and
trails and develop nature interpretation
programs that bring urban residents into
park and wildlife areas. Projects include
acquisition or development of trails,
wetlands habitat and nature interpretation
activities. There is no minimum or
maximum funding limit, but the state
recommends the grant request not exceed
$200,000 per project. There is a dollar for
dollar matching requirement.
11. Recreational Trails Program- This is a state
competitive grant program funding both
non-motorized and motorized recreational
trails and trail related facilities. Projects
include the acquisition and development
or improvement of easements and fee
simple title for trails, trail sides and trail
heads for non-motorized and motorized
projects. There is a $50,000 minimum
to a maximum of $1.5 million for project
applications. There is a 12 percent
matching requirement.

12. The Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB)This is a state organization that provides
funding for a multitude of project
categories. Projects include the acquisition
and development of lands and water for
recreation purposes and the preservation
of wildlife habitat. Because of the varied
types of grants available from this funding
source, projects should be discussed
directly with WCB representatives before
beginning the application process.
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13. Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) Program- CDBG funds are
federal funds allocated to jurisdictions to
improve low to moderate income areas.
The jurisdiction is allocated an amount
based upon its low to moderate income
population. Funding can be used for a
variety of projects including acquisition and
development or improvement of parks and
recreational facilities.
14. Community Services Department
Neighborhood Improvement Fund- This
is a general fund allocation available to
fund small projects within the Anaheim
neighborhoods. Projects such as individual
security lights and similar small items can
be funded through this program.
15. Anaheim General Fund- In the past,
largely because of other priorities, the
grantsmanship of the staff and the park
in-lieu fee collection, the Anaheim general
fund has not been extensively used for
park acquisition or development. Typically,
the yearly general fund allocation received
by the Community Services Department
offsets much of the programming,
operation and maintenance activities
and personnel required to provide the
community with park, recreation, library
services.
53

Anaheim Parks Plan - Where We Are Going: Funding Opportunities
Where We Are Going:
Funding Opportunities

16. General Obligation and Revenue BondsThe key difference between these two
potential funding sources are that general
obligation bonds are issued for projects
where the bond is backed by the credit
and taxing power of the issuing jurisdiction
rather than revenue from a specific project.
No assets are used as collateral. This type
of bond requires a two-thirds approval
vote by the electorate to approve the
bond. Funds are to be used for capital
development and cannot be used for
operation and maintenance or non-fixed
equipment purchases.

other resources to promote the provision
of public parks, recreation and community
services in the city of Anaheim. This
organization can work with the City to
fund raise for specific projects outside the
normal city budget process. Designated
donations given to the Foundation can
provide grants or seed monies to facilitate
development of programs and special
projects to benefit the community. The
Foundation is capable of fundraising for
large scale projects through the donation
process.

Revenue Bonds are those bonds backed
by the revenue generated by the specific
project financed by the bond. As such
once the project is completed and in
operation, revenue generated by the
project retire the bond debt. Because this
bond does not result in tax generation, it
does not require a vote of the public.
17. Sale of vacant or undeveloped City
open space- Currently the City has
approximately 48 acres of vacant or
undeveloped open space. While these
properties are included in the overall open
space expansion plan for the City, it may
make sense to consider the sale of some of
these properties with the proceeds going
to either purchase new parks in more park
deficient areas or develop new facilities
to accommodate need. This should be
evaluated on a case-by case-basis.
18. Anaheim Community Foundation- The
foundation was created to develop
effective partnerships with numerous
agencies that serve those who cannot
easily help themselves. A nonprofit 501(c)3
organization, its mission is to receive,
invest and distribute funds, property and
54
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Throughout this plan there are recommendations
made to alleviate the identified issues. It is
important to note that implementation of these
recommendations will take time, resources and
staffing to complete. The Anaheim Parks Plan
is a review of park related concerns and does
not reflect on other concerns within the city of
Anaheim. To keep pace with projected population
increase it is essential the park system grow
appropriately.
Because the City is nearing build-out, resources
are scarce and available privately owned parcels
are few or designated for other uses, a reliance on
the sports facilities provided by the school districts
within Anaheim city limits would be a necessity
if needs were to be met. In order to meet the
recreational needs of the community, the following
recommendations are presented:
1. Execute additional joint use agreements
with the seven school districts within the
City to implement facility scheduling to
reduce user conflicts.
Education administrative authorities within
city limits that serve our residents:
• Orange County Department of Education
• Anaheim Elementary School District
• Anaheim Union High School District
• Centralia Elementary School District
• Magnolia School District
• Orange Unified School District
• Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified School
District
• Savanna Elementary School District
• North Orange County ROP
• Buena Park School District
• Garden Grove Unified School District

2. Build sports complexes to meet the
increased athletic field needs of the
community
3. Execute lease and/or use agreements with
the various quasi–public and public entities
for the improvement of their vacant or
under utilized properties for recreational
uses.
4. Pursue existing and new funding
opportunities, including an increase in the
Park In-Lieu Development Impact Fee.
Explore rescinding the park fee deferral
program for non affordable housing
projects
5. Acquire and develop privately owned land
for park purposes.
6. Redesign or redevelop existing parks to
improve use of facilities.
• Encourage new tree and landscape
plantings to beautify parks. Use drought
tolerant, low maintenance but interesting
and colorful plant species.

