
RESOLUTION NO 608 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF UNIVERSITY PLACE, WASHINGTON, AMENDING 
THE CITY'S PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE PLAN ADOPTED BY 
RESOLUTION 571 

WHEREAS because the Growth Management Act (RCW 36 70A) requires that the City plan for 
recreation and open space among other land uses the City adopted a Parks Recreation and Open 
Space Plan ( PROS Plan ) and has incorporated by reference to the PROS Plan into the Capital Fac1ht1es 
element of its Comprehensive Plan and 

WHEREAS, the City has adopted its first PROS Plan in 1997 and adopted a new PROS Plan in 
2007 with new and updated information and analysis and 

WHEREAS the City has developed and values greatly key partnerships with many public 
agencies for the use and development of property w1th1n the City for park and recreation purposes and 

WHEREAS certain tables m the 2007 PROS Plan 1dent1fied the City s adopted and existing levels 
of service for types of park fac1ht1es within the City and these tables contained certain park lands and 
fac1ht1es owned and operated by other agencies in the current level of service namely the University 
Place School District fac1hbes and the Chambers Creek Properties and 

WHEREAS excluding park fac1l1t1es owned and operated by non-city iunsd1ct1ons 1n the PROS 
Plan's Capacity Analysis and Level of Service Tables accurately reflects the City s own needs to maintain 
existing levels of service for the purpose of more precisely assessing the impacts of new development 
within the City now therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF UNIVERSITY PLACE, 
WASHINGTON, AS FOLLOWS 

Section 1 Amendment of Capacity Analysis and Level of Service Tables The 2007 Parks 
Recreation and Open Space Plan adopted by Resolution 571 on November 5 2007 1s hereby amended 
by the City Council to revise the Capacity Analysis and Level of Service tables as indicated in Exh1b1t A 

Section 2 Effective Date This Resolution shall take effect on January 1 2009 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON DECEMBER 1, 2008 

Linda Bird Mayor 

ATTEST 

enet1a City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 

PARK RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE PLAN CAPACITY 
ANALYSIS AND LEVEL OF SERVICE TABLES 
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Capacity Analysis 
The GRASP™ analysis provides a comprehensive view of the levels of service 
from an overall quality and distribution perspective It 1s also useful to look at 
the quant1t1es and capac1t1es of md1v1dual features including but not limited to 
sport courts, athletic fields, and picnic shelters, where having an adequate supply 
of fac11it1es 1s more important than the location or distribution of those fac11it1es 

Capacity LOS for Recreation Components 
Tables 15, 16 and 17 show the capacity for passive, active and indoor recreation 
components orov1ded by the city res19eel:fttlly These tables show the quant1t1es 
currently available for various components throughout the city Components that 
are under construction, presently funded, or otherwise expected to be m place 
within the next five years have been counted For each component, the tables 
show the current quantity of that component on a "per-1000 persons" basis and 
the pro-rata number of persons m University Place represented by each 
component for all public fac11it1es The tables also include a pr0Ject1on of the 
number fac11it1es that will need to be added to maintain the current ratios as the 
population grows and a recommended target capacity based on regional and 
national standards and community input 

Capacity LOS for Passive Recreation Components 
The October 2005 Citizen Survey indicates that some of the highest priorities for 
the general public are additional open space and trails Table 14 shows that 
there are 5124H- acres of natural areas m University Place Some of these are 
entire parcels of land, and some are portions of existing parks or other 
developed sites Unfortunately most of this natural open space 1s inaccessible to 
the public Over 200 aeres 1s IA CllaFA~ers Creek CaA'(OA aAel aAotller 100 aeres 
IA tile sot1tllerA 19ort10A of Cl'laFA~ers Creek Pro13ert1es Although Table 14 shows 
that the city has approximately 1 2 1h miles of the trails 1t Aeeels, these trails 
include street sidewalks aAel tile 13aveel GraAelv1mv Trail The City completely 
lacks nature trails m wooded and natural open space areas 

Establishing a Chambers - Leach Creek trail corridor by acquiring properties 
and/or trail easements and building a trail will open much of the available natural 
areas m the city and provide the trail deficit Other passive components the City 
needs to meet adopted service levels include two bandstands, four large picnic 
shelters, three tra1lheads and two water features 
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Table 15 
CITY Capacity LOS for Passive Recreation Components 
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Capacity LOS for Active Recreation Components 
Table 16 1nd1cates that the greatest need the city has 1s for tennis courts, a spray 
pad and sand volleyball courts What Table 16 does not indicate 1s the 
d1stnbut1on of active recreation components around the city The City lacks 
active recreation facilities in the northwest and the southeast as indicated 1n the 
GRASP™ Analysis 

Another pnonty from the survey 1s for add1t1onal youth sports fields and 
improvements to neighborhood parks with playgrounds, etc Table 16 shows 
that all llut one of the City's has only one multi-purpose fields are loeat:eel at 
sel'lools anel on otl9er properties not owneel lly tl9e e1ty S1m1larly, the Otv has 
QQ[y__less tl9an half el' the ex1st1ng playgrounds needed are fauna w1tl91n ety 
j3afk5--

Altl9ougl9 t19e City an€1 Sel9ool D1str1et 19ave a gooel working relat1onsl91p, many of 
tl9e playfielels anel playgrounets are restr1ete€1 etunng sel'lool 19ouFS The City will 
need to purchase land in underserved areas of the city, and construct both 
playfields and playgrounds to better meet the demand for these fac1ht1es Some 
of the playfields should be sports specific and include amenities such as 
backstops, spectator stands and scoreboards 

Capacity for Indoor Recreation Components 
Table 17 shows indoor fac1ht1es on a component basis The table shows that the 
city has only the Senior/Community Center_, anel a few otl9er eemponents are 
prov1ete€1 e·; tl9e Sel'lool D1stnet The most notable of t19ese are tl9e gymnasiums 
an€1 tl9e 1netoor S'>v1mm1ng pool 

The c1t1zen survey indicated a strong preference for an indoor walking and 
Jogging track, which currently does not exist The next set of preferences was 
made up of weights, card10-vascular, aerobics/fitness/dance space, and fac1ht1es 
for lap swimming and a leisure pool Table 17 shows that there are no 
fitness/weight room fac1ht1es or at present, anel tl9at t19ere 1s only one indoor pool 
eurrently operate€1 lly tl9e Sel9ool D1str1et 

The table indicates there 1s also an unmet demand for meeting room/multi­
purpose room space Concern has been expressed that the Senior/Community 
Center 1s too small, and staff experience 1s that there 1s more demand for 
meeting space than can be presently met This type of space 1s best to be 
considered 1n comb1nat1on with other types of indoor recreation spaces when the 
opportunity presents itself 
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Table 16 
CITY Capacity LOS for Acuve Recreauon Components 
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Table 17 
CITY Capacity LOS for Indoor Recreation Components 
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