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Business-Voting Agenda

06/ 27/2006

Item No. 12

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:    Ed Beasley, City Manager
PRESENTED BY:     Becky Benna, Parks and Recreation Director

SUBJECT:     THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER

PLAN

Purpose

This is a request for City Council to approve a resolution adopting the Thunderbird Conservation
Park Master Plan.

Council Strategic Goals Or Key Objectives Addressed

The Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan addresses the Council' s strategic goal of

providing high quality services for citizens.

The 2002 Parks and Recreation Master Plan recommended that a master plan be completed to

protect and manage Thunderbird Conservation Park.

Background

Based upon the 2002 Parks and Recreation Master Plan recommendation to develop a master
plan for Thunderbird Conservation Park, the city and the community began the process to
develop a master plan for the park in 2004.  That process has included a wide- range of public
input, surveys of both the community and park users, studies and analysis of the park site.

The master plan is a general long-range planning tool that will guide staff and the community in
protecting and managing Thunderbird Conservation Park.    The key areas addressed in
development of the plan included park use, standards for maintenance, and park management

practices.

In September 2005, a draft of the preliminary master plan was presented to the community. At
that time, public feedback indicated the need to reconsider the recommendations for the plan.

Since then, additional steps were taken to provide opportunities for public input and collect
additional park information.
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As a result, the recommendations for changes to the plan are based on the following priorities:
limit park improvements; repair/ replace restrooms; provide safe drinking water; provide a safe
and clean park; improve signage for parking, rules and regulations, trail markers, and plant and
wildlife identification; provide shade and picnic areas; provide areas for interpretive education

discussions;  provide parking but limit expansion;  enhance and preserve wildlife;  maintain
existing trails; connect trails, and restore areas with native vegetation, as well as preserve native

vegetation already in the park.

Previous Council/StaffActions

The master plan recommendations were presented and discussed at the June 6,  2006 City
Council Workshop.

In September 2005, the draft preliminary plan previously reviewed by the Park and Recreation
Commission in 2004 was presented to the public.  At that time, public feedback indicated the

need to reconsider the recommendations for the plan.  During the past nine months, additional
steps were taken to provide opportunities for public input through on- site surveys of park users,

observation of uses and demands on the park, examination of other area mountain preserves and

parks, and additional public meetings.

The draft of the preliminary master plan was presented to the Parks and Recreation Commission
in June 2004.  However, the Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan was postponed until the

59th Avenue Road design public process was completed in early 2005.

Community Benefit

The Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan is intended to protect and manage the resources

of the park.  It will be the guide for accomplishing the mission of insuring that the park continues
to be cared for and utilized as identified by the community

Public Input
l

The community has been involved in the development of a master plan to address park use,
standards for care and maintenance, and best management practices for the park.  The process

has been lengthy, but it has involved extensive public input through a series of public meetings,
Park and Recreation Commission presentations and public comment, surveys of the community
and park users, tours of other area mountain parks, and various park site studies.

As a result of the public process, parks and recreation staff presented the proposed conceptual

changes to the Thunderbird Conservation Preliminary Master Plan at the April 10, 2006 Parks
and Recreation Commission Meeting.  Two public meetings were also held on April 26 and 29,
2006 to present and review the proposed changes to the plan.
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Staff presented the Preliminary Master Plan Executive Summary to the Parks and Recreation
Commission at its May 8, 2006 meeting. The Commission unanimously approved the proposed
changes to the plan and directed staff to proceed with completion of the master plan.

Recommendation

Waive reading beyond the title and approve a resolution adopting the Thunderbird Conservation
Park Master Plan.

LJ9-

7

E Beasley
City Manager
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RESOLUTION NO.  NEW SERIES

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

GLENDALE, MARICOPA COUNTY,  ARIZONA, ADOPTING

THE THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER

PLAN FOR THE CITY OF GLENDALE.

WHEREAS, based upon the 2002 Parks and Recreation Master Plan recommendation to

develop a master plan for Thunderbird Conservation Park,  the City of Glendale and the
community began the process to develop a master plan for the park in 2004.  That process has
included a wide-range of public input, surveys of both the community and park users, studies and
analysis of the park site;

WHEREAS, the master plan is a general long- range planning tool that will guide staff and
the community in protecting and managing Thunderbird Conservation Park.   The key areas
addressed in development of the plan included park use, standards for maintenance, and park

management practices;

WHEREAS, in September 2005, a draft of the preliminary master plan was presented to the
community.  At that time, public feedback indicated the need to reconsider the recommendations
for the plan.  Since then, additional steps were taken to provide opportunities for public input and
collect additional park information; and

WHEREAS, as a result, the recommendations for changes to the plan are based on the

following priorities:   limit park improvements; repair/ replace restrooms; provide safe drinking
water; provide a safe and clean park; improve signage for parking, rules and regulations, trail
markers, and plant and wildlife identification; provide shade and picnic areas; provide areas for

interpretive education discussions; provide parking but limit expansion; enhance and preserve
wildlife; maintain existing trails; connect trails, and restore areas with native vegetation, as well
as preserve native vegetation already in the park.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

GLENDALE as follows:

SECTION 1.   That the Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan for the City of
Glendale is hereby adopted and is incorporated herein by this reference.   Three copies of the
Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan shall be maintained in the office of the City Clerk.



PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of
Glendale, Maricopa County, Arizona, this day of 2006.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

City Clerk SEAL)

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

REVIEWED BY:.

City Manager

p_ tcp_ masterplan. DOC
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1. 0 INTRODUCTION

1. 1 Purpose

The master plan serves as a long- range planning tool that guides the community and staff in
protecting and managing the park.

1. 2 Background

In 1956, the City of Glendale entered into a sale/ lease agreement with the Bureau of Land Management
to obtain 1, 062 acres of the Hedgpeth Hills that would eventually become known as Thunderbird
Conservation Park ( TCP).  In a later land exchange with the City of Phoenix, Glendale acquired an
additional 66 acres to add to TCP north of Pinnacle Peak Road. Land use restriction changes enacted by
the Glendale City Council also added an additional 57 acres. The current area encompassed by TCP is
1, 185 acres.
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In 1967, the City of Glendale adopted the Master Development Plan for Thunderbird Semi- Regional Park.
This master plan emphasized development of passive recreation,  such as picnicking,  hiking,  and
horseback riding with some limited areas of development, such as an amphitheater and golf course.  At
the time, the development activities were seen as being compatible with the pristine, unspoiled desert and
open space that characterizes the park.

The Glendale Parks Master Plan 1985- 1995 placed TCP in the conservation category. This updated plan
maintained that conservation parks should include natural areas, varying topography, water features,
picnic areas,  hiking and riding trails,  scenic drives,  and other facilities not requiring intensive
development.

The 2002 Parks and Recreation Department Master Plan continued to place TCP in the conservation

category.  Based on the continued designation as a conservation park, in 2004 the city of Glendale and
the community began developing a new master plan for the park.   Key areas addressed in the plan
include park use, standards for maintenance,  and park management practices.   The process was

highlighted by the gathering of wide- ranging public input in meetings, surveys of both the community and
park users, and studies and analysis of the park site.

In September 2005, a draft of the Preliminary Master Plan was presented to the community. At that time,
public feedback indicated the need to reconsider the recommendations for the plan. Since then, additional
steps were taken to listen to the public and collect additional park information.  As a result,  the

recommendations for changes to the plan are based on the following priorities:

Limit park improvements

Repair/replace restrooms

Provide safe drinking water
Provide a safe and clean park

Improve signage for parking, rules and regulations; trail markers, and plant and wildlife
identification

Provide shade and picnic areas
Provide areas for interpretive education discussions

Provide parking but limit expansion
Enhance and preserve wildlife

Maintain existing trails
Connect trails

Restore areas with native vegetation, as well as preserve native vegetation already in the park

1. 3 Master Plan Process and Park Inventory Analysis Overview

Listed below are the steps taken in development of the Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan:

o As part of an open space and trails planning process, a community-wide needs assessment was
distributed to 2, 000 random Glendale households in the winter of 2003-04 with 403 responses.
Part of the assessment included questions regarding Thunderbird Conservation Park.    The

questions addressed the public' s interest in park elements and needs for use of the park.

o The first public meeting was held in January 2004.

o A focus group meeting was held in April 2004 with representation by equestrians, hikers, bicyclists,
clubs and organizations.

o A second public meeting was held in April 2004.

o During the meetings, requests of the community were to protect the park, conserve its resources,
and plan for its use.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Based on information collected from the public meetings, survey and studies, three alternative
preliminary plans were developed and presented to the Parks and Recreation Commission and
published on the city web site for public comment.

o Five resource analysis studies of the park area were completed by Logan Simpson Design, Inc.
Those studies included: Biological, Cultural, Visual, Land Use, and Soil/ Slope/Geological assets.

o Based on concerns regarding park drainage, JE Fuller/Hydrology & Geomorphology,  Inc. also
completed a watershed analysis for the park.

a The draft of the preliminary master plan was presented to the Parks and Recreation Commission in
June 2004. At that time and since then, the public has provided a strong message to take steps to
conserve, enhance, and protect this environmentally sensitive land.

o The Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan was postponed until the 59th Avenue Road design
public process was completed. That street public process and design approval was completed
earlier this year.

a Once the road project design was approved, the City determined that more public input was needed
for the park master plan project.

o Another focus group meeting with park users and interested organizations was conducted on
September 6, 2005.

o The draft preliminary plan was again presented and discussed with the Parks and Recreation
Commission on September 12, 2005. The plan and process updates were reviewed with the Parks

and Recreation Commission at its monthly meetings since September 2005.
o Two public meetings were held on September 14 and 17, 2005, to present the draft preliminary

master plan and solicit feedback. At that time, public feedback indicated the need to reconsider the
recommendations for the plan.

o The Thunderbird Conservation Park web page continued to be updated and included in the plans,
reports, surveys, updates and opportunities for the public to provide comment.

o Staff conducted an on- site user questionnaire at Thunderbird Conservation Park on various days of

the week and times of the day in September and October 2005.   A total of 751 park users
responded to the questionnaire.

o On November 15, 2005, city staff and the consultant presented an overview of the draft preliminary
master plan to the City of Glendale Commission on Persons with Disabilities.  Park accessibility
and proposed amenities were discussed.

o At the December 12, 2005, Parks and Recreation Commission meeting, Commission members
reviewed the summary of 2005 public meetings, comments from the Commission on Individuals
with Disabilities, results of 751 on- site user questionnaires, the most frequently asked questions
compiled from collected public comment, and observations from the Commission tours of the City
of Phoenix North Mountain Preserve and visitor center, and Thunderbird Conservation Park.

o At the January 9, 2006, Parks and Recreation Commission meeting staff provided an update on the
collection and evaluation of public input to date, as well as comments provided at public meetings

and through responses to the website' s " Frequently Asked Questions." Public comments were also
heard at this meeting.

o In January 2006, the Glendale Park Rangers and Park Maintenance staff provided additional
comments and ideas regarding the park master plan.  Also,  ranger and park staff conducted
periodic observations of parking lot uses from November 24 ( Thanksgiving Day) through December
31, 2005.

o In January 2006, staff video-taped Thunderbird Conservation Park, City of Scottsdale Pinnacle
Peak Park and City of Phoenix North Mountain Preserve to identify and provide visual comparison
opportunities for park features, such as trails, signage, parking designs, shade structures, picnic
areas, restroom, visitor and park office facilities.  This video was presented at the March 2006 Park

and Recreation Commission meeting.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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o Staff photographed park elements of other area mountain parks for purposes of presenting
examples of designs and materials utilized for signage, shade structures, seating, vegetation,
facilities and parking.  The photos were incorporated into presentations provided to the Parks and
Recreation Commission and at the April 2006 public meetings.

o Police, Parks, Recreation and Ranger staff and several residents met on-site to discuss the 59th

Avenue culvert,  Parks and Recreation staff also contacted other area organizations that utilize
culverts for trail connection to discuss design and operational impacts.

o Staff toured the park with an Arizona Game and Fish representative to discuss the wildlife and
vegetation in the park.

o Park and Recreation Commission member representatives and staff met with various school

representatives to discuss input on the proposed park designs and how schools may utilize the
park.

o City staff met with Arrowhead Lakes Homeowners Association,   Arrowhead Amenities
representatives,  residents and the Arizona Game and Fish representative at the park' s
sedimentation area to share information about the sedimentation basin and tour the site on April 1,
2006.

o A study of sediment in the lake was completed in April 2006.

o Parks and Recreation staff met on- site with an American Conservation Experience ( ACE) trail

maintenance representative to review the trail system and identify designated and undesignated
trails.

o Parks and Recreation staff reviewed proposed conceptual changes to the Thunderbird

Conservation Master Plan at the April 10, 2006 Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting.

o Two public meetings were conducted to present and review the proposed changes to the master

plan.  The meetings were held on April 26 and 29, 2006 at Deer Valley High School.  A total of 43
citizens attended the meetings.

o Parks and Recreation staff presented the proposed master plan changes and comments from the

public meetings to the Parks and Recreation Commission on May 10, 2006.

o Parks and Recreation staff presented the Master Plan recommendations to the City Council at its
June 6, 2006 Workshop Meeting.

o City Council adopted the Thunderbird Conservation Pak Master Plan on June 27, 2006.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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2. 0 INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS OVERVIEW

2. 1 Summary of Studies

The Thunderbird Conservation Park  ( TCP)  Master Plan Inventory and Analysis includes the
documentation of existing infrastructure and facilities; existing and planned adjacent land uses as related
to open space and trails; visual, cultural, and biological resources; and environmental considerations.

The purpose of the inventory and analysis is to identify and describe the physical and functional
relationship of the park' s resources to the opportunities and constraints that apply based on these existing
data.

The following are summaries of resource studies completed. Study details are located in Appendix A.

Soil, Slope and Geological Resources

The purpose of this study was to provide an overview of soil conditions to determine erosion risk areas
and locations suitable for development in the park.

Determined on- site soils were adequate for supporting normal building foundations, although
more detailed and site-specific evaluations should be conducted before any construction.
Identified most suitable areas for improvements

Biological Resources

The purpose of this study was to review the ecological issues that impact planning and implementation of
a master plan. The overview documented existing conditions in the park, qualified habitat values, and
wildlife conditions.

Identified presence of suitable habitat, water sources, degree of invasive species

Identified areas that need to be enhanced or conserved for cover, food and movement of wildlife.

Cultural Resources

The purpose of this study was to identify and preliminarily evaluate all historic and prehistoric cultural
resources within the park.

Determine management decisions needed to avoid,  preserve or mitigate known cultural
resources per the National Historic Preservation Act.

Researched through the Bureau of Land Management ( BLM), State Historic Preservation Office
SHPO), and the National Park Service Register as well as field reconnaissance.

Determined no cultural resources observed, recorded and limited evidence of small- scale ground

stone manufacturing in the pass along 59th Avenue.  No evidence of rock art. Low density of
small, prehistoric activity and the potential to encounter significant cultural resources is low.

Visual Resources

The purpose of this study was to establish the existing visual resources of the cultural and physical
landscape within the park.  The analysis will be used to protect and enhance the park' s character and

create aesthetic value.