• Establish or reestablish new crew
maintenance yards to facilitate increased
park maintenance staff levels.
8. Facilitate, through scheduled
programming, community use of the
existing swimming pools at the high
schools in Anaheim. Additionally, build an
aquatic center complex to accommodate
year round use, programming and other
activities.
9. Update the Anaheim City General Plan.
• Update the green element of the general
plan to incorporate the new categories
of park facilities.
• Protect and retain existing parkland by
amending the General Plan designation
of existing parkland that is currently
designated for uses other than parks and
open space.
10. Complete a new Strategic Plan for the
Anaheim Community Services Department
and commit to updates every 10 years.

• Follow the department’s Americans with
Disabilities Act Transition Plan to ensure
access for all users in City parks.
7. Implement the recommendations included
under the Park Maintenance and Safety
Section which:
• Provide for increased park maintenance
and park ranger staffing.
• Continue pilot program for the use of
park surveillance cameras in three City
parks.
• Address park infrastructure needs such
as restrooms, security lighting, drinking
fountains, irrigation booster pumps,
playgrounds and chain link fencing
issues.
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The Anaheim Parks Plan is a document that
will serve as a guide for the Community
Services Department until the year 2025. It
provides direction for the continued acquisition,
development and rehabilitation of parks and
facilities.
The Plan recommends that park maintenance
receive a higher priority in terms of attention and
funding, in order to ensure that Anaheim’s park
system remains functioning and vibrant for years to
come.

Closing Statement

Anaheim Parks Plan - Closing Statement

An extensive outreach and review process was
used to assist in the development of the Plan
recommendations. The Where We Are Going
and Overall Recommendations sections of
the Plan provide the framework for future park
improvements and development.
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Potential Park Facility Improvements
Brookhurst Jr. High School
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0
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Existing and Potential Facilities

Modjeska
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Potential Park Facility Improvements

District 2
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Existing and Potential Facilities
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District 3
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Potential Park Facility Improvements
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Oak Canyon Nature Center
Oak Park
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Peralta Canyon/Crescent Elementary School
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Ronald Reagan
Roosevelt
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Walnut Canyon Reservoir
Yorba
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Potential Park Facility Improvements
Canyon High School
East Anaheim Gymnasium - Logan Wells Skatepark
El Rancho Jr. High School
Esperanza High School
Fairmont and Canyon Rim Site
Fairmont Street N/O Santa Ana Canyon Road
Golf course property next to fire station #9
Imperial
Nohl Ranch Street east of the Canyon Library
Olive Hills
Peralta/Crescent Elementary School
SCE properties south of Santa Ana Canyon Road
Serrano and Nohl Ranch
Sycamore
Walnut Canyon Site
Yorba Undeveloped Site
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0
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0
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Existing and Potential Facilities

Dog Park

Stadium

Community Center

Senior Center
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Youth Center

Accessibility Center
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5

2 14 4
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0
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4
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5 
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0
1

2
4
4

23 1 0
83 16 2
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1
4

3
9

1
3

1
6

0 0 6 2
2 14 10 6
13***

0
1

0
1

14
18

1
5




16
22

19
61
59**

Volleyball

26
66
59

Pickle Ball

Citywide Potential Park Facility Improvements Total
Citywide Existing and Potential Park Facility Improvements Total
National Average per TPL and LA County Park Needs Assessment
**Softball and baseball tabulation combined

***The Community Center National Average includes al facilities having national average data including senior centers and similar facilities
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Family Resource Center

BBQ

Fire Ring
1

Recreation Room

Multi Use Trail Head



Historic Facility

Splash Pads

Picnic Tables

29 

Concession

Fitness Zones



21 15 3

Amphitheater

Swimming Pool

2

42

Restroom

Disc golf

Horseshoe

8

6

Picnic Shelters

Skate Facility

51 0

40

Bocce Ball

Tennis

1

Outdoor Basketball

4

Softball

1

Baseball

6

Soccer/ Football

26

Existing Citywide Park Facility Improvements Total

Park or Facility Name

Building Uses

Recreation Facilities
Children's Play Area

Sports Facilities

Anaheim Parks Plan - Appendix B

Potential Improvements

Park or Facility Name

Brookhurst
Delphi
Hansen

Potential Capital Improvement

Owner

City of Anaheim

26.6

26.6

Community

Renovate playground, replace north restroom and concession stand, add small
back stops on the south west area, add a picnic shelter, renovate or install new
lighted fields, expand community center, expand the existing skatepark with a
recreation of the historic sadlands skate area.

