
 
 

 
Memorandum 

 
To:  Planning Commission 
 
From:  Carolyn Hope, Park Planning & Cultural Arts Manager, 556-2313, cjhope@redmond.gov 
  Betty (B) Sanders, Park Planner, 556-2328, bbsanders@redmond.gov  

David Shaw, Park Planner, 556-2378, dashaw@redmond.gov 
  
Date:   November 18, 2015 
 
Subject:  2016 Park, Arts, Recreation, Conservation and Culture (PARCC) Plan  
 Commission input on Draft Resource Park & Recreation Levels of Service and CIP 

Ranking Criteria.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The City is updating the Park, Arts, Recreation, Conservation and Culture (PARCC) Plan, which is 
adopted as an amendment to the Redmond Comprehensive Plan.  Components of the plan update have 
been brought to Planning Commission study sessions for review as follows:  

1. July 22, 2015 –Public involvement and overall plan update schedule 
2. September 30, 2015 – Initial consult on modifications to the levels of service (LOS) standards 

specific to parks and trails  
 
Level of Service Updates 
The level of service methodology and results are fundamental to the PARCC Plan update since they 
generate project proposals for the PARCC Plan update.  The attached PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit C) 
describes proposals for a new LOS methodology for resource parks and retaining the current methodology 
for recreation LOS.  The current policy basis for LOS can be found in Chapter 10.B of the Comprehensive 
Plan as shown in Exhibit D. This includes the specific standards and other policy guidance.    
 
Staff’s proposed concepts for modifications to the LOS methodology for resource parks is an effort to be 
responsive to public feedback received during this planning effort, which shows that preserving more 
open space and natural areas is a high priority for Redmond’s community.  Parks and Recreation staff 
have worked with Public Works and Planning staff to explain all of Redmond’s efforts between multiple 
divisions to preserve natural areas.  Generally, the department is recommending shifting from acreage per 
population calculation to a LOS method that is responsive to public demand and better reflects healthy 
natural systems.  Currently, Redmond exceeds typical LOS standards for resource parks based on the 
traditional acres per capita measurement.  Staff is proposing a LOS calculation based on canopy cover, 
which will also protect other critical areas.  The department can then set measureable goals focused on 
canopy cover protection and expansion.   
 
For the 2010 PARCC Plan, a LOS for recreation was developed that centered on the capacity and use of 
facilities and programs, the number of participants served, and hours of recreation provided by service 
category.  The measurement has proven to be effective and meaningful for the department so it is 
proposed that it be used again for the 2016 plan update.  Staff will present the details of the method for 
discussion.   
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Staff has received initial feedback from the Parks and Trails Commission on these items at their 
November 5, 2015 meeting as reflected in the “SUMMARY OF MAJOR IDEAS TO DATE” section 
below.  
 
Capital Improvement Project Ranking Criteria 
A major objective of the PARCC Plan is to develop a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) that can be 
used for budget prioritization, grant applications and a long term plan for the Parks and Recreation 
Department to follow in to the future.  The Washington Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) 
requires a six-year capital plan and recommends a ten year plan.  In addition, the PARCC Plan update will 
include a capital plan through the year 2030 to align with the City’s comprehensive planning horizon.  To  
begin creating the recommended list of prioritized projects and programs for the department, capital 
improvement project ideas are generated using LOS analysis, public feedback, analysis of use, and other 
tools.    Potential projects and programs are scored and ranked using a series of criteria that are based on 
Comprehensive Plan policies and goals and department guidance.  The prioritized list is then rolled up 
into the department’s recommended CIP list.  This list is then prioritized along with projects and 
programs from all other functional areas as part of the citywide Capital Investment Strategy (CIS).   
 
For the 2010 PARCC Plan, different ranking criteria were applied to different types of capital projects, 
such as parks, trails and recreation projects.  The current criteria are shown in Exhibit A.   A major change 
being proposed for the 2016 update is to use one list of ranking criteria applied to those proposed projects.  
During the presentation, staff will review the recommended CIP ranking criteria and the rationale for the 
update.  The proposed ranking criteria are attached in Exhibit B.   
 