Based on USDA Forest Service Handbook for Scenery Management ( 1995), and modified for this
study to account for a more developed rural setting.
Distinctiveness— memorableness of an element or a pattern of elements in the landscape.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Unity— visual cohesiveness
Intactness— integrity of order, elements and patterns
Sensitivity

Land Use Resources

The purpose of this study was to identify existing and planned land uses within and adjacent
to the park.

Existing and planned land uses were identified within 1 mile of the park boundary.
Regional trails and open space were identified within at least 5 miles of the park

boundary.

Utilities, Infrastructure, and Drainage Overview

The purpose of this overview was to identify type and location of existing utilities and
infrastructure within the park.

Generally located around the picnic area adjacent to the wash corridor and other
smaller picnic areas dispersed throughout the park.

Existing utilities consist of electrical for site lighting,  potable water for restroom
buildings and drinking fountains, and septic systems.

All restroom buildings are on individual septic systems that have or will reach their

capacity within the foreseeable future.

The nearest available sewer lines are located within the Arrowhead Ranch

subdivisions, 67th Avenue, and Pinnacle Peak Road. No sewer lines exist within the

59th Avenue right-of-way.

An existing electrical service located along 59th Avenue appears to be sufficient for
the existing and future park demands required along the main wash corridor.

Numerous drainage and utility easements exist along the southern and northern
boundaries of the park where residential lands abut the park property. In addition, a
15' equestrian easement connects to the north boundary of the park, just east of 67th
Avenue.

Architectural/Existing Structures Overview

The purpose of this overview was to identify existing park architecture and structures.

Architecture consists of concrete pier picnic ramadas,  slump block restroom
buildings, stone barbeque grills, concrete picnic tables, and a stone amphitheater.

The majority of ramadas, tables, and restroom buildings are not ADA accessible.

The restroom buildings are old enough not to meet current building code
requirements.

The existing stone amphitheater is degrading rapidly and does not meet current ADA and
building code requirements, however, it may remain in place as an architectural remnant.

Site Analysis

The purpose for the Site Analysis section is to compile all the inventory and analysis
information presented in the previous subsections of this report.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Three major arterial roads provide access to the park site.

Current park use areas include the equestrian staging area near 67th Avenue, the large picnic
area adjacent to the wash corridor, and the Pinnacle Peak trailhead area

The existing picnic area creates one of the largest disturbed areas within the park and has had a
large negative impact on the park' s main wildlife corridor.

Two major built features exist within the park and are located between 59th and 67th Avenues.

The existing water reservoir is very visible from 67th Avenue and is currently painted white,
therefore not blending into the natural desert environment. The existing stone amphitheater is
located west of the wash corridor and naturally blends into the rocky hillside.

The Pinnacle Peak Road trailhead area includes a dirt parking area and access to the trails
located in the eastern portion of the park.

An existing trail system includes designated and secondary ( undesignated) trails throughout the

park.

Watershed Analysis

The purpose of the hydrology study was to delineate the inundation boundaries of the natural wash for
the 2, 10, 50 and 100 year flood events and establish the nature of the basin with respect to sediment

trapping.

Floodplain delineations indicated a breakout of larger flows in the upstream portion of the reach

located north of Thunderbird Conservation Park and south of Pinnacle Peak Road.
Determined that the flows are directed under the box culvert into the basin located east of the 59th
Avenue.

Existing hydrology for the natural wash located between the Pinnacle Peak Road and the 59th
Avenue was reviewed.  Floodplain boundaries were delineated.

Documentation related to the basin located adjacent to the 59th Avenue was reviewed and it was

determine that the basin was designed to act as a sedimentation basin in addition to other
purposes.

Sedimentation Basin Topographic Survey

The purpose of this analysis was to measure the amount of sediment in the lake, and compare those

measurements to the as built plans completed in the mid 1980' s.

Analysis of 11 points throughout the basin indicated that since approximately 1984, an average
increase in elevation of the lake over the past 22 years was 2 feet, 2 inches.

Determined the sedimentation basin is meeting and/ or exceeding expectations for its purpose.

Park Amenities Analysis

The purpose of these studies was to determine amount and condition of existing amenities and their
current utilization.

A parking lot count was conducted by Parks and Recreation staff during the Winter of 2005-06.
The purpose of this analysis was to observe and track the utilization of existing parking areas.

A study of other park amenities such as picnic ramadas, grills, tables, trash receptacles, signage,
restrooms and drinking fountains.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report

City of Glendale Page 8



The trails system, including both designated and undesignated trails throughout the park, was
analyzed for condition, usage, and best conservation practices.

The sedimentation basin, located in the south portion of the park, was studied for condition and

trends pertaining to sedimentation deposits and the overall functionality of the basin.

Analysis of Comparable Park Facilities

The purpose of this analysis was to develop a benchmark for conservation park amenities.

As a benchmark for evaluating Thunderbird Conservation Park and its amenities, staff, consultant
and Parks and Recreation Commission members conducted site visits of Valley mountain
preserves and parks.  Parks included the Deer Valley Rock Art Center, Scottsdale' s Pinnacle
Peak Park, and Phoenix North Mountain Preserve.

While on site, the trails and park facilities were analyzed for comparable information to

Thunderbird Conservation Park.
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School Park Usage Analysis

The purpose of this analysis was to determine interest and need for interpretive facilities.

Staff and Parks and Recreation Commission members conducted interviews with school

representatives to determine the interest and need for facilities to enhance the student learning
experiences in association with their curriculum.

Park User Analysis

The purpose of this analysis was to determine park use.

During September and October 2005, staff conducted 751 on- site surveys with park users to
determine types of park use, mode of transportation to the park, distance traveled, what park

patrons liked most about the park, changes they would like to see in the park and whether they
had previously participated in the public input process for the master plan.

I
I

I

I
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3. 0 Master Plan Public Participation Process

3. 1 Summary

Nearly twenty public forums were held between January 2004 and May 2006, resulting in wide- ranging
public input. Minutes and notes from these meetings and survey results are included in Thunderbird
Conservation Park( TCP) Master Plan Appendix B.

As a result, the recommendations for changes to the preliminary master plan were presented to the Parks
and Recreation Commission at its April 10, 2006 meeting.  As a result, the Commission directed staff to
continue to refine the proposed changes and present them at the two public meetings that were held at

Deer Valley High School on April 26 and 29, 2006.   The public's general comments regarding the
changes to the plan were positive.

Based on the completed public input, park studies and analysis, the Parks and Recreation Commission

accepted the revised preliminary master plan at its May 8, 2006 meeting and directed staff to complete
the plan and present it to City Council for consideration and approval.  On June 6, 2006 the City Council
reviewed the plan' s recommendations and indicated it was supportive of the plan. The plan was formally
adopted by City Council at its June 27, 2006 meeting.

The plan' s recommendations are based on utilizing existing park conditions as the benchmark for
improvements. The overall guiding priorities include:

Limit park improvements

Repair/replace restrooms

Provide safe drinking water
Provide a safe and clean park

Improve signage for parking, rules and regulations; trail markers, and plant and wildlife
identification

Provide shade and picnic areas

Provide areas for interpretive education discussions

Provide parking but limit expansion
Enhance and preserve wildlife

Maintain existing trails
Connect trails

Restore areas with native vegetation, as well as preserve native vegetation already in the park

3. 2 Preliminary Master Plan Public Participation (2004)

Introduction

Providing opportunities as a community to actively participate in the master planning process of
Glendale' s only conservation park, was crucial to the development of the TCP Master Plan.   Public
meetings, focus group meetings, and Technical Advisory Committee ( TAC) meetings were held to identify
the community' s diverse interests, issues, and needs in an effort to provide a common vision and
comprehensive foundation for the development of the master plan. These meetings were also held to

solicit the public' s input on the conceptual master plan alternatives and preliminary master plan.

Public Needs Assessment

As an additional public participation tool, and to best understand the needs and desires of the community
at large, a needs assessment was conducted. This needs assessment consisted of a statistically valid
random survey given to City of Glendale residents by mail or phone. Specific questions relating to open

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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space, trails, and park and recreation facilities were developed to identify the community' s needs and
desires as well as prioritize what those needs and desires are.

Public Focus Group Meeting No. 1

To help consultants and staff better understand the needs of the major park user groups, representatives
from the Glendale Bicycle Advisory Committee, the Glendale Equestrian Club, Glendale Hiking Club,
Pebble Kickers Hiking Club, Sonoran Audubon Club, and Girl Scouts were asked to attend a focus group
meeting.

Public Meeting No. 1

Public Meeting No. 1 was conducted in two parts. Part One included the park's history and an overall
background of the project, which identified the need for developing an updated master plan. Continuing
pressures of adjacent urban development and the need to manage the amount and types of activities

within the park are crucial to the conservation of its cultural, natural, and scenic resources. In addition,

existing facilities constructed 30- 50 years ago have degraded to a point of non- or limited- use due to
physical condition or are in non- compliance of current building codes and federal laws (ADA).

Also presented in Part One of Public Meeting No. 1 was an overview of the master planning process and
the purpose of this first meeting. Public Meeting No. 1, being one of the first steps in the master plan
process, was particularly important since the information gathered from the public at this meeting would
assist in developing the park' s program elements. This information along with the results of the needs
assessment would provide the basis for identifying the types of amenities TCP would need to meet the
future demands and desires of the community as a whole.

Part Two of Public Meeting No. 1 consisted of an interactive solicitation of the public' s values, issues, and
needs as they related to TCP. The values were based on the premise of" if you were to move away from
Glendale for five years, what elements or aspects of TCP would you want to stay the same?" Likewise,
issues and needs were solicited under the same premise, except" what would you change?"

Public Meeting No. 2

Public Meeting No. 2 consisted of a presentation to the public on the following items:

Summary of the inventory and analysis of the biological, cultural, visual, geological, and land
use resources of the site.

Summary and results of Public Meeting No.  1, including handouts of the public meeting
survey results and the needs assessment results.

Preliminary program elements based on the values, issues, and needs; the public meeting
survey results; the community-wide needs assessment results; and staff input.

Draft Vision, Goals, and Objectives were developed from information received at Public

Meeting No. 1 and the needs assessment, as well as responding to specific action items
adopted in the Glendale 2025 General Plan and the 2002 Parks and Recreation Master Plan.

Three Conceptual Master Plan Alternatives based on all the above information.

Concept C was the preferred of the three conceptual plans presented.

Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting

Public Meeting No. 3 in the master planning process consisted of a presentation of the Draft Preliminary
Master Plan to the Parks and Recreation Commission in an open public forum on June 14, 2004.  The

Commission recommended the Preliminary Master Plan to be forwarded to the City Council.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Project Deferred Pending 59th Avenue Design
At Glendale' s northern boundary,  59'

h
Avenue runs through Thunderbird Conservation Park.    At

approximately the same time period the park master plan was being developed, plans for 59th Avenue
roadway improvements were also being considered.  Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan was
deferred until the roadway project public process was completed.

3. 3 Revised Master Plan Public Participation (2005-2006)

Public Focus Group Meeting to Resume Public Process

To resume the public process, a second public focus group meeting was held with representation
expanded to include additional stakeholders.  Additional hiking, biking and equestrian groups were asked
to attend as well as representatives from the Sonoran Audubon Society, the Arizona Game and Fish,
elementary, middle and high schools, the Glendale Women' s Club, Glendale Rotary, Save- the- Park,
Arrowhead Ranch Amenities and Water Resources Management.

Public Meetings to Review Previously Presented Draft Preliminary Master Plan

Two public meetings were held in September 2005 to review the Draft Preliminary Master Plan developed
in 2004, and obtain public comment.

Parks and Recreation Commission Meetings

The Parks and Recreation Commission resumed discussions on the development of the Thunderbird

Conservation Park master plan at its September 2005 regular monthly public meeting, and continued to
include this project as a regular agenda item that included public comment through completion in May
2006.

On-Site Park User Survey

To gain a better understanding of park user needs, staff was on site several weeks in September and
October various times of the day and days of the week.  One- on- one contact with park users resulted in
751 completed questionnaires relating to park use.  Questions included frequency of park use, type of
activity engaged in, mode of transportation used to travel to the park, distance traveled to the park, what
they like most about the park, changes they would like to see in the park, and whether they had
participated in the public input process previously.

Commission on Persons with Disabilities Meeting

The Glendale Commission on Persons with Disabilities reviewed the Draft Preliminary Master Plan and
provided input specific to special needs for pubic access.

Public Stakeholder Meeting at Sedimentation Basin

Staff, Arrowhead Lakes Homeowner Association and Arrowhead Amenities representatives, residents

and an Arizona Game and Fish representative met at the park' s sedimentation basin and toured the site

in April 2006.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Public Open House Meetings

Two open house style public meetings were held in April 2006 to answer questions and take comments
on the Final Draft Master Plan.  Overall, public input to the revisions made to the plan were positive.

Based on the positive public input, the preliminary Master plan was brought back to the Parks and
Recreation Commission for their final recommendation.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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4.0 MASTER PLAN

4. 1 Master Plan Recommendations
41

The Master Plan' s recommendations reflect the community feedback and information collected through
the public input process, park users and park analysis.   The plan recommendations were based on

utilizing existing park conditions as the benchmark for the changes and to insure that the plan reflects
maximizing use of park elements that already are located in the park.

First, the plan' s recommendations include overall priorities for the park which are listed below:

Overall Priorities for the Entire Park

1.   Provide consistent maintenance and design standards for park trails, trailheads, trail nodes,

signage, trash cans, ramadas, picnic tables, drinking fountains, equestrian hitching posts and
troughs, restrooms, parking, facilities and lighting.

2.   Establish surfacing and marking standards for parking lots and roads ( paved and unpaved).

3.   Insure the park property boundaries are clearly identified to prevent encroachment onto park
property.

4.   Provide mileage indicators and clearly mark all designated trails.

5.   Establish and annually update an operations plan to manage and maintain the park.

6.   Develop a community education outreach program regarding park wildlife, vegetation, geology
and other natural areas in the park.