3.9

3.9

Special

Replace restroom and concession building.

3.5

3.5

Mini

24.5

24.5

Community

Peter Marshall

4.8

3.0

Mini

Remove restroom.

Schweitzer

8.5

8.5 Neighborhood

Twila Reid

23.9

West Anaheim Youth Center

2.9

City of Anaheim
Savanna School
District

Develop Dog Park, add a fitness zone and splash pad, replace the east restroom,
renovate or install new field lights, add Family Resource Center, renovate or move
the Spencer House.

Maxwell

District 1

Existing
Acres

Existing
and
Propose Proposed Park
d Acres
Category

City of Anaheim, SCE,
Magnolia School
District

23.9

Community

Add a fitness zone, splash pad and Family Resource Center. Expand parking lot.

Magnolia School
District
City of Anaheim,
Magnolia School
District
City of Anaheim,
Savanna School
District

2.9

Recreation
Center

Add Family Resource Center.

City of Anaheim

7.5

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

14.5

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

New Parkland

Orange County Flood
Control District

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District
Southern California
Edison

Light Field.

Potential Opportunities
Brookhurst Jr. High School
Dale Jr. High School
Flood property north of Lincoln

0.3

Orangeview Jr. High School

8.0

SCE Property from south city limit to north
city limit
Sequoia Street ROW
Western High School
Total
Total District Population (2010)
Existing Parkland/1000 residents
Projected District Population (2025)
Potential Parkland/1000 residents (2025)

38.3

Special

New Parkland

2.4

Mini

New Parkland

City of Anaheim

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

22.0
98.6

Pocket

189.8

56,468
1.7
60,185
3.2

Potential Improvements

Park or Facility Name

Existing
Acres

Existing
and
Propose Proposed Park
d Acres
Category

Potential Capital Improvement

Owner
City of Anaheim

Barton

4.6

4.6 Neighborhood

Full renovation planned in 2018.

Chaparral

9.7

9.7 Neighborhood

Build a splash pad at the former wading pool.

Circle

0.2

0.2

John Marshall

13.9

Pocket

13.9 Neighborhood

City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

Replace restroom and electrical room, replace picnic shelter, install new field
lights. Improve drainage.

City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

21.8

Community

Renovate or install new lighted fields, open maintenance yard, add fitness zone,
add tennis courts, renovate parking lot.

OCFCD Properties east of Tiger Woods

0.7

Special

New Parkland

Orange County Flood
Control District

Gilbert/Polaris High School

6.2

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

Loara High School

22.3

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

Magnolia High School

22.0

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

Modjeska

21.8

District 2

Potential Opportunities

OCFCD Properties north of Dad Miller Golf
Course
OCFCD Properties at Crescent Basin

0.5

Special

New Parkland

Orange County Flood
Control District

10.3

Special

New Parkland

Orange County Flood
Control District

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

New Parkland

Southern California
Edison

Savanna High School
SCE easement and properties from
Brookhurst to Euclid
Total
Total District Population (2010)
Existing Parkland/1000 residents
Projected District Population (2025)
Potential Parkland/1000 residents (2025)

20.0
50.2

132.2

55,682
0.9
59,428
2.2

Special

Potential Improvements

District 3

Park or Facility Name

Existing
Acres

Existing
and
Propose Proposed Park
d Acres
Category

Potential Capital Improvement

Owner

New Parkland and renovate skatepark.
Add a fitness zone, more picnic areas and renovate playground for inclusive use.

City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

Anaheim Downtown Community Center
and Gymnasium
Citrus
Colony
Colony Square
Founders'
Friendship Plaza
George Washington

2.7
1.8
0.9
0.2
1.1
0.7
1.7

6.7
1.8
0.9
0.2
1.1
0.7
1.7

Recreation
Center
Mini
Pocket
Pocket
Mini
Pocket
Mini

Julianna

0.6

0.6

Mini

Full renovation planned in 2019.

La Palma

Develop soccer complex on the west side, and full sports complex to the north.

16.3

25.3

Community

Little People's

1.1

1.1

Mini

Manzanita

6.3

6.3 Neighborhood

Pearson

18.9

18.9

Community

Install Shade Shelter planned in 2018.