PREPARATION FOR THE  NOVEMBER 18th   STUDY SESSION 
 
Staff asks that the Commission review the attached PowerPoint presentation and exhibits.  If updates to 
the presentation material are made between the issue of this memo and the November 18th meeting, staff 
will indicate the changes during the presentation.   
 
At the study session, staff will provide an overview of the proposed revisions to CIP ranking criteria, new 
proposals for level of service methodologies for resource parks, and the existing recreation level of 
service methodology.  Staff will seek Planning Commission feedback on these items.  If the Commission 
has issues for discussion or questions regarding the materials provided, please let David Shaw know prior 
to November 18.   
 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR IDEAS TO DATE 
 
Parks & Trails Commission (PTC) Meeting Summary (Nov. 5): 
PTC discussed proposed CIP ranking criteria and LOS methodologies for resource parks and recreation at 
their Nov. 5th meeting.  During the discussion of the CIP ranking criteria, PTC members expressed 
general support for the proposed direction to use one list of ranking criteria for all projects proposed by 
the department.  There was also support for the concept of including a weighted score to the “Safety 
Hazard” and “Preserve/Replace Asset” criteria.  Commissioners suggested that the criteria of “Geographic 
Equity” and “Improve Service Delivery” would be more meaningful if they were more quantitative in 
nature.   
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During the discussion of resource park LOS, Commissioners voiced support for the concept of 
establishing goals based on canopy cover.  It was suggested that examples from other cities that have 
similar goals, such as Boulder CO, Portland OR, etc., would provide some precedence and guidance on 
the specific goal to set for Redmond.    
 
REVIEW SCHEDULE 
 
Follow up study sessions with the Planning Commission on this and other components of the PARCC 
Plan are scheduled for the following dates: 

• Dec. 16, 2015: Policy Review  
• Jan. 13, 2016:  Policy Review 
• Spring/Summer 2016: Official adoption process of the PARCC Plan Update  

 
ENCLOSURES 
 

• Exhibit A:  Current CIP Ranking Criteria  
• Exhibit B:  Proposed CIP Ranking Criteria  
• Exhibit C:  DRAFT PARCC Plan CIP Ranking and Resource & Recreation LOS PowerPoint 

Presentation  
• Exhibit D:  Comprehensive Plan Ch.10.B Level of Service Excerpt  
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Presentation Title 

2016 PARCC Plan Update 
Planning Commission 

November 18, 2015 

2016 PARCC Plan Update 

Obtain Commission’s 

feedback on: 

• Level of Service (LOS) 

proposals for  

– Resource Parks 

– Recreation  

• Draft CIP Ranking Criteria  

2016 PARCC Plan Update 

Previous PC Discussions: 

• Jul. 22 

– Public outreach and overall 

schedule 

• Sep. 30 

– Initial consult: Modified LOS for 

Parks and Trails  
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2016 PARCC Plan Update 

Agenda 

Review Proposals for:  

1. Resource Park LOS & Goals 

2. Recreation LOS 

3. CIP Ranking Criteria 

Redmond’s Resource Parks 

 
Bear-Evans Creek Greenway  

58 Acres 

Town Center Open Space 

44 Acres 

Watershed Preserve 

805 Acres 
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Resource 

Parks in 

Context 

Park Categories Acres % Total 

Park 

Land 

Community Parks 227.8 17% 

Neighborhood Parks 130.3 

 

9% 

Resource Parks 1,017.4 74% 

Total Parks 1,373.7 100% 

Resource Park Distribution 

Current LOS Methodology 
• 2.5 acres/1,000 people 

 

 

 
Resource Park Acres 

Needed Per Current 

LOS  

230 

Existing Resource 

Park Acres 

1,017 
* 805 Watershed 

* 212 in-City 

Redmond citizens want to…. 