Second, the plan is divided into four major areas of the park ( see Figure 3, Master Plan Site Area Map).
Maps in this section correspond to the numbered recommendations identified in each respective May Key
that precedes each master plan figure listed below:

55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Area

Sedimentation Basin Area

591h Avenue Wildlife Habitat and Amphitheater Area

67th Avenue Equestrian Trail Area

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Map Key for Figure 4, 55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road Area

1.   Establish a trail node at the traffic signal at Pinnacle Peak Road and 55th Avenue signalized street

crossing including a new trail entrance node into the park
More pedestrian- friendly and designated crossing to the park at 55th Avenue/Pinnacle
Peak Road

2.   Establish a pedestrian entrance located at 55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road

More pedestrian- friendly and designated crossing to the park at 55th Avenue/Pinnacle
Peak Road

3.   Keep the existing parking lot with 68 unpaved parking spaces and provide option for limited
expansion of parking along Pinnacle Peak Road

Improve surfacing for dust control
Limit park improvements of existing parking lot  —  additional 34 spaces,  include

designated handicap parking
Provide option for future limited expansion of up to 100 parking spaces.  This identifies
future parking as needed and insures parking remains adjacent to the road, and not
encroaching further into the park

4.   Establish a new bus parking area off of new parking lot
Provide parking for school bus parking, to deter utilizing car parking spaces

5.   Upgrade designated trailhead entrance at west end of parking lot for H- 2 and H- 1 Trails
Improve park information and trail use signage

6.  Add a new non- enclosed, shaded seating area for interpretive discussions — seating 60- 100
people

Provide areas for interpretative education discussion for area schools and other groups

Provide accessible shade and seating that meet ADA  ( American Disabilities Act)
standards

7.   Add three single- use ( up to two picnic tables) ramadas located south of the existing parking lot
with option for two additional single- use ramadas

Provide areas shade and resting, designated area for meeting other park users

8.   Add restroom with drinking fountains
Provide support elements to park users that currently do not exist;  park users and
schools indicated need for access to water and restrooms

9.   Add 53rd and Pinnacle Peak Road secondary entrance
Creates a loop for emergency vehicles to enter and exit the parking lot

10. Add a new handicap accessible trail with two access points at east and west ends of the existing
parking lot

Provides trail access to individuals who may be disabled

11. Add trail node entrance to accessible trail on southeast end of the parking lot
Provides point of entrance to ramada and restroom area

12. Add trail node entrance to accessible trail on east end of parking lot
Provides direct access to the interpretive/accessible trail

13. Modify and upgrade existing trail to meet ADA standards and provide interpretive signage along
the trail

Provide accessible trail for disabled or others who do not wish to hike the more strenuous

trails

Provides education experience along the trail that identifies park vegetation, geology and
wildlife

14. Add a pedestrian trail node at 51st Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road on northeast side of the park

Designates a current undesignated trail and provide pedestrian access to this area of the

park

15. Consider optional resting benches located along the interpretive/accessible trail
Provides locations along the trail for users to rest

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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16. Add informational signage at the top of the H- 2 Trail with an option for 2- 4 resting benches
Identifies various foothill and mountain peaks in the area

Provides educational opportunity to learn more about the area
Provides designated resting areas at the top of the trail

17. Add optional new trail node and designating an undesignated trail that leads to a view point
located on the eastside of the park

Designates a currently undesignated trail and provides a scenic view of the valley and
golf course area.

18. Restore native vegetation

Restore vegetation in areas affected by the 2005 fire and identify areas to remove
invasive vegetation

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Map Key for Figure 5, Sedimentation Basin Area

1.   Keep existing paved parking ( four spaces) and viewing blind area west of the lake

2.   Provide for interpretative signage along the trail and at the viewing blinds located north of the
sedimentation lake

Provide educational opportunities about the lake, vegetation and wildlife in this area

3.   Improve existing H- 1 Trail that leads from 515' Ave to the 55th Ave and Pinnacle parking lot and 59th
Avenue parking lot

Upgrade the existing trail to meet state and national trail standards that staff is also
utilizing for other trails in the park

4.  Address vegetation restoration in the sedimentation lake area

Identify and remove invasive vegetation and restore native vegetation that also
accommodates wildlife

5.   Provide two water guzzlers for wildlife

Provides areas in the wildlife habitat area for access to water that is generated by rainfall

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Map Key for Fiqure 6, 59th Avenue Wildlife Corridor and Amphitheater Area

1.   Retain existing Parking Lot B— 20 paved parking spaces with option to add 20 parking spaces
Current parking lot is not utilized regularly,  provides support parking to new trail
connection

Identifies future parking location in the park

2.   Continue portion of the H- 5 Trail currently undesignated that leads from Parking Lot B to H- 4 and H- 1
Trails

Designates an undesignated trail that provide additional access to the H- 4 and H- 1 Trails

3.  Add new trail located at Parking Lot B — connects to H- 3 Trail
Relieves demand on the only trailhead entrance to H- 3 Trail located at Parking Lot A
Encourages use of Parking Lot B that will alleviate parking demands on Parking Lot A

4.   Add new trailhead at Parking Lot B
Provides park and trail information to trail users

5.   Remove Parking Lot G — 12 paved parking lot spaces, restroom located at north end of the wildlife
corridor

Removes park elements for the north end of the wildlife corridor and wash

6.   Keep existing Parking Lots: C — 13 paved parking spaces, D — 10 paved parking spaces, E — 27

unpaved parking spaces

Maximize use of current parking spaces that survey west side of the 59th Avenue park
area

Designate area in existing parking lots for two parking lot bus spaces

Add vegetation to buffer and reduce erosion between the parking lots and the wash area

7.   Remove Parking Lot F— 26 paved parking spaces located at south end of wildlife corridor
Removes elements for the south end of the wildlife corridor and wash

8.   Keep existing single use ramada that accommodates - two picnic tables. Add new restroom and
drinking fountains adjacent to Parking Lot A. Option: Add single- use ramada with grill

Maximize existing park elements and provide support amenities to the heavily used H- 3
Trail and Parking Lot A

9.   Upgrade H- 3 Trailhead and keep Parking Lot A— 19 paved spaces
Provides updated park and trail information to users

10. Upgrade existing connector trail to H- 4 and H- 1 Trails
Improve the surfacing of the trail connector which is heavily used

11. Add new trail connector from 59`h Avenue to the ranger/park information station
Connects the park to bikeway and sidewalk at 59`h Avenue

12. Add new ranger and park information station approximately 2, 000 square feet to include ranger and
park information office, maintenance storage, restrooms and drinking fountain.   Add parking lot
adjacent to station— 30 parking spaces and group shade area

The facility is centrally located in the park and addresses the following functions:

Enhances safety of park visitors by providing a centralized location for emergencies
and information

Display and distribution of park information, rules and regulations

Access to restrooms and water

On- site storage of ranger and park maintenance equipment and supplies

Parking replaces spaces currently provided by Parking Lot F, which is proposed to be
removed new trailhead for 59th Avenue trail connect at ranger/park information station

Provides park and trail information to park users

13. New trailhead that begins at the Ranger/ Information Station
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Provide access point to the trail connection to 59`h Avenue sidewalk and bikeway

14. Remove existing equestrian hitching posts at south end of wildlife corridor
Removes the posts out of the wildlife corridor and wash area

15. Add new trail node connection to H- 1 and H- 4 Trails

Identifies point of entry and provides directional signage for these trails

16. Remove three restrooms from the wash

Removes building structures from the wildlife corridor and wash

17. Add - one group ramada that accommodates 6- 10 picnic tables, grills, and restroom with drinking
fountain

Provide ADA accessible shaded area, restrooms and water for groups and park users

18. Option: Add two single use ramadas that accommodate two picnic tables per ramada with grills

Provides designated location for future shade and picnic structures

19 Designate new trail node to existing trail H- 4 and H- 1 Trails on the northeast side of the amphitheater
Identifies point of entry and provides directional signage for these trails

20. Remove seven ramadas, picnic tables and grills located in the wash
Removes structures from the wildlife corridor and wash area

21. Add new trail node access at 591h Avenue from sidewalk and bike lane

Identifies point of entry for the park and directional signage for the trail
22. Add new land bridge to cross 59th Avenue

Provides safe connection for park users between the east and west side of the park

23. Upgrade two single-use ramadas adjacent to land bridge area

Improve and utilize two existing ramadas for resting and shade
24. Restore amphitheater

Repair areas in the amphitheater, such as where tree roots have damaged seating

25. Option: Add future parking north of amphitheater- 20 parking spaces
Identify designated area for future parking as needed

26. Revegetate the wildlife corridor and wash areas, as well as identify other areas in the park that
require revegetation

Re-establish native vegetation that encourages wildlife habitation and reduces erosion
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Map Key for Figure 7, 67`" Avenue Equestrian Trail Area

1.  Keep parking lot entrance at 67th Avenue and Patrick Lane
This is a traffic signal- controlled and gated entrance

2.  Existing Parking Lot K - includes 20 paved and unpaved spaces, equestrian trailer parking, and
water trough.  Extend corral area on south end of parking lot

Provide parking that is heavily utilized by park visitors and designates trail parking to the
south of the current parking lot

3.  Add new trailhead at H- 1 Trail at equestrian corral area

Provide park and trail information to trail and equestrian users

4.  Existing Parking lot J — includes 39 paved parking spaces. Add two linear bus parking spaces
Maximize current parking lot that is sporadically used, allow for parking space on the
west side of the park

5.  Improve park road from K to J Parking Lots to allow for two-way traffic
Current road only provides for single lane car access, provides safe entrance and exit of
Parking Lot J

6.  Keep and upgrade two existing single- use ramadas that accommodate two picnic tables per
ramada at Parking Lot J.    Add two single- use ramadas,  and one group ramada that
accommodates 6- 10 picnic tables, include grills; add native vegetation to deteriorated areas of

the park and add buffering between parking lot and the residential area north of the parking lot
Maximizes use of current picnic area and parking lot
Provides opportunity for shaded seating for group discussions and picnics
Restore native vegetation and provides buffer to ramada area and parking lot

7.  Add new trailhead and trail connection to H- 5A and H- 5 Trails
Designate an undesignated trail to connect to H- 5A and H- 5 Trails

Provide new access to trails to relieve demand only designated trailhead at Parking Lot K
Provide trail connection to restroom with access to water from H- 5A and H- 5 trails

8.  Upgrade or replace existing restrooms at Parking Lot J
Current restroom is inoperable

Provides access to water and restroom facilities at west side of park

9.  Add new trailhead at Parking Lot H to existing trail H- 5A
Provides park and trail information to heavily used trail

10. Existing parking area - includes 11 paved parking spaces
Provides parking to 3 single-use ramadas used for shade and picnicking
Location for trailhead access to H- 5A and H- 4A Trails

11. Remove existing restroom and add new restroom at Parking lot H
Current restroom is inoperable

Provides access to water and restrooms for ramadas and trail users

12. Upgrade three existing ramadas at Parking Lot H
Current ramadas are consistently utilized and require improvements due to deterioration

13. Add new trailhead at Parking Lot H going south to existing H- 4A Trail
Provides park and trail information to heavily used trail

14. Existing undesignated trail to become designated trail connects H Parking Lot to H- 5 Trail
Trail is currently undesignated and is consistently used

15. Swing gate relocated from west side of Parking Lot J to east side
This will allow parking access from the 67th Avenue side of the park and relieve parkingg
demand on Parking Lot K, but still prevents " cut- through" traffic between 59th and 67
Avenues
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Will allow for maximizing use of Parking Lot J which is sporadically utilized

16. New swing gate installed on east side of Parking Lot J
Prevents traffic from driving up to Parking Lot J
Allows for flexibility in utilizing the road east of Parking Lot J

17. Remove trails due to erosion issues

Identify as part of the trail evaluation that undesignated trails have caused erosion and
should not continue to be used as undesignated trails

18. Upgrade trailhead connection at existing west entrance to H- 5 Trail
Improve and update existing park and trail information at the entrance to the H- 5 Trail

19. Revegetation of area with native vegetation around water reservoir area

Provide vegetation screening and restoration of vegetation to the area around the water
reservoir area

20. Remove two undesignated trails due to erosion

Identify as part of the trail evaluation that undesignated trails have caused erosion and
should not continue to be used as undesignated trails

21 . Existing undesignated trail to become designated trail: connects H- 1 Trail to Parking Lot B area
Identified as part of the trail evaluation that the undesignated trail is consistently used
and should be identified as a designated trail

22. Existing undesignated trail to become designated trail: connects H- 1 and H- 4A Trails
Identified as part of the trail evaluation that the undesignated trail is consistently used
and should be identified as a designated trail

23. Existing undesignated trail to become designated trail: connects H- 1 and H- 5A
Identified as part of the trail evaluation that the undesignated trail is consistently used
and should be identified as a designated trail

24. Add accessible trail that connects to ramadas and restrooms at Parking Lot J
Provides ADA access for disabled individuals to shade, restrooms and water
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4.2 Funding and Implementation

The projected cost to complete the improvements identified in the master plan is approximately $ 5. 5 million.
Resources to fund the improvements include grants, operating and capital improvement funds. In addition, staff
plans to also pursue alternative funding sources through community partnerships.

Funds currently available to begin to address the plan' s recommendations total to approximately $ 300,000.
Those funds are proposed to be utilized for trail repairs and improvements, signage upgrades, trash can and

picnic table repair and replacement and revegetation.  In addition, a land bridge will be constructed over 59`h
Avenue that will connect the park' s east and west sides and improvements to the gate park entrance will be

completed as part of the road improvement project. Funding is planned in future fiscal years that will continue
the completion of the master plan recommendations.

Staff recommends phasing the improvements to the park based on the following priorities:
1.)  Continue repair and maintenance of trails;  2,)  removal of invasive plant species and revegetation of the

park with native plants; 3.) repair and upgrade existing park elements, 4.) remove park elements from the wash
located at 59t" Avenue that will allow for restoration of the wildlife corridor and vegetation; and 5.) installation of
new park elements.
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4. 3 Summary

Staff presented the Preliminary Master Plan Executive Summary to the Parks and Recreation Commission at its
May 8, 2006 meeting. The Commission unanimously approved the proposed changes to the Preliminary Master
Plan and directed staff to proceed with completion of the finalized master plan.

Based on the completed public process, park studies and analysis, the Parks and Recreation Commission
accepted the revised master plan and directed staff to complete the plan. Staff presented the Master Plan
recommendations to City Council for consideration at its June 6, 2006 Workshop meeting.  City Council adopted
the master plan at its June 27, 2006 meeting.
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APPENDIX A:  INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS

A. 1 Introduction and Methodology
Five resource analysis studies of the park area were completed by Logan Simpson Design, Inc.  Those
studies included: Soil/Slope/ Geological, Biological, Cultural, Visual, and Land Use resources as indicated
below. Based on concerns regarding park drainage, JE Fuller/Hydrology & Geomorphology, Inc. also
completed a watershed analysis for the park and is included in this section. Located southwest of the

intersection of 51° Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road and about 1 mile north of State Route ( SR) 101

Loop, the park includes all of Section 17; the N '% of the S ''/, the S '/ of the N %, and the NE % of the NE

of Section 18; and portions of the NE 1/4 and SE %, of Section 20, in Township 4 North, Range 2 East. It
encompasses the west-central portion of the Hedgpeth Hills within the City of Glendale, Maricopa County
Figure 1, Location Map).

This section is organized into the following subsections:

Soil, Slope, and Geological Resources Park Amenities Analysis
Biological Resources Thunderbird Conservation Park Trail Inventory
Cultural Resources School Park Usage Analysis

Visual Resources On- Site Park User Questionnaire

Land Use Resources Additional Arizona Game and Fish Department
Utilities, Infrastructure, and Drainage Analysis Recommendations

Architectural/ Existing Structures Analysis American Conservation Experience Trail Review
Site Analysis Culvert Research Report

Watershed Analysis Parking Lot Observations
Sedimentation Basin Topographic Survey
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A.2 Soil, Slope, and Geological Resources

An evaluation of the soils, slopes, and landforms of TCP was undertaken to determine erosion risk areas

and locations suitable for development. The soils evaluation involved archival research using available
United States Department of Agriculture ( USDA) soil survey reports to identify and qualitatively describe
the erosion risk associated with the soils in TCP ( Hartman et al.  1977).  In addition to erosion risk

assessment, the soil evaluation was used to identify distinct landform assemblages and describe their
degree of stability and suitability for the location of future park facilities.