City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

Develop skatepark, renovate or install new lighted fields.

City of Anaheim

Renovate field lights, stadium, lagoons, amphitheater, and pool. Replace trailer
with green room and performance rooms. Develop a display of historic street lights.
Add two pickelball courts near tennis courts. Add shade structure and picnic area.

City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

Ross

5.1

7.2 Neighborhood

Develop soccer fields in partnership with the YMCA to the west, renovate or install
new lighted fields.

Sage

7.9

7.9 Neighborhood

Renovate or install new lighted fields.

City of Anaheim

Willow

8.7

8.7 Neighborhood

Install angled street parking, improve lighting.

City of Anaheim

Potential Opportunities
Anaheim High School
OCFCD Properties at Raymond Basin
Pauline and La Palma
Total
Total District Population (2010)
Existing Parkland/1000 residents
Projected District Population (2025)
Potential Parkland/1000 residents (2025)

18.4
4.9
74.0
55,681
1.3

0.8
113.2

61,853
1.8

Special
Pocket

Anaheim Union High
Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.
School District
New Parkland
Orange County Flood
New Parkland

Anaheim

Potential Improvements

Park or Facility Name

District 4

Boysen

Existing
Acres

Existing
and
Propose Proposed Park
d Acres
Category

24.7

24.7

Community

Cottonwood

0.4

0.4

Pocket

Energy Field

3.0

3.0

Mini

Palm Lane

6.2

6.2 Neighborhood

Paul Revere

0.5

0.5

Ponderosa

9.1

Stoddard
Walnut Grove

Potential Capital Improvement

Owner

Complete new park master plan to include renovation and/or new lighted fields
and a picnic shelter.

City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

Redesign solar field and expand use.

City of Anaheim

Add restroom, parking lot, fitness zone and security lighting.

City of Anaheim

Change volleyball surface to DG.

City of Anaheim

9.1 Neighborhood

Renovate or install new lighted fields.

City of Anaheim

9.8

9.8 Neighborhood

Renovate or install new lighted fields.

City of Anaheim

2.9

2.9

Mini

Avon Dakota

1.0

Pocket

New Parkland, youth center and Family Resource Center.

Pocket parks near Paul Revere

0.1

Pocket

New Parkland

City of Anaheim

New Parkland

Southern California
Edison

Pocket

City of Anaheim

Potential Opportunities

SCE properties
Total
Total District Population (2010)
Existing Parkland/1000 residents
Projected District Population (2025)
Potential Parkland/1000 residents (2025)

56.6
56,150
1.0

2.5
60.2

59,584
1.0

Special

City of Anaheim

Potential Improvements

Park or Facility Name
Anaheim Coves
Coral Tree
Edison
Juarez
Lincoln
Magnolia
Miraloma
Pioneer

District 5

Rio Vista

Existing
Acres
23.0
0.4
7.4
8.8
3.9
0.8
1.3
13.6
9.6

Existing
and
Propose
d Acres
23.0
0.4
7.4
8.8
3.9
0.8
1.3
13.6

Proposed Park
Category
Nature
Pocket
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Pocket
Mini
Neighborhood

9.6 Neighborhood

Potential Capital Improvement

Renovate or install new lighted fields, add a community center.

Owner
OCWD, SCE, OCFCD
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

Renovate or install new lighted fields, add a picnic shelter, replace restroom and
add parking.

City of Anaheim

Light existing field, complete masterplan.
Renovate parking lot, add lighted walking path around park and add restroom.

Potential Opportunities
Aloe Greens
Aloe Promade

1.2
0.6

Mini
Pocket

Construct new park with children's play area, picnic shelters and water feature.
Construct new park with art components.

Developer Built Park
Developer Built Park

Ball Road Basin
Jacaranda

19
1.1

Community
Pocket

Purchase property from the OCWD for a future soccer or aquatic complex with an
Anaheim Riverwalk connection.
Construct new park with off leash dog area, bocce ball, fitness zone and picnic

Developer Built Park
Developer Built Park

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
School District

Katella High School
Community Center/Library in the Platinum
Triangle

23.1
Recreation Center

Purchase or lease land for a new combination Community Center/Library.

TBD

4.1

Nature

Add walking paths and amenities.

Orange County
Water District

12.4

Nature

Add walking paths and amenities.

Orange County
Water District

OCWD Properties at Placentia Basin

5.1

Nature

Add walking paths and amenities.

Orange County
Water District

SCE properties at State College and
Cerritos

1.9

Mini

New Parkland

Southern California
Edison

SCE properties from Lewis to State College

9.1

Special

Add walking paths and amenities.