“Preserve more open space 

natural areas such as forested 

areas or wetland habitat” 

76% moderately high to very high 

priority 

 

“Add more green open space” 
66% moderately high to very high 

priority 
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Change in Tree Canopy 
2009-2013 

 

Change in Tree Canopy 
2009-2013 

 

HEP4 Restoration: +0.8 AC 

Development: -6.6 AC 

RiverWalk Restoration: +3 AC 

Citywide 

Conservation 

Property Control 

Protection: 
• Redmond Parks 

• Other City land with 

conservation value 

• Other Jurisdiction Parks 

• Natural Areas 

• Transfer of Development Rights 

(TDR) 

• Recreational Zoning  
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Regulatory Protections 
(Critical Areas): 

• Steep Slope 

• Stream Buffer 

– Class I – IV 

Citywide 

Conservation 

Canopy Cover as a Method to 

Achieve Many City Goals 

Preserves Land 

Protects Streams 

and Steep Slopes 
Maintains and 

enhances quality of 

visual environment 

Improves habitat 

value 

Improves water and 

groundwater quality 

Theme: 

• Tree Canopy 

– Spans many goals 

– Indicator of environmental health 

– City measures it regularly   

• Potential LOS metric  

Canopy Cover as a Method to 

Achieve Many City Goals 
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Existing Canopy Cover 

Canopy Cover: 

• City proper  31% 

• Citywide    38% 

– Including Watershed 

 

 

47.8% 

2.0% 

9.4% 2.4% 

24.2% 

2.0% 

0.4% 
7.0% 

4.8% Unprotected Trees

City Controlled Property

Natural Area

Other Park

Park

TDR

Rec Zone

Steep Slope

Stream Buffer

Regulatory: 11.8% 

Property  
Control: 40.4% 

Unprotected: 47.8% 

Existing Canopy Cover 

Proposed Goals 

• GOAL 1:   Set LOS for Canopy Cover 

• GOAL 2:  Plan for Canopy Opportunities 

• GOAL 3:    Actively Manage Protected Areas 

• GOAL 4:    Connect Tree Canopy 
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• Determine LOS Standard ##% Canopy Cover 

– Existing canopy 

– Examples from peer Cities 

– Canopy expansion opportunities 

 

 

 

 

• Targets for 2022 and 2030 

GOAL 1:     Set LOS for Canopy  

      Cover 

      
Current 

Status  

38% 

LOS 

Standard  

40% (?) 

Goal 

2% 

Increase 

GOAL 1:     Set LOS for Canopy  

      Cover 

Jurisdiction Goals 

Citywide Goal for 

Preservation Status 

REDMOND   38%, 31% 

Kirkland 40% 40% 

Snoqualmie 43%   

Bellevue 40% 36% 

Medina Preserve Existing   

Seattle 40% 23% 

Salem, OR 23%   

Tacoma   13% 

Renton 40% 29% 

Shoreline   31% 

Mercer Island   41% 

Issaquah   48% 

American Forests 

Recommended Goal 

40%   

What Others are Doing… 

GOAL 2:     Planning for 

Canopy Opportunities  

Evaluate 

opportunities to 

maintain % canopy 

during planning and 

design of park and 

natural resource 

projects. 

Arthur Johnson Park 
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GOAL 3:    Actively Manage                   

      Protected Areas 

Evaluating opportunities: 

 

Master Plan for Future—

20+ Acres of Wetland 

Restoration and Tree 

Planting 

Example: 

Sammamish Valley 

Park  
2014—No Canopy 2015--5 Acres of 

Tree Planting 

Opportunity Areas 

• Property control  

• Regulation protection 

• Significant unprotected 

canopy 

 

 

 

 

GOAL 4: 