The study was designed to provide an overview of soil conditions and to identify erosion risks for broad
areas.  It is anticipated that additional, site-specific testing will be required for any construction within the
park.

Methodology

The evaluation of soil erosion risk used here is a qualitative approach using the USDA soil survey reports
and soil series descriptions to obtain and evaluate factors involved in erosion dynamics ( USDA 2003).

These main factors were used for the qualitative assessment of soil erosion risk:

Slope— the percent slope is the most important factor affecting a soil' s susceptibility to erosion.

Soil/ Geology — the soil type and geology of an area determines the soil texture, permeability,
and soil depth.

RunoffiErodibility — runoff refers to the speed at which water pools and flows over the soil

surface.  Erodibility refers to the resistance of the soil to erosion.

These three factors interact with each other in ways that affect the overall soil erosion risk. Additional
factors that can influence the magnitude of this risk are the extent and type of vegetation cover, the slope
aspect, and adjacent land uses. These also interact with each other and with the three main factors.

Each of the factors described above is assessed for each of the soils found within TCP and is
summarized below.

Erosion

The soil erosion risk for TCP is depicted in Table 1, Erosion Risk Summary and Figure 2, Soils.  Erosion
risk is categorized as slight, slight-to- moderate, moderate, moderate-to- high, and high.  In general, areas

of higher risk are located on steep slopes with less permeable and/or shallow soils.

Soil/Landform Grouping

In addition to erosion risk assessment, the soils were used to identify distinct soil/ landform assemblages
and describe their degree of stability and suitability for the location of future park facilities, ( refer to Table
1).   TCP consists of four general soil/ landform groupings:  hill slopes,  stream channels/floodplains,
Pleistocene terraces, and alluvial fans ( Figure 2).

The hill slope soil/ landforms in TCP are erosional landforms with thin soil on top of bedrock.
These areas are the most susceptible to erosion, and special consideration must be taken to
prevent soil loss.

The stream channel/ floodplain soil/ landforms in TCP are associated with stream channels

and recently deposited sediment.   These areas are generally stable but are subject to
periodic flooding, bank erosion, and wind erosion.

The Pleistocene terrace soils/ landforms in TCP are stable areas no longer exposed to

flooding.  These areas have impermeable soil layers that are often associated with these
landform and soil groupings.
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The alluvial fan soils/ landforms in TCP are gently sloping landforms at the base of the hills
and are often crossed by many small channels that sometimes carry flash floods.

Soil Analysis

There are large areas of TCP that fall under the hill slope soil/ landform grouping ( Figure 2).  These areas
are highly sensitive to erosion and are inherently fragile and should be excluded from consideration when
selecting sites for park facilities; furthermore, the placement of trails should be considered carefully to
prevent erosion and gullying.

The stream channel/ floodplain soil/ landform groupings make up only a small portion of the TCP and are
located along 591h Avenue between the basalt hills to the west and the granitic hills to the east ( Figure 2).
The stream channel/ floodplain grouping should be carefully evaluated when considering sites for any park
facilities.  These areas are subject to occasional flooding and lateral channel erosion.  The on- site soils
should provide adequate support for normal building foundations, although more detailed and site-specific
evaluations should be conducted before any construction.   Trails may be suitable on this landform
grouping, but they may need regular maintenance because of the occasional flooding.

The Pleistocene terrace soil/ landform grouping occupies a small area on the far eastern and western
sides of TCP ( Figure 2).  It is a poor choice for the placement of any park building facilities because of
impermeable soil layers often associated with this landform and soil grouping.  However, the Pleistocene
terrace soil/ landform grouping is suitable for trails and picnic areas.

41
The alluvial fan soil/ landform grouping surrounds the hill slope landform and soil grouping and is
characterized by deep, well- drained, coarse- grained alluvial soils suitable for the location of most types of
park facilities  ( Figure 2).    The on- site soils should provide adequate support for normal building
foundations,  although more detailed and site-specific evaluations should be conducted before any
construction.
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Table 1. Erosion Risk Summary

Percent Depth to Soil/ Landform Erosion
Soil abbreviation Soil name

Slope
Runoff Erodibility impermeable layer

Texture
grouping

AbA Antho Sandy Loam I to 3 medium moderate deep(> 150 cm) sandy loam alluvial fans moderate

Ae Antho-Brios Sandy Loam 0 to 1 slow slight deep(> 150 cm) sandy loam streams slight

AfA Antho Carrizo complex 0 to I slow slight deep(> 150 cm) sandy loam streams slight

CO Cherioni- Rock Outcrop complex 3 to 25 medium moderate shallow( 0- 49 cm)     loam streams high

Cp Coolidge Sandy Loam 0 to 1 medium- to-slow slight- to- deep(> 150 cm) sandy loam alluvial fans slight
moderate

EbD Rbon Gravely Loam 0 to 8 medium
slight-to-   moderately shallow

gravely loam alluvial fans
slight-to-

moderate 50- 99 cm)    moderate

Ge Gilman Fine Sandy Loam 0 slow
slight-to-   

deep(> 150 cm) sandy loam streams slight

moderate

GgA Gilman Loam 0 to 1 slow
slight-to-   

deep(> 150 cm) loam streams moderate
moderate

slight-to-      slight-to-
GxR Gunsight-Rillito complex I to 3 slow-to-medium

moderate
deep(> 150 cm) gravelly loam alluvial fans

moderate

LcA Laveen Loam 0 to 1 slow slight deep(> 150 cm) loam alluvial fans
slight-to-

moderate

LcB Laveen Loam 1 to 3 medium moderate deep(> 150 cm) loam alluvial fans moderate

Mp Mohall Loam 0 to I medium slight deep (> 150 cm) loam alluvial fans moderate

PT Pinal Gravely Loam 0 to 3 medium
slight-to-   

deep(> 150 cm) gravely loam alluvial fans
slight-to-

moderate moderate

slight-to-      slight-to-
PeA Perryvill Gravelly Loam 0 to 1 slow-to- medium

moderate
deep(> 150 cm) gravely loam alluvial fans

moderate

PsB Pinal Loam 1 to 3 medium

slight-to-   
shallow-( 0- 49 cm)     loam

plcistownc
moderate

moderate terrace

RS Rock Outcrop Cherioni complex 3 to 80 high moderate shallow( 0- 49 cm)     bare rock/ loam hill slope high

Source: Hartman, 1977; Soil Survey Division, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture, and n. d. Official Soil Series Descriptions[ Online
WWW]. Available URL:< http:// ortho.ftw.nres. usda.gov/osd/>[ Accessed 22 Nov 2D03].

a Logan Simpson Design' s qualitative interpretation
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Slope Overview

There are five distinct areas with regard to the slopes that occur within the park ( Figure 3, Slope). These
slopes can be characterized as surface topographies that range from 0 to 3 percent, 8 to 12 percent, 12
to 20 percent, and greater than 20 percent slope.  Slopes in the range of 0 to 3 percent can be easily
developed with minimal impact to the environment while providing easy access for all users that is
compliant with the Americans with Disability Act (ADA) requirements. Areas with slopes that range from 3
to 8 percent are suitable for limited development, but at higher construction costs and more impact to the

environment than the 0 to 3 percent areas. Slopes greater than 8 percent would require substantial

sitework activities and construction costs for facilities with a larger footprint such as buildings and parking
areas. Park facilities in these areas should be limited to trail and scenic node development. The majority
of landforms fall within the 8 percent to greater than 20 percent range. These areas are recommended for

only limited trail development as indicated on the Master Plan.

Geology Overview

411
The geology of TCP is unique in that it is at a contact between Miocene-aged ( 23.8 to 5. 3 million years
ago) basalt flows, which are volcanic in origin, and Protezoic-aged ( 2, 500 to 680 million years ago)

metamorphic rocks such as granite. schist, and quartzite ( Leighty and Huckeleberry 1998).  The Miocene
basalt flows are located in the eastern portion of TCP, south of Pinnacle Peak Road and east of 59th
Avenue. The western portion of TCP is composed of Protezoic-aged granite, schist, and quartzite, similar

to the central portions of the McDowell Mountains to the east.  The contact between these two rock units
is located near the pass through which

59th

Avenue runs ( Figure 4, Geology).  An unnamed stream

channel runs from north to south through this pass along the contact between the two main geological
features.

The hills in TCP have large areas of exposed rock near their summits. As one moves downslope,

overlying sediments become thicker and form alluvial fans.   These alluvial fans are composed of a
mixture of materials eroded from the steeper hill slopes above and form a transition from the steep

exposed bedrock hills of TCP and the flat, valley floodplains that surround TCP.  The upper portions of
the alluvial fans are characterized by coarse material, while the bases of the alluvial fans tend to be made

of finer material.  The ages of these alluvial landforms vary across TCP, ranging from 750, 000 years ago
to present.  The base of the alluvial fan just east of 59h Avenue is composed of Middle Pleistocene

sediment ( 750,000 to 250,000 years ago to present), mainly derived from granite. At the western edge of
this fan, along 59th Avenue, is a Holocene ( 10, 000 years ago to present) stream channel and associated
floodplain that flow south along 59th Avenue and emerge onto a broad flat plain south of TCP.  On the
east and west sides of TCP are Pleistocene  ( 10, 00 to 250,000 years old) floodplains or terraces ( Leighty
and Huckeleberry 1998).  The mosaic of different-aged landforms within TCP contains a 750,000-year
record of landscape change and evolution.
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Soils, Slope, and Geological References

Leighty, R., and G. Huckleberry 1998. Geologic Map of the Hedgpeth Hills 7.5' Quadrangle, Maricopa
County, Arizona. Open- File Report 98- 18, Arizona Geological Survey.

Hartman, G. w. Soil Survey of Maricopa County, Arizona, Central Part. United States Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with University of Arizona Agricultural Experiment
Station.

Soil Survey Division, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture.
n. d. Official Soil Series Descriptions[ Online WVIM/J.
Available at URL: http:/ lortho. ftw.nres. usda.gov/ osd/[ Accessed 22 Nov 2003].
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A.3 Biological Resources

In project planning and development, the planning team must be aware of the potential ecological issues
within the project area.  Ultimately, this knowledge can help avoid delays, reduce unforeseen costs, and
ensure compliance with regulations in the project planning and implementation phases.    Potential

ecological issues that can affect project planning and implementation include the presence of and suitable
habitat for threatened, endangered, and/or sensitive species; the extent of areas of undisturbed natural

habitat; the existence of water sources; and the degree of invasion by undesirable species.  Documenting
habitat types, vegetative communities, water sources, and areas of invasive species can indicate the

potential for protected species to occupy the area; help identify areas native wildlife might use for food,
cover, or movement; and highlight those areas that need to be conserved or remediated. Often, obtaining
certain types of environmental permits ( e. g., Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permits) are required for
ground- disturbing projects in order to avoid or minimize impacts to natural resources.

This biological overview documents existing conditions at TCP, qualifies habitat values. and makes
wildlife- management recommendations.  In addition, lists of potentially occurring plants, mammals, birds,
reptiles, and amphibians were collated from the existing literature using distribution maps and habitat
requirements of various Arizona flora and fauna.  These lists are included in Tables 3 through 6 of this

sub-section.  Biologists conducted a ground reconnaissance survey at TCP on September 17, 2003. to
photo- document existing conditions and record wildlife and plant species inhabiting the area.

General Description of Habitat

TCP is located in a transition zone of

two vegetative communities as defined

by Turner and Brown ( 1994):  the Lower
Colorado River Valley ( LCRV) ( creosote
bush- bursage series)    and Arizona

Upland  ( AU)  ( palo verde-cacti-mixed

scrub series)   subdivisions of the

Sonoran Desertscrub biotic community
Figure 5).     The LCRV subdivision

includes the areas of low relief where i

the vegetative structure is open and

simple.  The dominant plant species is

creosote bush interspersed with s'
bursage and desert broom  ( Photo 1).
The AU subdivision predominates in the Photo 1. Example of LCRV Subdivision Vegetation.
Hedgpeth Hills and is marked by higher
elevation and steeper terrain.  Numbers

of mesquite,  palo verde, and saguaro

are higher and numerous species of

cholla,  prickly pear, barrel cactus, and
other cacti are present ( Photo 2). One

large xeroriparian, or dry, wash bisects
TCP west of 59`h Avenue  ( Figure 5).
East of 59th Avenue the wash channel r

been modified

colntains

form

wear year) proondd y& ;      

The pond

and is lined by such riparian species as we
x—    •  k

willow and salt cedar.     

Most of the park is dominated by native
vegetation, with the notable exception of

the foothills area east of 59th Avenue
where a revegetation project is in       : t.a     `       
progress ( Figure 5).  e'R Yv;

4n       ' i

Photo 2.  Example of AU Subdivision Vegetation.
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The revegetation area is dominated

by London rocket, a member of the
mustard family ( Photo 3).   Although

the mustard provides dense cover and    ..-   

an ample food supply of seeds for
ground- foraging birds. this plant is an    -  
exotic weed that frequently excludes s a

xx
native vegetation and is extremely M•

difficult to remove
t q

General Description of Wildlife
sl

f.       m N r

The number of native wildlife species
present in rural- suburban transition t. '      

areas is generally inversely related to
the extent of removal of native F 4'      4 t:. '•      
vegetation and the intensity of human

Photo 3. London Rocket Infestation and Revegetation.
disturbance.  Rural residential areas with
significant amounts of native vegetation

will support many of the species normally present in the undisturbed vegetation communities.   High-

41
density residential areas and commercial and industrial properties will support very few species.

Most of the wildlife observed during the reconnaissance survey were birds, which is expected because
most birds are active and visible during daylight hours and are the most likely group of vertebrates to be
encountered during a brief field survey.  Species such as curve- billed thrasher, cactus wren, Gambel' s
quail, house finch, morning dove, and Inca dove were readily observed in upland areas of TCP.  The
wildlife-viewing pond teemed with fish, and bird life observed there during the survey was abundant.
Cormorants, belted kingfishers, various egrets and herons, and a single osprey were tallied ( Figure 5).

Mammals likely to be seen in the study area include desert cottontails, ground squirrels, jackrabbits,
coyotes, and javelina.  Seven javelina were observed during the field survey at the base of the ridge that
overlooks the golf course ( Figure 5).   Several species of bats may forage for nectar and/ or insects
throughout the park.  Also, several unidentified lizards were observed sunning themselves or scurrying
across rocks during the survey.  Other wildlife species that potentially occur in the vicinity of TCP either all
or part of the year are listed in Tables 3 through 6.