Southern California
Edison

10.4

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
District

13.0
169.8

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Anaheim Union High
District

OCWD Properties at La Palma Basin
OCWD Properties at Miller Basin

South Jr. High School
Sycamore Jr. High School
Total
Total District Population (2010)
Existing Parkland/1000 residents
Projected District Population (2025)
Potential Parkland/1000 residents (2025)

68.8
55,904
1.2

66,798
2.5

Potential Improvements

Park or Facility Name
Anaheim Hills Elementary School
Anaheim Wetlands
Canyon Rim
Deer Canyon
East Anaheim Community Center and Gym
Eucalyptus
Imperial
Oak
Oak Canyon Nature Center
Olive Hills
Pelanconi

District 6

Peralta Canyon
Riverdale
Ronald Reagan
Roosevelt
Sycamore
Walnut Canyon Reservoir
Yorba

Existing
Acres
3.0
7.6
9.0
133.5
6.1
10.0
8.2
3.5
60.9
10.5
17.7
19.3
8.0
15.8
1.8
10.0
3.1
13.0

Existing
and
Propose Proposed Park
d Acres
Category
3.0
7.6
9.0

Special
Nature
Neighborhood

133.5
Nature
6.1 Recreation Center
10.0 Neighborhood
8.2 Neighborhood
3.5
Nature
60.9
Nature
10.5 Neighborhood
17.7
Nature
19.3
8.0
15.8
1.8
10.0
7.9
19.0

Community
Neighborhood
Community
Mini
Neighborhood
Special
Neighborhood

Potential Capital Improvement
Renovate wetlands.
Develop an inclusive playground.
Connect the existing parking lot and restroom to Santa Ana Canyon Road by the purchase of
properties and planned residential development. Install a bike path through the park.
Construct the Logan Wells Memorial Skatezone.
Light existing field.
Add restroom and volleyball court.
Parking lot.
New interpretive center.
Renovate tennis courts add pickelball, and accessible ramp.
Playground, restroom, picnic and loop trail with footbridge.
Replace restroom and community room, renovate playground for inclusive play, and add an
additional picnic shelter.
Add parking.
Open maintenance yard.
Light existing field.
New parkland
Expand the park to the west, replace playground.

Owner

Orange Unified School
District
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim, Orange
Unified School District
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
OC Parks

Potential Opportunities
Canyon High School

20.2

Crescent Intermediate and Elementary School

13.3

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom. Execute a
joint use agreement for the gym and pool.
Reconfigure, light and open sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom.

Orange Unified School
District
Orange Unified School
District
Orange Unified School
District
Placentia/Yorba Linda
School District
City of Anaheim

Esperanza High School
Fairmont and Canyon Rim Site

31.3
11.6

Nature

Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom. Execute a
joint use agreement for the gym.
Light and open tennis courts and sports fields for public use. Add a public restroom. Execute a
joint use agreement for the gym and pool.
New Parkland

Fairmont Street N/O Santa Ana Canyon
Golf Course property next to fire station #9
Nohl Ranch east of the Canyon Library

2.3
15.6
6.0

Mini
Nature
Nature

New Parkland
New Parkland
New parkland with riding, hiking and bike paths, native habitat.

City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim
City of Anaheim

SCE properties S/O Santa Ana Canyon Rd
Senior Center
Serrano and Nohl Ranch
Total

23.8

Equestrian staging area.
Purchase or lease land for a new Senior Center.
New Parkland

Edison
TBD
City of Anaheim

El Rancho Junior High School

Total District Population (2010)
Existing Parkland/1000 residents
Projected District Population (2025)
Potential Parkland/1000 residents (2025)

7.5

341.0
56,380
6.0

Special
Recreation Center
3.8
Mini
487.1

59,542
8.2

Potential Improvements

Park or Facility Name
City Total
Total Population
Existing Parkland/1000 residents
Projected Population (2025)
Potential Parkland/1000 residents (2025)

Existing
and
Existing Propose Proposed Park
Acres
d Acres
Category
689.2
1152.3
336,265
2.0

367,390
3.1

Potential Capital Improvement

Owner

Anaheim Parks Plan - Appendix C

Parks and Recreation Grant Opportunities and Forecast
December 7, 2017
No.
1

Deadline
Ongoing/
Reviewed
quarterly
Sports

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects
Baseball Tomorrow Fund.
• Grants are intended to provide funding for
incremental programming and facilities for
youth baseball and softball programs, not
for normal operating expenses or as a
substitute for existing funding or fundraising
activities.
• The funds may be used to finance a new
program, expand or improve an existing
program, undertake a new collaborative
effort or obtain facilities or equipment
necessary for youth baseball or softball
programs.
• Grants are designed to be flexible to enable
applicants to address needs unique to their
communities.