Connecting 

Tree Canopy 

OUTCOME:  Potential Implementation Plan 

• CIP Projects  

Enhance Canopy in Parks and Natural 

Resource Properties 

• Green Redmond Partnership 

Continue Maintaining Urban Forests  

• Engage Private Land Owners 

Develop Programs to Encourage Tree 

Planting on Private Properties 

• Regulatory Mechanisms 

Develop Potential Policy and Code 

updates for Tree Canopy Goals  

  

PHOTO 

 

Green 

Redmond 

Partnership 
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Recreation LOS 

• Capacity 

• Demand 

• Growth  

– Population 

– Trends 
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Recreation LOS: Capacity 

# Hours Used 

# Hours Available 

 

 

= % Capacity Used 

  

Capacity 

(% peak 

time used)

LOS 

Rating

Estimated 

Year of 

Project

81-100 E 2-4 yr CIP

51-80 D 6 yr CIP

31-50 C 10 yr PIP

11-30 B 20 yr

<10 A 20 yr

Recreation LOS 

Total Hours & Customers Served 

 

# Hours Programs/ Year 

# People Served/ Year 

• Sports & Fitness 

• Health & Wellness 

• Senior Programs 

• Teen Programs 

• Outdoor Programs 

• Rentals 

• Events and Arts 

 
 

 

 

Projections based on population growth, trends, & 

public feedback 
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• Planning horizons  

– 6 years 

– 10 years 

– 2030 long range 

planning horizon 

 

CIP Ranking Criteria 

 

Initial List 

Ranking by Criteria 

Prioritized List 

Parks’ Recommend CIP List 

Citywide CIS  

Parks 

Arts 

Trails  

Recreation 

Current CIP Ranking Criteria 

• 2010 PARCC Plan   

– Different criteria used for 

different types of capital projects 

• Pros: 

– Unique nature of projects 

accounted for 

• Cons:  

– Difficult to rank different projects 

against each other 



11/18/2015 

12 

Proposed CIP Ranking Criteria 

• Purpose:  

– Prioritize projects for funding 

and implementation 

• Major Changes: 

– One set of ranking criteria for all 

CIP projects  

– Focus on maintenance & 

preservation 

– Synch with CIS criteria 

Proposed CIP Ranking Criteria 

One set of criteria   

• Pros: 

– One funding source for all 

projects 

– More equitable ranking   

• Cons:  

– Loss of some specific details 

 

Emphasis 

Proposed CIP Ranking Criteria 

Proposed Criteria 

• Safety Hazard   

• Preserve/Replace Asset   

• Geographic Equity  

• Walkability/Connectivity  

• Community Demand  

• Improved Service Delivery 

• Unique Benefits   
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Proposed  

CIP Ranking  

Criteria 

2016 PARCC Plan Update 

Next Steps: 

• Dec. 16, 2015 

– Policy Review  

• Jan. 13, 2016 

– Policy Review  

• Spring/Summer 2016 

– Official Review & Adoption 

Process   

Carolyn Hope 
425-556-2313 

cjhope@redmond.gov 

B Sanders 
425-556-2328 

bbsanders@redmond.gov 

David Shaw 
245-556-2378 

dashaw@redmond.gov 

Parks Planning & Cultural Arts Division 

Parks & Recreation Department 
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Draft Summary of Scoring Criteria for CIP Ranking

Draft Project Ranking Criteria 

Rating

Safety Hazard: Physical 

Safety hazards like use of 

the facility or amenity 

may fail and cause 

danger to people.

Preserve/ Replace Asset:  

Investment necessary to 

retain the value of the 

asset.

Geographic Equity - Each 

neighborhood has access 

to parks and trails.

Walkability/Connectivity - 

Residents and workers 

can walk to a park or trail.

Community Demand - 

Community use and 

feedback indicate the 

need for a facility.

Improve Service Delivery 

for maintenance and 

operations and/or 

recreational 

programming.