A list of threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species for Maricopa County was obtained
from the US Fish and Wildlife Service ( USFWS) ( Table 2).   The field reconnaissance revealed the

absence of suitable habitat for any federally listed threatened or endangered species.  Also, the Arizona
Game and Fish Department' s ( AGFD's) Heritage Data Management System, which includes sensitive

species that are known to occur within 5 miles of the park boundary, was queried.  AGFD lists species
whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in jeopardy.   AGFD provided a letter indicating that no
sensitive species were known to occur within 5 miles of TCP ( see page 60).  However, a desert tortoise

was observed during a cultural field survey on August 20, 2003, at the trailhead on 51s1 Ave. near the
entrance to Arrowhead Lake Estates ( Figure 5).
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Table 2.  Federally Listed Threatened,  Endangered,  Proposed,  and
Candidate Species for Maricopa County

Species Legal
statusa

Habitat and elevational range
Suitable habitat

present

Arizona agave Transition zone between oak-juniper

Agave arizonica)  E woodland and mountain mahogany-oak No

scrub. 3, 000- 6,000 ft

Arizona cliffrose
E

Characteristic white soils of tertiary No
Purshia subintegra)  limestone lakebed deposits. < 4, 000 ft

Desert pupfish Shallow springs, small streams, and

Cyprinodon macularius)  E marshes. Tolerates saline and warm No

water. <5, 000 ft

Gila chub
P

Pools, springs, cienegas, and streams.       
No

Gila intermedia)      3, 500 ft

Gila topminnow Small streams, springs, cienegas, and

Poeciliopsis E vegetated shallows. < 4, 500 ft No

occidentalis occidentalis)

Razorback sucker Riverine and lacustrine areas, generally
Xyrauchen texanus)      E not in fast-moving water, may use No

backwaters. < 6, 000 ft

Bald eagle Large trees or cliffs near water. Elevation

Haliaeetus T varies.    No

leucocephalus)

California brown pelican Transient to lower Colorado River and
Pelecanus occidentalis E large, open bodies of water statewide at No

californicus)       various elevations.

Cactus ferruginous Mature cottonwood/willow, mesquite

pygmy-owl
E

bosques, and Sonoran desertscrub.  
No

Glaucidium brasilianum 4,000 ft
cactorum)

Mexican spotted owlT Mixed-conifer, spruce- fir. or pine-oak
No

Strix occidentalis lucida)    forests. 4, 100- 9, 000 ft

Southwestern willow Dense riparian vegetation near a

flycatcher permanent or semipermanent source of
E No

Empidonax traillii water or saturated soil. < 8, 500 ft
extimus)

Yellow-billed cuckoo Large blocks of riparian woodlands.
Coccyzus americanus)     

C
6, 500 ft

No

Yuma clapper rail Fresh water and brackish marshes,
Rallus longirostris E associated with dense emergent riparian No

yumanensis)  vegetation. <4,500 ft

Lesser long- nosed bat Desertscrub habitat with agave and

Leptonycteris curasoae E columnar cacti present as food plants. No

yerbabuenae) 6, 000 ft

Sonoran pronghorn Broad, intermountain alluvial valleys with
Antilocapra americana E creosote-bursage and paloverde-mixed No

sonoriensis)   cacti associations. <4,000 ft

a Status Definitions:  E= Endangered, T=Threatened, P= Proposed Endangered, C= Candidate ( USFWS has sufficient

information on biological vulnerability and threats to support proposals to list as endangered or threatened under the
Endangered Species Act; however, proposed rules have not yet been issued because such actions are precluded at

present by other listing activities.)

0
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Habitat Quality

Using observations gathered from field reconnaissance and aerial photography showing topography and
vegetation,  LSD was able to qualify habitat areas at TCP into " high," " medium," and " low" values

Figure 6, Habitat Values and Recommendations).  A determination of " high" habitat quality is given to
undisturbed areas of vegetation, especially dense xeroriparian vegetation along washes, or ponds and
wetlands with good water quality and native vegetation.  Large washes that allow the movement of wildlife
across long distances in the landscape receive a " high" rating.  " Medium" areas can be either disturbed or
undisturbed and provide moderate cover. food, and water.   Such areas' values are enhanced by the
presence of adjacent high-value habitat.  Smaller washes and degraded larger washes merit a " medium"

rating because they are still an attractant to wildlife looking to avoid human contact as they move across
the landscape.  Upland areas with plentiful cacti and small trees can be qualified as "medium."  Disturbed
areas that have scant cover, food. and water available are rated " low."  Areas that have been previously
cleared or contain built structures, natural areas with moderate- to- severe degradation ( especially those
next to cleared areas or with weed infestations), or areas of natural vegetation greatly isolated from other
areas of natural vegetation are all rated " low" in habitat quality.

Most of TCP consists of undisturbed upland areas that rate a " medium" value.  The large wash west of

59th Avenue rates only a " medium'  because it does not have thick xeroriparian vegetation and is
truncated by developed residential areas outside of TCP.  Flatter areas at the base of the hills rate a " low"
value because they are dominated by creosote bush or are infested with London rocket.  The wildlife
viewing pond and its surrounding banks rate a " high" value.  The pond not only provides water and cover
for surrounding desert wildlife, but a number of species, especially certain birds, are present that occur
only near lakes and streams in deserts and not in the expansive upland areas.  Additionally, the pond is
large enough and supports sufficient fish population that migratory species are most likely attracted to the
pond every year.

Management Recommendations

Preserving and possibly improving habitat quality should be one of the first ecological considerations of a
conservation park.   Most of TCP (" medium"- quality upland areas) can maintain its value simply by
remaining undeveloped.  Keeping park users on marked trails and preventing random upland access ( by
mountain bikers, for instance) would preserve upland vegetation. Continued efforts to eradicate invasive
species in the " low"-value area in the northern part of TCP could rehabilitate that area and increase

natural habitat quality.  Remediation of the large wash west of 59th Avenue could also be undertaken to
increase its " medium" value.  While achieving better connectivity with washes outside of TCP is difficult
because the City of Glendale does not
necessarily manage those lands,  the
planting and monitored establishment of

trees such as mesquite in the wash y
within TCP would increase xeroriparian

density and would be beneficial to
wildlife by providing additional cover and
food.   " High"-value areas,  namely the
wildlife-viewing pond,    should be

preserved because open water sources
in the desert are rare, and it has already e       .   ^

ier sae
been documented that this site supports  -.: 137.74".+09,,b,--n _    . fes•      
plants and animals found nowhere else  " P
at TCP ( Photo 4).

Photo 4. Wildlife Viewing Pond and Viewing Areas,
Surrounding Bank Vegetation, and Expansive Upland Areas.
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However, while preserving or improving habitat quality in TCP, a fundamental question needs to be
answered before formulating a wildlife management plan for the park:  " Does TCP want more or less

wildlife?"  Wildlife is a valuable resource in a conservation park, but careful consideration, planning, and
public input should be given to any management decisions.  If the decision is made to increase wildlife in
TCP, coyotes and javelina are likely to benefit from habitat improvements.  Both species are known to
cause conflicts with people in the surrounding residential developments.   In the Arrowhead Lakes

development, AGFD has recorded complaints from homeowners about coyotes eating pets and javelina
eating landscape plants.   Some homeowners believe that TCP is the source of these depredating
animals.  If the decision is made to increase wildlife, the City of Glendale should be prepared to deal with
wildlife- related complaints.  To inform local residents and to provide tips on the prevention of wildlife-

related problems, AGFD has pamphlets and videos on its " Living with Wildlife" campaign.  The Arizona
Game and Fish Department's urban wildlife specialist is available to provide additional information on
problem resolution.

The wildlife-viewing pond currently provides somewhat- limited opportunities for desert birds and animals
to drink because the steep banks are lined with concrete, the surrounding vegetation is dense, and the
water is deep in the pond.  An alteration to the existing bank design that would provide shallow, easily
accessible water at the pond would assist in wildlife population growth.  Removal and control of nonnative

salt cedar would allow the growth of additional native riparian vegetation.   In addition, consideration

should be given to removing some of the large trees along the north bank of the pond.  The trees have
grown so big that little of the lake can be seen from the wildlife viewing stands.  Removal of some of the
trees would open the area for increased bird-watching without affecting the numbers or species of birds
using the lake.  Trees on the south side of the pond can be left intact to ensure the privacy of adjacent
homeowners and to provide roosting cover for wading birds.  Trees removed from the shoreline could be
placed in the water to increase perches for fish- eating birds and provide habitat for additional species of
fish.  Consideration should be given to increased access for elderly or disabled people interested in using
the wildlife viewing stands.  Improved water quality in the pond itself would allow the development of an
urban fishery. Prior to any modifications of the pond, coordination must occur with the City of Glendale
Utilities Department and Arrowhead Amenities.

Additional improvements that would provide drinking water for wildlife would be to add small water basins
with a reliable water source at the existing wash area west of 59'h Avenue that would enhance the existing
wildlife corridor.  Also, developing two wildlife water developments ( called " guzzlers") in the canyons on
the east side of the park would help to increase wildlife numbers in the most remote area of the park ( see
Figure 6, and Photos 5 and 6).

Wildlife guzzlers, or concrete- lined water catchment basins, could be constructed and would provide a
reliable source of water throughout the year.   The area around the guzzlers could be planted with
additional mesquite trees, which would provide dense cover and the beans would provide an excellent

food source.  These developments would qualify for an AGFD Heritage Grant because they meet the two
basic requirements:  benefiting wildlife and being available to the public.  AGFD provides information and
training on how to apply for a Heritage Grant, and the Arizona chapter of the Wildlife Federation often
provides volunteer labor to construct water developments.  Additionally, installation of bat nest boxes
would aid in insect control around water developments.

Volunteer groups from universities or local high schools may be interested in monitoring wildlife
populations in the park through mark and recapture techniques.  Animals such as rabbits, kangaroo rats,

and rattlesnakes could be captured and marked and their activities monitored by visual sightings.

If the decision is made to reduce wildlife at TCP, different habitat modifications should be considered.

The London rocket could possibly be removed to reduce seed availability and no new water
developments should be constructed.  Mesquite or palo verde thickets should be discouraged, and no
new food or cover plots planted.
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Table 3.   Plants Potentially Occurring at TCP and the Vegetation Communities in
Which They Occur.

Common name Scientific name j Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/

River Subdivision Subdivision Ponds

Three- awn grass Aristida spp. V V

Buffelgrass Cenchrus ci!liarus V V

Bermuda grass Cynodon dactylon

Fluffgrass
Erioneuron V V

pulchellum

Johnson grass Sorghum halapense

Mistletoe Phoradendron spp. V

Four-wing saltbush Atriplex canescens V

Allscale Atriplex polycarpa V

Russian thistle Salsola iberica V V V

Palmers amaranth Amaranthus palmed V V

Wooly tidestromia
Tidestromia V V

lanuginosa

Mustard Brassica tournefortii V

White- thorn acacia Acacia constricta V

Catclaw acacia Acacia greggii V V

Blue paloverde Cercidium fforidum V V

Foothill paloverde
Cercidium V V I
microphyllum

Mexican paloverde Parkinsonia aculeata V V

Western honey Prosopis glandulosa V V

mesquite var. torreyana

Ironwood Olneya tesota V V

Eucalyptus Eucalyptus spp.
Creosote bush Larrea tridentata V V

Spurge Euphorbia spp. V V V

Jojoba
Simmondsia V

chinensis

Greythorn Zizyphus obtusifolia V V

Globemallow
Sphaeralcea V V

ambigua

Tamarisk( salt cedar)       Tamarix spp.
Saguaro Carnegiea, gigantea  _     V V

Fishhook barrel cactus Ferocactus wislizenii _       V

Teddy-bear cholla Opuntia bigelovii V

Buckhorn cholla
Opuntia V

i acanthocarpa

Ocotillo i Fouquieria V

splendens

Wolfberry Lycium spp. V V

Canyon ragweed
Ambrosia V V

ambrosoides

Triangle- leaf bursage Ambrosia deltoidea V V

Desert broom
Baccharis V V

sarothroides

Brittlebush Encelia farinosa V

Jimmyweed
Haplopappus V V

heterophyllus

Burro brush Hymenoclea spp.  V V

Arrow weed Pluchea sericea

Sources: Kearney and Peebles 1960: Lehr 1978.
V= potentially occurring
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Table 4.  Mammals Potentially Occurring at TCP and the Vegetation Communities in
Which They Occur

Common Name Scientific name
Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/

River Subdivision i Subdivision Ponds

Desert shrew Noticsorex crawfordi

California- leaf Macrotus californicus V

nosed bat

Yuma myotis Myotis yumanensis r

Cave myotis Myotis velifer V V V

California myotis Myotis californicus V V V

Western pipistrelle Pipistrellus hesperus V V

Big brown bat Eptesicus fuscus V V V

Southern yellow bat Lasiurus eqa V V

Townsend' s big-       Corynorhinus V V V

eared bat townsendii

Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus V V V

Brazilian free- tailed Tadarida brasiliensis V V V

bat

Pocketed free- tailed Nyctinomops V V V

bat femorosaccus

Big free- tailed bat Nyctinomops macrotis V V V

Western mastiff bat Eumops perotis V V V

Desert cottontail Sylvilagus audubonii V V

Black-tailed Lepus californicus V V

jackrabbit

Harris' antelope Ammospermophilus V V

squirrel harrisii

Rock squirrel
Spermophilus V V

variegatus

Round- tailed Spermophilus V V

ground squirrel tereticaudus

Botta's pocket Thomomys bottae V V

gopher

Little pocket mouse
Perognathus V

longimembris

Arizona pocket Perognathus amplus V V

mouse

Desert pocket Chaetodipus V V

mouse penicillatus

Bailey's pocket Chaetodipus baileyi V v••

mouse

Rock pocket mouse Chaetodipus V

intermedius
Merriam' s kangaroo Dipodomys merriami V V

rat

Desert kangaroo rat Dipodomys deserti V

Western harvest Reithro-dontomys V V

mouse megalotis

Cactus mouse Peromyscus eremicus V V

Southern Onychomys torridus V

grasshopper

mouse

Arizona cotton rat Sigmodon arizonae V V V

White- throated Neotoma albigula V V

wood rat

Desert wood rat Neotoma lepida V V

Sources: Hoffineister 1986; Jones et al. 1992.

V= potentially occurring
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Table 4.   Mammals Potentially Occurring at TCP and the Vegetation
Communities in Which They Occur (continued)

Common Name Scientific name
Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/

River Subdivision Subdivision Ponds

House mouse Mus musculus
Coyote Canis latrans V V

Kit fox Vulpes macrotis V

Gray fox
Urocyon cinereo-     V V

argenteus

Ringtail Bassariscus astutus

Raccoon Procyon lotor V

Badger Taxidea taxus V V

Spotted skunk Spilopalegracilis V

Striped skunk Mephitis mephitis

Mountain lion Felis concolor V

Bobcat Fefis rutus V V

Collared peccary Tayassu tajacu V

Mule deer Odocoileus hemionus V

Sources: Hoffineister 1986: Jones et al. 1992.