Name of
Agency/Type
Baseball
Tomorrow
Fund

Source of
Funds
Private

Maximum
Funding
No maximum.
Average award is
$40,000.

Match
Requirement
50%

Website
www.baseballtom
orrowfund.com

Eligible Projects (not limited to): Generally,
grant funds are awarded for capital
expenditures to benefit youth baseball and
softball programs and facilities including, but not
limited to:
• Baseball/softball equipment and uniforms
(jerseys, pants, caps, visors, cleats only).
• Basic baseball/softball field renovations and
construction (e.g. infield mix, sod/seeding,
bases, dugouts, fencing, field lighting,

(949) 589-6338
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No.

2

Deadline

Ongoing –
three funding
cycles per year.
Next LOI is due
1/3/18
Sports

3

Ongoing
Playgrounds

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects
irrigation system, laser grading, bleachers,
etc.).
Coaches' training materials.
Safe Places to Play. To support soccer projects
in the U.S. that keep children in underserved
communities active, healthy, and safe.

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

U.S. Soccer
Foundation

Private

KaBOOM

Private

Eligible projects: Refer to Maximum Funding.
Awards are in-kind credits for Astro Turf, Sports
Courts, Irrigation and Lighting.

KaBOOM Grants. There are various grants
offered:

(949) 589-6338
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Maximum
Funding

•

Astro Turf- 15%
of the project
cost from Astro
Turf.
• Sport Court –
Up to $30,000;
awarded as an
in-kind credit
with Sport
Court.
• Lighting – Up to
$25,000 for
single fields and
up to $50,000
for multi-field
projects;
awarded as an
in-kind credit
with Musco
Lighting.
• Irrigation – Up
to $15,000;
awarded as an
in-kind credit
with Hunter
Irrigation.
Varies.

Match
Requirement

Website

50%

https://ussoccerfo
undation.org/gran
ts/applicationprocess#SPTP2

Varies.

https://kaboom.or
g/grants

Page 2

No.

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Deadline

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Maximum
Funding

Match
Requirement

The Competitive
Grant Program will
be divided in two
parts: one for
jurisdictions with
voter- approved
taxes, tolls, or fees;
and the second for
jurisdictions with
only imposed fees.
In no case will the
portion for
jurisdictions with
only imposed fees
be less than
$5,000,000.
Minimum funding:

Projects will
require at
least a 1:1
match of
private, local,
federal, or
state funds
except
jurisdictions
with a voter
approved tax
or fee which
generates
less than
$100,000
annually
need only

Website

•

4

01/30/18
Transportation

Build it with KaBOOM: Plan and build a new
playground by working with KaBOOM! and
corporate partners.
• Build it Yourself: Kick-off a new, self-guided
playground project with $15,000 to be used
toward playground equipment.
• Creative Play Grants: KaBOOM! and funding
partners offer Imagination Playground and
Rigamajig grants. Funding for Creative Play
grants is limited to specific times of the
calendar year and to specific geographic or
organizational parameters. Viable
applications will be kept on file indefinitely
and applicants are only contacted when
funding becomes available in their area.
SB1 Local Partnership Program – Competitive.
To reward counties, cities, districts, and regional
transportation agencies in which voters have
approved fees or taxes solely dedicated to
transportation improvements or that have
enacted fees solely dedicated to transportation.
Construction component of a project in the
Competitive Grant Program, except for those
projects expected to be delivered using the
design-build method, where a portion of the
funds may be in design.

Caltrans

State

Eligible projects (not limited to):
• Improvements to the state highway system
or local road system including, but not
limited to, all of the following:

(949) 589-6338
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http://catc.ca.gov
/programs/SB1.ht
ml

Page 3

No.

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Deadline

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Major rehabilitation of an existing
segment that extends the useful life
of the segment by at least 15 years.
o New construction to increase
capacity of a highway segment that
improves mobility or reduces
congestion on that segment.
o Safety or operational improvements
on a highway segment that are
intended to reduce accidents and
fatalities or improve traffic flow on
that segment.
Improvements to transit facilities, including
guideways, that expand transit services,
increase transit ridership, improve transit
safety, enhance access or convenience of
the traveling public, or otherwise provide or
facilitate a viable alternative to driving.
The acquisition, retrofit, or rehabilitation of
rolling stock, buses, or other transit
equipment, including, but not limited to
maintenance facilities, transit stations,
transit guideways, passenger shelters, and
fare collection equipment with a useful life
of at least 10 years. The acquisition of vans,
buses, and other equipment necessary for
the provision of transit services for seniors
and people with disabilities by transit and
other local agencies.
Improvements to bicycle or pedestrian
safety or mobility with an extended useful
life.