Unique Benefits (rate each 

benefit 1-5, environmental, 

economic, art, 

historic,partnerships, regulatory 

requirements)

5 Severe (replace immediately) Severe (replace immediately)

Fills gap in highly populated 

area

Fills gap in highly populated 

area

High recorded use and public 

feedback (surveys, public 

forums)

Provides significant 

improvements in service 

delivery, resulting in cost 

savings and/or revenue 

increases. High impact

4 Mod-Severe (replace 0-1 yrs) Mod-Severe (replace 0-1 yrs)

Fills gap in moderately 

populated area

Fills gap in moderately 

populated area High recorded use

Provides moderately significant 

improvements in service 

delivery, resulting in cost 

savings and/or revenue 

increases. Mod-High impacts

3 Moderate (replace 1-2 yrs) Moderate (replace 1-2 yrs)

Improves service in highly 

populated area

Improves service in highly 

populated area High demand in feedback

Provides moderate 

improvements in service 

delivery, resulting in cost 

savings and/or revenue 

increases. Moderate impacts

2 Low-Mod (replace 3-6 yrs) Low-Mod (replace 3-6 yrs)

Improves service in moderately 

populated area

Improves service in moderately 

populated area

Medium demand in recorded 

use and/or public feedback 

Provides low-moderate 

improvements in service 

delivery, resulting in cost 

savings and/or revenue 

increases. Low-mod impacts

1 Low (replace 6+ years) Low (replace 6+ years) Slightly improves service Slightly improves service

Slight demand in recorded use 

and/or public feedback

Provides slight improvements 

in service delivery, resulting in 

cost savings and/or revenue 

increases. Low impacts

0 None None None None None None None

dashaw
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT D



Draft Parks CIP Ranking Criteria for 2017-2022 Projects

Example Project Ranking Worsheet 

Project Name
Safety Hazard 

(weighted x3)

Preserve/ 

Replace Asset 

(weighted x2)

Weighted 

Subtotal

Geographic 

Equity

Walkability/ 

Connectivity

Community 

Demand

Improve Service 

Delivery 

(Operations, 

Programming)

Unique Benefits (rate 

each benefit 1-5, 

environmental, 

economic, art, 

historic,partnerships, 

regulatory)

Total Priority by Biennium

Historical Project FM (Building Envelope Work)  2 4 14 0 0 4 3 11 32 17-18

Overlake Stormwater Vault /Park Planning & Acquisition 0 0 0 5 5 5 3 12 30 17-18

Senior Center Renovation 2 5 16 0 0 5 4 3 28 17-18

Westside Park Playground Replacement 3 5 19 4 0 5 0 0 28 17-18

Downtown Park Design & Construction 0 0 0 3 1 5 5 13 27 17-18

Hardscape Program '17-18 3 5 19 0 0 4 1 2 26 17-18

Hardscape Program '19-20 3 5 19 0 0 4 1 2 26 19-20

Hardscape Program '21-22 3 5 19 0 0 4 1 2 26 19-20

Infrastructure Replacement Program '17-18 3 5 19 0 0 4 1 2 26 17-18

Infrastructure Replacement Program '19-20 3 5 19 0 0 4 1 2 26 19-20

Infrastructure Replacement Program '21-22 3 5 19 0 0 4 1 2 26 19-20

Turf Replacement Program: Hartman Fields 5/6 '19-20 1 5 13 0 0 3 5 2 23 19-20

Turf Replacement Program: Perrigo Park '17-18 1 5 13 0 0 3 5 2 23 17-18

Rec Bldg Implementation Strategy Planning 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 9 19 21-22

Park System ADA Plan 3 0 9 0 0 2 1 5 17 21-22

Trail Development Program: Centennial Trail Completion '17-18 1 0 3 2 3 4 0 2 14 17-18

Trail Development Program: Idylwood Nd Trail Conn. '19-20 0 0 0 4 4 3 0 0 11 19-20

Trail Development Program: Overlake Nd Trail Conn. '21-22 0 0 0 4 4 3 0 0 11 21-22

Ranking Criteria 102215, Critieria_AllProjects
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