V= potentially occurring
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O
Table 5.   Birds Potentially Occurring at TCP and the Vegetation Communities

in Which They Occur

Common Name Scientific
NameLower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/

SubdivisionRiverSubdivision Ponds

Pied- billed grebe Podilymbus podiceps

Eared grebe Podiceps niqricollis

Great blue heron i Ardea herodias
Great egret A. alba V

Snowy egret Egretta [hula V

Cattle egret Bubulcus ibis V

Green heron Butorides virescens
Black-crowned Nycticorax nycticorax V

night-heron

Canada goose Branta canadensis V

Green- winged teal Anas crecca 1 V

Mallard A. platyrhynchos V

Northern pintail A. acuta

Blue-winged teal A. discors V

Cinnamon teal A. cyanoptera V

Northern shoveler A. clypeata V

Gadwall A. strepera

American widgeon A. americana V

Canvasback Aythya valisineria V

Redhead A. americana

Ring- necked duck A. collaris V

Lesser scaup A. affinis V

Bufflehead Bucephala albeola V

Common Mergus merganser V

merganser

Ruddy duck Oxyura jamaicensis V

Turkey vulture Cathartes aura V 1 V

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus V V V

Sharp- shinned Accipiterstria[us V 1V

hawk

Cooper's hawk A. cooperii V V

Gray hawk Asturina nitida

Harris' hawk Parabuteo unicinctus V V

Swainson' s hawk Buteo swainsoni V V

Red- tailed hawk B. jamaicensis V

Ferruginous hawk B. regalis V

American kestrel Falco sparverius V V

Prairie falcon F. mexicanus V V

Peregrine falcon F. peregrinus V V V

Gambel's quail Callipepla gambelii V V

Virginia rail Rallus limicola V

Sora rail Porzana carolina V

Common moorhen Gallinula chloropus V

American coot Fulica americana V

Semi- palmated Charadrius V

plover semipalmatus

Killdeer C. vociferus V

Black-necked stilt
Himantopus V

mexicanus

American avocet
Recurvirostra V

americana

Greater yellowlegs Tringa meJancleuca V

Sources: Peterson 1990: Witzeman et al. 1997: American Ornithologists' Union 1998; National Geographic Society 1999.
V= potentially occurring
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Table 5.    Birds Potentially Occurring at TCP and the Vegetation Communities in
Which They Occur (continued)

Common Name Scientific Name
Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/

River Subdivision Subdivision Ponds

Lesser yellowlegs T. flavipes V

Spotted sandpiper Actitis macularia

Long- billed curlew Numenius americanus
Western sandpiper Calidris mauri V

Least sandpiper C. minutitla V

Baird' s sandpiper C. bairdii V

Pectoral sandpiper C. melanotus

Long- billed Limnodromus
dowitcher scolopaceus

Common snipe Galllnago, gallinago V

Wilson' s phalarope Phalaropus tricolor V

Red- necked P. tobatus V

phalarope

Ring- billed gull Larus delawarensis V

Forster's tern Sterna forsteri

Rock dove Columba Livia

White-winged dove Zenaida asiatica V V

Mourning dove Zenaida macroura V V

Inca dove Columbina inca V V

Common ground-     C. passerina V

dove

Greater roadrunner ; 
Geococcyx V V

californianus

Western screech-     Asio kennicottii V

owl

Great horned owl Bubo virginianus

Elf owl Micrathene whitneyi V V

Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia V

Short-eared owl Asio flammeus

Lesser nighthawk Chordeiles acutipennis V V

Common poorwill Phalaenoptilus nuttallii r V V

White- throated Aeronautes saxatalis
swift

Costa' s humming-     C. costae V

bird

Belted kingfisher Ceryle alcyon V

Gila woodpecker Melanerpes uropygialis V V

Ladder-backed P/coides scatar/s V V

woodpecker

Northern flicker Colaptes auratus V

Gilded flicker C. chrysoides

Dusky flycatcher E. oberholseri V V

Gray flycatcher E. wrightii

Pacific-slope E. difficilis V V

flycatcher

Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans V

Say's phoebe Sayornis saya V V

Vermilion flycatcher Pyrocephalus rubinus V

Ash- throated Myiarchus cinerascens V

flycatcher

Western kingbird Tyrannus verticalis V V

Sources: Peterson 1990; Witzeman et al. 1997: American Ornithologists' Union 1998; National Geographic Society 1999.
potentially occurring

Table 5.    Birds Potentially Occurring at TCP and the Vegetation Communities in
Which They Occur (continued)
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Common Name Scientific Name
Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/

River Subdivision Subdivision Ponds

Horned lark Eremophila alpestris V

Tree swallow Tachycineta bicolor

Violet-green T. thalassina V

swallow

Northern rough-       Stelgidopteryx V

winged swallow serripennis

Bank swallow Riparia riparia

Cliff swallow
Petrochelidon

pyrrhonota

Barn swallow Hirundo rustica V

Common raven Corvus corax V

Verdin i Auriparus flaviceps     _     V V

Cactus wren
Campylo- rhynchus V V

brunneicapillus

Rock wren Salpinctes obsoletus V V

Canyon wren Catherpes mexicanus
Marsh wren Cistothorus palustris V

Ruby-crowned Regulus calendula V V

kinglet

Black-tailed Poliopt/ la melanura i V V

gnatcatcher

Northern Mimuspolyglottos V V

mockingbird

Sage thrasher
Oreoscoptes V V

montanus

Bendire' s thrasher Toxostoma bendirei V V

Curve- billed T. curvirostre V

thrasher

LeConte' s thrasher T. lecontei V

American pipit Anthus rubescens V

Phainopepla Phainopepla nitens V

Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus V V

European starling Stumus vulgaris V V

Plumbeous vireo V plumbeus l V

Cassin' s vireo V. cassinii
i

Warbling vireo V gilvus V V

Lucy's warber V luciae V V

Common Geothlypis trichas V

yellowthroat

Northern cardinal Cardinals cardinal's V

Canyon towhee P. fuscus V

Chipping sparrow Spizella passerina V

Brewer' s sparrow S. bre weri V

Vesper sparrow Pooecetes gramineus V

Lark sparrow
Chondestes
grammacus

V

Black-throated Amphospiza bilineata 1
V

sparrow

Sage sparrow A. belli 1 V

Sources: Peterson 1990; Witzeman et al. 1997; American Ornithologists' Union 1998: National Geographic Society 1999.
V= potentially occurring
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Table 5.    Birds Potentially Occurring at TCP and the Vegetation Communities in
Which They Occur (continued)

Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/
Common Name Scientific Name

River Subdivision Subdivision Ponds

Lark bunting
Calamospiza

melanocorys

Savannah sparrow I Passercufus V V

sandwichensis

Song sparrow Melospiza meloda V

Lincoln' s sparrow V

White-crowned Zonotrichialeucophrys V

sparrow

Dark-eyed junco Junco hyemalis V V

Red- winged Age!aius phoeniceus V

blackbird

Western Sturnella neglecta V V

meadowlark

Yellow-headed Xantho-cephalus V

blackbird xanthocephalus

Brewers blackbird
Euphagus V

cyanocephalus

Great- tailed grackle Quiscalus mexicanus
Brown- headed Molothrus ater V V

cowbird

House finch
Carpodacus V V

mexicanus

Lesser goldfinch Carduelis psaltria V

Sources: Peterson 1990: Witzeman et al. 1997; American Ornithologists' Union 1998; National Geographic Society 1999.
V= potentially occurring
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Table 6.     Reptiles and Amphibians Potentially Occurring at TCP and
the Vegetation Communities in Which They Occur

Common Name Scientific Name
Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparian/

River Subdivision Subdivision Ponds

Couch spadefoot Scaphiopus couchi V

Western spadefoot  ' S. hammondi V 4.-

Woodhouse toad Bufo woodhousei V

Red- spotted toad B. punctatus V V

Great Plains toad 8. cognatus V V

Sonoran Desert B. alvarius V

toad

Lowland leopard Rana yavapaiensis

frog
Bullfrog R. catesbiana V

Desert tortoise Gopherus agassizi V V

Banded gecko Coleonyx variegatus V

Desert iguana Dipsosaurus dorsalis V V

Chuckwalla Sauromalus obesus V

Zebratail lizard
Callisaurus V V

draconoides

Fringe- toed lizard Uma notata V

Collared lizard Crotophytus collaris V V

Long- nosed leopard C. wislizenii V

lizard

Desert spiny lizard Sceloperus magister V V

Clark' s spiny lizard S. clarki

Brush lizard Urosaurus graciosus V

Tree Lizard i U. ornatus V

Side- blotched lizard Uta stansburiana j V V

Desert horned Phrynosoma V V

lizard platyrhinos

Regal horned lizard P. solare V V

Western whiptail Cnemido-phorus tigris V

Gila monster Heloderma suspectum_     V V

Rosy boa Lichanura trivirgata V V

Western blind Lepto- typhlops humilis V—

snake

Spotted leaf- nosed Phyllo-rhynchus V

snake decurtatus

Saddled leaf- nosed P. brown!

snake

Coachwhip Masticophis flagellum V

Sonoran whipsnake M. bilineatus V V I
Western patch- Salvadora hexalepsis V V

nosed snake

Glossy snake Arizona elegans V V

Gopher snake
Pituophis melano-      V

leucus

Common kingsnake ' Lampropeltis getulus I V

Long- nosed snake Rhinocheilus lecontei V V

Checkered garter Thamnophis V

snake marcianus

Western ground Sonora semiannulata V V

snake

Western shovel-       Chionactus occipitalis V

nosed snake

Sources: Stebbins 1985; Sredl et al. 1997.

V= potentially occurring
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Table 6.     Reptiles and Amphibians Potentially Occurring at TCP and
the Vegetation Communities in Which They Occur (continued)

Common Name Scientific Name
Lower Colorado Arizona Upland Xeroriparianl

River Subdivision Subdivision Ponds

Banded sand snake Chile-meniscus cinctus

Arizona coral snake Micruroides
eur xanthus

Western diamond-     Crotalus atrox

back rattlesnake

SidewinderC. cerastes
Tiger rattlesnake C. tigris

Mojave rattlesnake C. scutulatus V V

Sources: Stebbins 1985; Sredl et al. 1997.

potentially occurring
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August 28, 2003

Mr. Steve Fairaizl

Logan Simpson Design Inc.

51 W. Third St.

Suite 450

Tempe, AZ 85281

Re:    Special Status Species Information for Township 4 North, Range 2 East, Sections 17
and 18; Proposed Master Plan for Thunderbird Regional Park at 50 Avenue and

Loop 101 in Glendale.

Dear Mr.Fairaizl:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department( Department) has reviewed your request, dated August

21, 2003, regarding special status species information associated with the above-referenced
project area. The Department' s Heritage Data Management System ( HDMS) has been accessed

and current records do not indicate the presence of any special status species as occurring in the
project vicinity (5- mile buffer).  In addition, this project does not occur in the vicinity of any
proposed or designated Critical Habitats.

The Department' s HDMS data are not intended to include potential distribution of special status
species. Arizona is large and diverse with plants, animals, and environmental conditions that are

ever changing. Consequently, many areas may contain species that biologists do not know about
or species previously noted in a particular area may no longer occur there.  Not all of Arizona
has been surveyed for special status species, and surveys that have been conducted have varied

greatly in scope and intensity.

Making available this information does not substitute for the Department' s review of project
proposals, and should not decrease our opportunities to review and evaluate new project

proposals and sites. The Department is also concerned about other resource values, such as other

wildlife, including game species, and wildlife-related recreation.   The Department would
appreciate the opportunity to provide an evaluation of impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitats
associated with project activities occurring in the subject area, when specific details become
available.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS AGENCY
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Mr. Steve Fairaizl

August

ugust
28, 2003

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at ( 602) 789-3618.  General
status information and county distribution lists for special status species are also available on our
new web site at http://www.azlfd.com/ hdms as well as some abstracts for special status species.

Sincerely,

Sabra S. Schwartz

Heritage Data Management System, Coordinator

SSS: ss

cc:     Bob Broscheid, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor

Russ Haughey, Habitat Program Manager, Region VI

AGFD# 08- 20- 03( 05)
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A.4 Cultural Resources

The cultural resources overview of Thunderbird Conservation Park ( TCP) was undertaken to identify and
preliminarily evaluate all historic and prehistoric cultural resources within TCP and consisted of two initial
phases:  1) background research to identify previously recorded cultural resources surveys and
archaeological sites within TCP, and 2) a field reconnaissance to identify potentially significant cultural
resources areas.  The goals of the TCP Master Plan project necessitated the preparation of this cultural

resources inventory of the project area to assist with management decisions, such as whether to avoid,
preserve, or mitigate known cultural resources located within TCP.

Legislation

Several federal, state, and local laws have been enacted to preserve cultural resources in Arizona and
throughout the United States.  The National Historic Preservation Act ( NHPA) of 1966 ( 16 United States

Code [ U. S. C.] 470 et seq.), as amended, requires that projects that occur on federal lands, are funded by
federal monies,  or that require a federally issued permit be evaluated for their impacts to historic
properties.   Other important federal laws include the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ( 42
U. S. C. 4321), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 ( 16 U. S. C. 470aa- mm), the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 ( 25 U. S. C. 3001- 3013), and Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 ( 23 U. S. C.  138).   Section 106 of the NHPA defines the

consultation process that agencies must follow to evaluate impacts that undertakings may have on
historic properties and identify ways to mitigate or avoid adverse effects.  The Arizona State Historic
Preservation Act of 1982 similarly directs state agencies to consider impacts that projects on state land or
that are state- funded may have on historic properties owned or controlled by the agency.   Arizona
Revised Statutes ( A. R. S.) section 41- 841 through 41- 847 and A. R. S. 41 section 861 through 881 have
been enacted to protect cultural resources and Native American graves during undertakings within the
state that do not fall under federal jurisdiction.

Environmental Setting and Cultural Overview

TCP encompasses the west- central portion of Hedgpeth Hills, a major topographic feature located within
the city of Glendale, Maricopa County; it includes all of Section 17; the SW'  of the SW 1. of Section 7;
the S% of the SE% of Section 8; the N% of the S'/, the S% of the N''%, and the NEY of the NE% of

Section 18; and portions of the NE% and SEY of Section 20, in Township 4 North,  Range 2 East
GSRB& M) ( Figure 1).  Elevation within TCP ranges between 1, 300 and 1, 831 feet above mean sea level
amsl) ( Figure 7).

TCP lies in an area referred to archaeologically as the Northern Periphery of the Phoenix Basin.  The
Phoenix Basin proper represents the core area of the prehistoric Hohokam occupation in the Salt River
Valley.  Traditionally, archaeologists have defined the Northern Periphery as a transitional region, both
geographically and culturally.  Geographically, it extends 30 to 60 miles north of Phoenix and represents
the northern edge of the Salt-Gila Basin.   It is characterized by basin and range topography at its
southern end and by high plateau and mountains at its northern limit.  It is also a biological transition zone
between the Lower and Upper Sonoran life zones encompassing the Agua Fria River and New River( and
Cave Creek) drainages (Gumerman and Spoerl 1980). The New River flowed seasonally and its capacity
was not as large as the Agua Fria River, but it helped support and maintain a moderate-sized population

for as much as a thousand years or more, providing numerous microenvironments that provided a variety
of resources for the prehistoric inhabitants. Culturally, the physical manifestations identified in the region
tend to favor the Hohokam tradition to the south, but as the gateway to the Verde Valley ( the Sinagua)
and Flagstaff region  ( the Anasazi),  the Northern Periphery enjoys cultural diversity in the form of
architectural styles and the distribution of trade goods.