Maximum
Funding

o

•

•

•

(949) 589-6338
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Category I
(population ≥
1,500,000):
$5,000,000.

Match
Requirement

Website

provide a
match equal
to 50% of the
requested
funds.

Category II
(population 700,000
to 1,499,999):
$3,000,000.
Category III
(population 300,000
to 699,999):
$2,000,000.
Category IV
(population 100,000
to 299,999):
$1,000,000.
Category V
(population
<100,000): No
minimum
requirement.

Page 4

No.

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Deadline

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Maximum
Funding

Match
Requirement

Website

•

5

02/05/18
Outdoor
Recreation

Improvements to mitigate the
environmental impact of new transportation
infrastructure on a locality’s or region’s air
quality or water quality, commonly known
as “urban runoff,” including management
practices for capturing or treating urban
runoff. For purposes of the Local Partnership
Program, a separate phase or stage of
construction for an eligible project may
include mitigation of the project’s
environmental impacts, including, but not
limited to, sound walls, landscaping,
wetlands or habitat restoration or creation,
replacement plantings, and drainage
facilities. Sound walls for a freeway that was
built prior to 1987 without sound walls and
with or without high occupancy vehicle
lanes if the completion of the sound walls
has been deferred due to lack of available
funding for at least 20 years and a noise
barrier scope summary report has been
completed within the last 20 years.
• Road maintenance and rehabilitation.
• Other transportation improvement projects.
Land and Water Conservation Fund. To
CA State Parks
cooperatively acquire and develop outstanding
properties in perpetuity for outdoor recreation
purposes.

Federal via
State

$3 million

50%

http://www.parks.
ca.gov/?page_id=
21360

Eligible projects (not limited to): At least one of
the SCORP priorities must be met:

(949) 589-6338



www.blaisassoc.com

Page 5

No.

6

Deadline

05/30/18
Transportation
Improvements

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Name of
Agency/Type

1. Create new parks within a half-mile of
underserved communities.
2. Expand existing parks to increase the ratio of
park acreage per resident in underserved
areas.
3. Renovate existing or create new outdoor
facilities within existing parks not currently
under federal 6(f)(3) protection.
4. Provide community space for healthy
lifestyles, children’s play areas,
environmental justice, cultural activities, and
historic preservation.
5. Engage community residents during the
project concept and design process.
6. Increase the inventory of California
Wetlands under federal 6(f)(3) protection
that also meets public outdoor recreation
needs through the efforts of multiple
agencies.
Active Transportation Program.
California
Transportation
• Increase the proportion of trips
Commission
accomplished by biking and walking.
• Increase the safety and mobility of nonmotorized users.
• Advance the efforts of regional agencies to
achieve greenhouse gas reduction.
• Enhance public health, including reduction
of childhood obesity through the use of
programs projects eligible for Safe Routes to
School Program funding.

(949) 589-6338



Source of
Funds

State

www.blaisassoc.com

Maximum
Funding

$240 million

Match
Requirement

Not required.

Website

http://www.catc.c
a.gov/programs/A
TP.htm

Page 6

No.

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Deadline

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Maximum
Funding

Match
Requirement

Website

•

Ensure that disadvantaged communities
fully share in the program benefits (25% of
program).
• Provide a broad spectrum of projects to
benefit many types of active transportation
users.
Eligible projects (not limited to):
• Development of new bikeways and
walkways that improve mobility, access, or
safety for non-motorized users.
• Improvements to existing bikeways and
walkways, which improve mobility, access,
or safety for non-motorized users.
• Installation of traffic control devices to
improve the safety of pedestrians and
bicyclists.
• Safe Routes to School projects that improve
the safety of children walking and bicycling
to school.
• Safe routes to transit projects which will
encourage transit by improving biking and
walking routes to mass transportation
facilities and school bus stops.
• Secure bicycle parking at employment
centers, park and ride lots, rail and transit
stations, and ferry docks and landings for
the benefit of the public.
• Bicycle-carrying facilities on public transit,
including rail and ferries.
• Establishment or expansion of a bike share
program.

(949) 589-6338



www.blaisassoc.com

Page 7

No.

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Deadline

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Maximum
Funding

Match
Requirement

Website

•

7

June 2018
Transportation

8

June 2018

Recreational trails and trailheads, park
projects that facilitate trail linkages or
connectivity to non-motorized corridors, and
conversion of abandoned railroad corridors
to trails.
• Education programs to increase bicycling
and walking, and other non-infrastructure
investments that demonstrate effectiveness
in increasing active transportation.
• Development of a communitywide bike,
pedestrian or active transportation plan in a
disadvantaged community.
Highway Safety Improvement Grant. To achieve Department of
a significant reduction in fatalities and serious
Transportation
injuries on all public roads. All proposed
projects must lead to the construction of safety
improvements.
Eligible projects (not limited to): Install
pedestrian countdown signal heads, pedestrian
crossings, advance stop bar before a crosswalk,
raised medians/refuge islands, pedestrian
crossing at uncontrolled locations (new signs
and markings only), pedestrian crossing at
uncontrolled locations (with enhanced safety
features), pedestrian signal or HAWK, bike lanes,
sidewalk/pathway, pedestrian crossing (with
enhanced safety features, raised pedestrian
crossing, and pedestrian median fencing on
approach.
Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation
Grant Program. To mitigate environmental

(949) 589-6338



CA
Natural

State

$100,000 minimum
and $10 million
maximum.

10%

http://www.dot.c
a.gov/hq/LocalPro
grams/HSIP/apply
_nowHSIP.htm

State

Awards are
generally limited to

Not required.

http://resources.c
a.gov/grants/envir

www.blaisassoc.com

Page 8

No.

Deadline
Mitigation

9

10/01/18
Trails, Habitats
and Education

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects
impacts caused by new or modified state
transportation facilities. Project Categories:
1. Urban Forestry - projects are designed
to offset vehicular emissions of carbon
dioxide.
2. Resource Lands - projects provide for
the acquisition or enhancement of
resource lands to mitigate the loss of, or
the detriment to, resource lands within
or near the right-of-way acquired for
transportation improvements.
3. Mitigation Projects Beyond the Scope of
the Lead Agency - responsible for
assessing the environmental impact of
the proposed transportation
improvement.
Eligible projects (not limited to): Trail Projects
or roadside recreation amenities. The project
must be to help combat the adverse
environmental effects of a transportation-‐
related facility that was constructed since 1990
or will be constructed in the future.
An RTF is a public street, highway, or mass
transit guideway.
Habitat Conservation Fund. To protect fish,
wildlife, and native plant resources, to acquire
or develop wildlife corridors and trails, and to
provide for nature interpretation programs and
other programs which bring urban residents into
park and wildlife areas. There are seven eligible

(949) 589-6338



Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Resources
Agency

CA State Parks

Maximum
Funding

Match
Requirement

$500,000. Awards
of up to $1 million
may be made for
acquisition projects.

State

www.blaisassoc.com

No minimum or
maximum limit, but it
is recommended that
grant requests
generally do not
exceed $200,000.

Website
onmentalenhancementand-mitigationeem/

Dollar for
dollar.

http://www.parks.c
a.gov/?page_id=213
61

Page 9

No.

Deadline

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Maximum
Funding

Match
Requirement

Website

activities. CEQA must be completed at the time
of application.

10

Fall 2018
Trails

Three activities aligned with parks and eligible
projects are:
• Trails Habitat Conservation: Acquisition
or development of trails which bring
urban residents into park or wildlife
areas.
• Wetland Habitat Conservation:
Acquisition, or enhancement, or
restoration of wetlands habitat.
• Wildlife Area Activity: An event, or series
of events to be accomplished with grant
funds, such as a nature interpretation,
educational, or other enrichment
project, (e.g., classes, trips, etc.),
organized and/or conducted by the
grantee, and intended to bring urban
residents into park or wildlife areas.
Recreational Trails Program. For both nonCA State Parks
motorized and motorized recreational trails and
trail-related facilities. Eligible projects types are:
acquisition, development or a combination of
acquisition and development.

State

$50,000 minimum/
$1.5 million
maximum

12%

http://www.parks.
ca.gov/?page_id=
24324

Eligible projects (not limited to):
Non-Motorized Projects
• Acquisition of easements and fee simple
title to property for recreational trails or
recreational trail corridors.

(949) 589-6338
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No.

Name of Grant and Eligible Projects

Deadline
•
•

Name of
Agency/Type

Source of
Funds

Maximum
Funding

Match
Requirement

Website

Development and rehabilitation of trails,
trailside and trailhead facilities.
Construction of new trails.

Motorized Projects
• Acquisition of easements and fee simple
title to property for recreational trails or
recreational trail corridors.
• Development and rehabilitation of trails,
trailside and trailhead facilities.
• Construction of new trails.
• Maintenance of existing trails.
• Purchase and lease of trail construction
and maintenance equipment.
• Assessment of trail conditions for
accessibility and maintenance.
Development and dissemination of publications
and operation of educational programs to
promote safety and environmental protection
related to trails.

(949) 589-6338
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