Twenty years ago. when archaeological research in the region was in its infancy ( see Doyel and Plog
1980), the material culture and social organization of the Hohokam was considered to be less complex

when compared to the Phoenix Basin or core area (Wilcox and Shenk 1977; also see Whittlesey 1997 for
a review).   Subsequent research in the mid- to late- 1980s along the New River and Agua Fria River
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drainages tended to support these traditional ideas, although with more substantive data from excavation

Doyel and Elson 1985; Green 1989).   Recent research in the area, however, depicts a lifeway that
represents specialized adaptations to various microenvironments and the development and organization

of several large community groups or villages beginning in the Sedentary period, with shifts in settlement
location, not abandonment, during the Classic period.  The change in perspective is likely related to the
increase in archaeological research ( survey and data recovery projects) that has resulted from urban
sprawl.

Paleoindian Period

Human presence in the Southwest began as long as 11, 000 years ago.  The initial period of
occupation, during the Paleoindian period dating from approximately 9500 B. C. to 5000 B.c.,
appears to have been intermittent, given the limited amount of recovered evidence. The evidence
consists primarily of isolated surface finds of Clovis points, as well as buried megafaunal kill sites
in alluvial contexts that have yielded associated lithic assemblages ( Haynes 1980).  Based on

these scant data,  the period appears to be characterized by dispersed mobile groups that
primarily hunted now-extinct megafauna and possibly supplemented their diet with collected wild
plant materials ( Waters 1986).  Although only a few artifactual surface finds have been reported
in the general region ( Agenbroad 1967; Huckell 1982), it is likely that most Paleoindian- period
remains are currently buried by substantial Holocene alluvial deposits.  Evidence in the Northern
Periphery consists of an isolated projectile point found near Deadman Wash ( Crownover 1994)
and another from near the town of New River ( Huckell 1982); other sites and isolated artifact

discoveries have been elsewhere identified in southern Arizona ( Haury 1950; Huckell 1982, 1984;
Mabry 1999).

Archaic Period

Following climatic amelioration and the extinction of the previously exploited megafauna, a new
cultural pattern emerged, the Southwestern Archaic,  manifested by small,  mobile, residential
groups that hunted medium- sized to small game and foraged for a diversity of floral resources.
The Archaic period is divided into Early, Middle, and Late, during which time there was a trend
toward an increased reliance on migratory patterns based on seasonally available foodstuffs, as
evidenced by the increased prevalence of grinding tools in the artifact assemblage.  Few Early
Archaic period- sites ( 8500- 5000 B. c.) have been identified in the Phoenix Basin, and the Middle
Archaic ( 5000- 1500 B. c.) is not well understood because of environmental processes that helped

to destroy or bury many such sites  ( see Phillips et al.  2001: 5).  Middle Archaic sites are
characterized by occupational surfaces;  thermal or roasting pits;  and an abundance of fire
cracked rock ( FCR); structures, which are scarce, tend to be shallow and subcircular and contain

possible hearths ( see Hackbarth 1998).  By the Late Archaic period ( 1500 B. C. to A.D. 1), some
groups occupied well- watered upland locations or lived along primary or secondary stream
courses where crops could be planted.  In these locations they adopted maize horticulture,
maintained substantial storage facilities, and established a semisedentary subsistence- settlement
pattern ( Huckell 1995; Mabry 1998).  Around 500 B. C. large, seasonally occupied villages, some
with communal structures, were established in some areas of southern Arizona ( Mabry 1998).

Archaic- period sites and isolated artifacts have been identified with increasing frequency in the
northern periphery of the Phoenix Basin,  and several sites have been excavated,  including
Brown' s Ranch and the Herberger site/ Pinnacle Peak Village, both of which also contain later
occupations ( see Hackbarth 1998 for a review).  Other excavated sites include AZ T:4: 122
Arizona State Museum [ ASM]), a multicomponent site located in the New River drainage that

contained a large quantity of flaked- stone artifacts and few ceramic sherds.  Although it is likely
that the site functioned as a hunting and gathering campsite, radiocarbon dates were relatively
late, ranging from A. D. 395 to A. D. 635 ( Potter and Neal 1999).   Radiocarbon dates from two

roasting features suggested a possible Archaic use at AZ T:4:40 ( ASM), a large village excavated
in the mid- to late- 1980s ( Green 1989).

Rock shelters are a common feature of Archaic period sites, and the assemblages typically
include identifiable Archaic-style projectile points and the prevalence of fine-grained lithic
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material.  Late Archaic sites are further distinguished from early Formative sites on the basis of a
low artifact density, formal tools with retouch, strategically placed sites, and evidence for resource
processing in thermal features ( Hackbarth 1998: 11). As noted by Hackbarth ( 1998: 17) and Roth
1992: 301), Archaic sites are more common at high elevations and less frequently found in lower

bajada settings.   However, those habitation sites that do occur at lower elevations indicate a

successful subsistence strategy that was markedly different from the earlier Archaic occupations.
Until relatively recently, the introduction and early development of plain- ware ceramics was
exclusively associated with the subsequent Early Formative period; there is now evidence of
crude, thick plain wares at a few of the Late Archaic habitation sites.

Formative Period

The Formative Period in south-central Arizona begins with the first evidence of the Hohokam

cultural tradition, which is defined by the distribution of decorated red- on- buff ceramics, irrigation
agricultural practices, and cremation burials.  Archaeologists tend to describe the Hohokam as a

regional system," rather than as a specific population group ( Wilcox 1979), who inhabited the
area for more than 1, 400 years.   Over this period of time, there is evidence of increased

sedentism and social complexity ( Haury 1976; Wilcox 1979).

Hohokam occupation traditionally is divided into four temporal periods, each with one or more
phases distinguished by certain hallmarks of material culture or developmental peaks.  Variations
to the chronology exist ( e.g., Doyel 1991; Haury 1976), but there is strong consensus for the
ordering of the phase sequence.  In the Northern Periphery, there is little evidence of Pioneer-
and early Colonial- period occupation.  AZ T:4: 1 ( Arizona State University [ ASU])— also known as

the Stricklin site,  an Archaic-period component ( Kenny 1988)— is likely one of the earliest
identified Hohokam sites in the region, with evidence of limited use during the Pioneer period
Macnider and Green 1990).  However, continuously occupied permanent habitation sites such as

Palo Verde Ruin, which was first occupied during the Santa Cruz phase of the Colonial Period
Northland Research, Inc., in press), tend to date later.

Significant population growth during the subsequent Sedentary period led to increases in village
size, canal systems, and more widespread trading in the Hohokam core area.  It also resulted in
significant population movement from the core area to the Northern Periphery, as indicated by the
increased number of permanent habitation sites during the Sedentary period and the
development of large villages and community centers, such as Palo Verde Ruin.  Agricultural
sites associated with canal irrigation, terraced gardens, and hillside terraces flourished in portions

of the Agua Fria and Verde Rivers ( Dittert 1976; Green 1989; Weaver 1980; Whittlesey 1997).

In the Phoenix Basin, the Classic period ( ca. A. D. 1100- 1450k) is marked by the construction of
large platform mounds, aboveground dwellings, and compound walls, which reflect a significant

change in Hohokam social,  political, and economic organization compared to the preceding

period ( Gregory 1987).  In the Northern Periphery, changes in settlement are evident during the
Classic period but not at the same scale as in the core area.  Some large sites, such as the Palo
Verde Ruin, were abandoned.  A shift to multistoried structures in the core area and masonry

architecture in the periphery, along with the wide distribution of Salado polychrome pottery and
the increased practice of inhumation-style burials, are often cited as evidence for the intrusion of

non- Hohokam people into the region during this period.
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Protohistoric and Historic Occupation

The period between the prehistoric occupation and historic use of the area is referred to as the

Protohistoric period by archaeologists.  The beginning of this period tends to be viewed as a
continuation of the terminal Classic period or Polvoran phase.   Population groups were more

dispersed than previously and settlements were smaller.   Historic Native American groups,
including the Pima, Maricopa. and Yavapai, probably exploited the lower reaches of the Agua Fria
and probably the New River) for its numerous resources,  including saguaro fruit,  mesquite
beans,  and various tubers.    Ezell' s  ( 1983)  map of Upper Piman territory during the late
seventeenth century shows Piman groups only slightly north of the Gila River.   During the
eighteenth century, the Pima expanded further north along the Agua Fria and New Rivers
although still several miles south of the modern town of New River) ( Harwell and Kelly 1983:
Figure 2).  Hunting would likely have been limited to small birds and rabbits and the occasional
deer.  However, permanent settlements were rare because neither of the two rivers was a reliable

source of water.  During the nineteenth century, the Yavapai inhabited the upper reaches of the
Agua Fria and New River drainages, and populations spread wide to the west, east to the Tonto
Basin, and north to the Flagstaff area ( Khera and Mariella 1983: Figure 1).

The Homestead Act of 1862 and the discovery of gold near Prescott in 1863 prompted the first
settlements in the study area by 1865.   This severely disrupted the traditional hunting and
gathering lifestyle of the Native Americans.  Forts and military camps were constructed to protect
the settlers from the Yavapai and Apache,  who raided the Anglo crops and livestock until

hostilities ended in the mid- 1870s.  The Black Canyon Wagon Road between Prescott and Camp
McDowell was established by the U. S. Army in 1870, and a stage route developed along the
same path. Another stage route was established between Phoenix and Wickenburg along the
Agua Fria River by the late 1870s, and the Prescott Wagon Road was constructed in 1894.  The
economy of the area during the late 1800s was based primarily on ranching, but also on mining
Macnider and Green 1990).

Cultural Resources Inventory of TCP

Cultural resources inventory data include records of historic properties.  Historic properties include those
prehistoric and historic ( older than 50 years) cultural resources sites, buildings, structures, or objects that
are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places ( NRHP).   To be listed in the NRHP, a

property must be demonstrably significant under at least one of four criteria and must possess a
combination of seven aspects of integrity.  The criteria of consideration for the NRHP are association with
an important historic event (Criterion [ A]) or person ( Criterion [ B]), embodiment of an important design or
method of construction ( Criterion [ C]), or the potential to yield important information about history or
prehistory ( Criterion [ D]).  The aspects of integrity are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association.

The cultural resources study area encompasses 1, 182 acres within TCP; the surrounding one- mile area
is included for purposes of conducting background research.   Background research, consisting of a
record search and site files check, is undertaken to determine whether previous surveys and previously

recorded cultural resources are located within the study area.  Research was performed through AZSITE,
the state' s electronic cultural resources inventory database,  and at ASM,  the Bureau of Land
Management( BLM) Phoenix Field Office, and the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office ( SHPO). The
National Park Service' s National Register Information System was also consulted to determine whether

any Register- listed properties exist within the study area. Additional literature was provided by the City of
Glendale.

In addition to background research, archaeologists conducted a field reconnaissance of TCP on August

20, 2003, to identify areas of potentially significant resources.  Potentially significant resources that might
be expected to occur within the study area include, but are not limited to, petroglyphs/ rock art sites,
flaked-  and ground-stone tool procurement and production areas,  and historic structures.    Field

reconnaissance consisted of a vehicular survey along the main ( paved) routes to obtain an idea of the
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range of variation in topography and geology across the study area, both of which have implications for
the locations of cultural resources.  Several areas were then more closely inspected using nonsystematic,
pedestrian survey methods.

Summary of Inventory Results

Historical Records— The earliest available General Land Office plat map on file at BLM in Phoenix shows
that the U. S. government first surveyed the area in 1893 ( file 00165, dated 4- 13- 1895).  No historical

features were recorded.  The Desert Claims Act of 1877, and the Rio Verde Canal Company' s 1891
proposal to irrigate 200, 000 acres of land across Paradise and Deer Valleys  ( the Paradise-Verde

Irrigation Project), first opened the area to homesteading.  However, the earliest homestead claim within
the vicinity of the park was not filed until 1917, and the first claims within what became the 1963 park
boundaries were filed in 1925 ( Arizona Historical Foundation 1963).  Most of the early claims in the area
were withdrawn or cancelled. A patent agreement between the City of Glendale and BLM was signed in
1957, and in 1963, the City signed a lease with Maricopa County; the latter agreement gave the city ten
dollars annually while the County agreed to plan, develop, maintain, and operate Thunderbird Park as a
recreational area (Gamez 1990).

The City of Glendale and the Glendale Women' s Rotary Club attempted to purchase the park from the
federal government in the early 1950s; deeds of patent were issued but ultimately withdrawn or cancelled.
An unofficial history of Glendale written by Dr. Robert Easley ( n. d.) outlines the events of the park' s
development, including the construction of the amphitheatre, which was partially completed by 1954.

The Arizona Historical Foundation completed a historical survey of Thunderbird Regional Park, as it was
then called, for Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department in 1963.  The purpose of the survey
was to " ascertain what might be represented historically. i. e., towns, villages and hamlets; habitations;
mines and mining claims, walls, watering places, and corrals; ranches, farms, and grazing lands; trails,
roads. and highways: stage routes, wagon routes; rivers and streams; landing strips or airports; canals.
battlefields; forts and other pertinent historical sites," and to provide their location  ( Arizona Historical
Foundation 1963: i).  No historic features or sites were identified within the park boundaries.

Archaeological Records — The growth and urbanization of the greater Phoenix Metropolitan Area have

been an impetus for many cultural resources investigations in the Northern Periphery since the 1960s, as
discussed recently in several overviews completed for various master plan and multimodal transportation
projects on behalf of the Flood Control District of Maricopa County and the Maricopa Association of
Governments ( Giacobbe and Larkin 1998; Rodgers 2000; Walsh 2000).  Those projects relevant to the

portion of the Northern Periphery that encompasses TCP are summarized below.

A single cultural resources survey encompassing a limited portion of TCP was previously completed as
part of the Adobe Dam study for the US Army Corp of Engineers ( Dittert 1976).  The survey included only
the valley floor and lower slopes on the east and north sides of the Hedgpeth Hills in Section 17 up to an
elevation of 1, 420 feet amsl ( Dittert 1976:39).  No cultural resources were identified as a result of that

survey.

An examination of the one-mile radius surrounding TCP revealed that relatively few surveys have been
conducted; seven sites have been recorded on the edge of the study area ( Figure 7; Tables 7 and 8);
these sites are actually part of the Skunk Creek Archaeological District, which refers to a plethora of
prehistoric sites located in the Adobe Dam Recreation Area ( see Bruder 1983).  One well- known site

within this group is AZ T: 8: 3 ( ASM),  the Hedgpeth Hills Rock Art Site, which is listed in the NRHP.  The
site contains over 1, 500 petroglyphs on nearly 600 boulders within a 47-acre preserve operated by
Arizona State University's Deer Valley Rock Art Center.

One of the first surveys in this portion of the Northern Periphery was undertaken by ASU upon receipt of a
National Science Foundation grant to record cultural resources sites along the Salt River and its
tributaries; survey resulted in the recording of 107 sites along the Agua Fria and New Rivers ( Ruppe
1966).  In 1970, the Central Arizona Ecotone Project was undertaken by ASU to record additional cultural
resources across three major physiographic zones in central Arizona ( Gumerman and Johnson 1971;

Gumerman and Spoerl 1980).  This survey resulted in the identification of four site types or categories
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including hilltop sites,  habitation sites, sherd and lithic scatters, and agricultural/water control ( field)
systems; several of the sites were subsequently excavated.  During the mid- 1970s, the US Army Corps of
Engineers implemented the Phoenix City Streams Project focusing on flood control measures for the
major drainages—the New River, Cave Creek, and Skunk Creek; the survey within the lower elevations of
TCP was part of this project undertaken by ASU to record the presence and value ( i. e., recommendation
of eligibility for the NRHP) of cultural resources in the project area ( Dittert 1976).  Additional surveys and
relatively limited data recovery investigations were subsequently conducted as part of this project
Henderson and Rodgers 1979).  The Museum of Northern Arizona ( MNA) conducted additional studies

of the New River drainage in the late 1970s in the vicinity of the New River Dam site ( Ciolek-Torrello
1981, 1982), and identified nearly 50 sites in that project area.  The project culminated with data recovery
investigations at 19 of these sites during the early 1980s ( Doyel and Elson 1985).

Table 7.  Previous surveys within TCP and its vicinity.
Reference

Author/year
number

Acres Project name Sites

ASU 1970 Central Arizona Ecotone Project AZ T:8: 41- 43 ( ASU)

ASU 1970 Central Arizona Ecotone Project AZ T: 8: 89 ( ASU)

Bruder 1983 Adobe Dam Alternative No. 4 AZ T:8: 3 ( ASM)

Dittert 1976 Phoenix City Streams

Kober 2000 2000-653 80. 0 57' h Avenue and Alameda Road

Larkin 1995 1995- 473 40. 1 Wyndham Place AZ T:8: 69 ( ASM)

Ryden 2002 2002- 186.ASM 165. 8 Hedgpeth Hills 143 Survey AZ T:8: 164- 165 ( ASM)

Table 8.  Previously recorded sites within the vicinity of TCP.

Corresponding site
Sitenumber/name

Site type Affiliation/age

AZ T:8: 3( ASM)     Hedgpeth Hills Rock Art Site Rock art Prehistoric/ possible Historic

AZ T:8: 12 ( ASM)

AZ T:8:41 ( ASM)

AZ T:8: 69 ( ASM)  Cement foundation and pit Historic/modern

AZ T:8: 164( ASM)  AZ T:8: 41 ( ASU) Habitation/ resource procurement Archaic/ Hohokam, 1200 B. C.- A.D. 1500

AZ T:8: 165 ( ASM) Limited habitation Prehistoric

AZ T:8:42 ( ASU)   FCR concentrations Unknown

AZ T:8:43 ( ASU)   FCR concentrations Unknown

AZ T:8: 89 ( ASU)   Artifact Scatter Unknown
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The construction and development of the Central Arizona Project canals during the 1980s led to two
cultural resources surveys of more than 4,200 acres on behalf of the Bureau of Reclamation ( Green

1985, 1989; Green and Rankin 1988).  Subsequent data recovery investigations prior to the construction
of the New Waddell Dam provide the most comprehensive information on archaeological sites along the
Agua Fria River to- date.  Two recent projects in the northern portion of the study area are directly related
to the growth of Phoenix during the 1990s.  In 1994, more than 5, 600 acres of land were surveyed prior to
the development of the Del Webb Corporation' s Anthem community ( Neal 1994).  This survey resulted in
the identification of 13 sites and subsequent data recovery excavations at 6 of the sites, including 3 that
were located in the New River drainage ( Potter and Neal 2000). Finally, the Palo Verde Ruin, which was
recorded during the 1970s by ASU ( Dittert 1976) and further examined by MNA ( Ciolek-Torello 1982),
was excavated by Northland Research, Inc in the late 1990s prior to the construction of residential
subdivisions.

The types of sites that are most likely or expected to occur within the boundaries of TCP consist of
limited- activity sites, such as for resource procurement and processing, lithic tool production, and those
related to rock art.   Dittert' s ( 1976) earlier survey of the lower elevation at TCP, although cursory,
suggests that the potential to encounter habitation sites is low.

Summary of Field Reconnaissance

On August 20, 2003, archaeologists performed a limited pedestrian reconnaissance of TCP.  Based on

aerial photographs, the local geology, maps, and previous research, a few areas with possible potential
for cultural resources were targeted.  Within the park, Tertiary basalt flows are present in the eastern
portion south of Pinnacle Peak Road and east of 59th Avenue.   The western portion of the park is
composed of granite, schist, and quartzite.  The contact between these two rock units is located near the

pass though which 59m Avenue currently runs.

The August 2003 reconnaissance of the basalt flows and rock outcrops in the eastern portion of the park

covered the area south of Pinnacle Peak Road and east of 59th Avenue to the south park boundary.  No
cultural resources were observed in this area.  Limited evidence of possible small- scale ground stone

manufacturing, consisting of a light scatter of basalt flakes, was noted in the pass along 59th Avenue.

The amphitheatre, located within the western portion of the park, is likely a historic structure based on the
history of the park provided by Dr. Easley ( n. d.).  One plaque commemorating the establishment of the
park is affixed to a stone monument located at the southern entrance to the park on 59th Avenue.  It states
that the park was created in 1952 and that the stone monument was erected in 1957.

Subsequent to the field visit, the Deer Valley Rock Art Center was contacted for additional information.
According to Marilyn Sklar, curator, local hikers have covered the area extensively over the past 30 years
and report no evidence of rock art within the park boundaries ( personal communication August 28, 2003).

Summary of Recommendations

Background research and limited field reconnaissance of TCP was completed to determine whether TCP

was previously surveyed, to identify previously recorded archaeological sites, and to locate potentially
significant cultural resources areas.   The results of this inventory indicate the following:

Past survey of TCP was incomplete ( less than 100 percent)

TCP likely contains a low density of small, prehistoric activity areas

There is limited evidence of prehistoric ground-stone manufacturing within TCP

Because the construction of the amphitheatre dates between 1952 and 1954 and therefore

meets the age criterion for determining NRI-IP eligibility, it should be formally evaluated

None of the other existing park facilities appear to be historic

The likelihood of historic homesteads within TCP is low
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The potential to encounter significant cultural resources areas within TCP is low

Based on these findings, a systematic Class Ill survey that meets current ASM and SHPO standards
should be completed in compliance with the State Historic Preservation Act of 1982 as stipulated in

A. R. S. sections 41- 861 through 41- 864.  A Class III survey would be required if federal funds may be
used in the development of TCP.

A new survey is also recommended because the previous survey of TCP occurred prior to 1990,
encompassed a limited area, and was not completed systematically ( less than 100 percent complete).
Under the Arizona Antiquities Act, a blanket permit must be obtained from ASM prior to undertaking a
Class III survey on state or municipal land. Any newly recorded cultural resources sites recommended as
eligible or potentially eligible for inclusion in the Arizona or NRHP should be avoided or subject to testing
and/ or data recovery, as necessary. Although unlikely, a burial discovery agreement with ASM should be
requested and implemented pursuant to A. R. S. 41- 844 and 41- 865 if ground- disturbing activities on state
or private land ( including municipal land) have the potential to result in the discovery of human remains.

Preliminary research suggests that there are no known NRHP-eligible cultural resources within TCP.
NRHP eligibility is based on the significance and integrity of a property.  Although the amphitheatre is at
least 50 years old, there is nothing to suggest it is significant under the National Register Criteria:
A) association with historic events or activities, ( B) association with important persons, ( C) distinctive

design or physical characteristics, or ( D) potential to provide important information about prehistory or
history.  Avoidance or further treatment of the amphitheatre is likely to be unnecessary. However, all
identified cultural resources 50 years in age or older should be evaluated within an appropriate historic

context for their significance and eligibility for inclusion in the Arizona and NRHP.  According to National
Register Bulletin 16A, " historic contexts are those patterns, themes, or trends in history by which a
specific occurrence, property, or site is understood and its meaning ( and ultimately its significance) within
prehistory or history is made clear" ( National Park Service 1991).  Avoidance or treatment of any cultural
resources that are recommended as eligible for inclusion in the Arizona or NRHP should be discussed

consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties and
applicable state laws.  Results of any Class III Inventory would be submitted to the SHPO for review.

If at any time the project becomes a federal undertaking, the survey and report should be completed to
meet applicable federal guidelines, and a good faith effort must be made to consult with interested Native

American tribes. As part of the Section 106 process, Native American tribes having potential interest in
the area should be consulted to identify any traditional cultural properties or properties of religious
significance. The tribes that claim affiliation with the area encompassed by TCP include the Hopi Tribe,
the Pueblo of Zuni, the Salt River Pima- Maricopa Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community,
the Tohono O' odham Nation, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the San Carlos Apache Indian Tribe, the
White Mountain Apache Tribe, the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation, the Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the

Yavapai- Prescott Tribe.  It is recommended that any identified resources or traditional cultural properties
be avoided by all project activities.   Continued consultation is recommended if traditional cultural
properties cannot be avoided.
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A.5 Visual Resources

The purpose of the TCP Master Plan visual analysis is to establish the existing visual resources of the
cultural and physical landscape within the park.  This analysis is subsequently used in consideration of a
master plan that will protect and enhance the park' s character and aesthetic value. The methodology,
terms, and premises used in the evaluation of the visual resources are based on the US Department of

Agriculture' s A Forest Service's National Forest Landscape Management Volumes I and 2 ( 1974), and

Landscape Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management ( 1995).  The Forest Service' s visual
resource management process is used as the basis of this visual analysis because its approach has been

generally accepted throughout the United States as the standard in defining and managing the aesthetics
of large, natural landscapes.  The Forest Service' s methodology has been modified for this study in order
to account for assessing a more developed urban setting rather than a completely natural landscape.

Methodology

Visual resources of the study area were evaluated in terms of the existing visual conditions and
landscape character.  The visual conditions analysis included an identification of distinct features. notable

utility and transportation corridors, areas of preservation and disturbance, key landmarks, and location of
major viewpoints.  Distinct features are those features comprising landscape elements and patterns that
make a memorable visual impression.  Viewpoints, as well as the other components of the existing visual

conditions, are described based on publicly accessible locations within the park. A major viewpoint is one
where the distant view of distinct landforms/landmarks attracts attention away from the foreground area.
The foreground is defined as the area within 0. 25 mile of the viewer's position.

The second component of the visual resource evaluation for the TCP Master Plan is the delineation of

landscape character units.  Landscape character is the physical appearance of the landscape, including
the natural, physical, and architectural/cultural features that give it an identity and " sense of place."  The
existing landscape character is based on defining areas of similar land use, vegetation, spatial enclosure,
landform, or architectural/ cultural patterns. For each landscape character unit, the relative scenic quality,
level of intactness,  and visual sensitivity of the landscape were determined.  Scenic quality or
attractiveness is a combination of attributes based on landforms,  water characteristics,  vegetation

patterns, and architectural/ cultural elements.  Scenic quality was rated as very low, low. moderately low,
moderate, moderately high, high, and very high, depending on the distinctiveness, unity, and intactness of

5 the patterns and attributes of the area.   Distinctiveness refers to the memorableness of an element or a

pattern of elements in the landscape. Unity is the visual coherence and harmony of the landscape when
considered as a whole.  Visual intactness relates to the integrity of visual order in the natural and built
landscape, and the extent to which the landscape elements and patterns that they create are cohesive.

The last component, general visual sensitivity of the park, has also been considered.  Visual sensitivity is
the measure of people' s concern for the visual environment based on the viewers' activity and awareness
as well as their values, opinions, and preconceptions.  The general public, adjacent property owners, or
special interest groups were not sent questionnaires to determine their relative sensitivity to change in the
landscape. The evaluation of visual sensitivity was, therefore,  based on viewer activities related to
existing developed land use rather than any visual preference evaluations. Visual sensitivity was rated as
high for residential and recreation use and undisturbed natural lands; moderate for commercial, office,

and light industrial uses; and low for heavy industrial land uses and areas of disturbance.

Additionally,  viewshed analysis was calculated using the topographic information,  provided in the
electronic format by the City of Glendale. Each trail and adjacent road was automatically broken down
into several viewing points by 3D-Analyst ( ESRI) to generate a ' seen area'. Vegetation ( natural or
planted) was not considered while calculating the seen area and some areas that are depicted as visible
may be camouflaged by vegetation.  Visibility of each trail and road were complied into one composite
map to identify the most visible areas and those not seen.
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Existing Landscape Character

Visual conditions analysis

This section of the report describes the existing visual conditions within TCP.  A graphical representation
of the existing visual conditions within the foreground distance zone of the park is provided in Figure 8,
Existing Visual Conditions, which identifies distinct features, disturbed areas, terrain and vegetation
characteristics, and major viewpoints.

There are numerous built ( or manmade) and natural distinct features within the park. Existing distinct built
features include the 59111 Avenue transportation corridor, amphitheater, the City of Glendale' s water supply
reservoir, and the small pond. The outstanding natural features within the park are the Hedgpeth Hills and
the panoramic vistas from these landforms.

Within TCP, the Sonoran Desertscrub vegetation is punctuated by volcanic rockslides, rock outcroppings,
and statuesque saguaros.  Currently, three general areas of disturbance are evident in the park.  Sparse
vegetation,  areas containing invasive plant species, and/or large areas of exposed dirt and asphalt
characterize these areas.  Dense areas of vegetation,  primarily mesquite trees,  are associated with
ephemeral drainages crossing through the park. On the western edge of the park, a small wetland area
located adjacent to 67th Avenue also has dense vegetation.  Portions of the trails are highly visible
because of the contrast in color and line that these dirt-surfaced pathways create in the landscape.  The

small enclosed basin in the eastern portion of the park is relatively undisturbed and contains a variety of
plant material and rock outcroppings.  Major viewpoints within the park include the designated trails, tops
of ridges, and 59th Avenue.

Landscape character units

To further describe the visual resources of TCP, the specific site areas are broken into broad- based
landscape character units ( Table 9 and Figure 9).   Landscape character units, as previously stated, are
based on the presence and type of vegetation, land use, degree of spatial enclosure, and the presence of

notable landform or architectural/cultural patterns in the landscape.   The resulting units are areas of
similar visual character.   Each unit has been named and described in terms of its vegetative cover,
landform, land use, and special features in the foreground, middleground, or background. Distance zones

refer to the relative position from the observation point as follows: ( 1) foreground — up to 0. 25 miles; ( 2)
middleground —  0. 25 mile to three miles; and ( 3) background — three to five miles.  The relative scenic

quality is also provided for each of the landscape character units. In total, there are 12 different units
found within the park:

Hedgpeth Flats Active Use Area

Fishhook Basin Reservoir

Hilltop School Flats

Undisturbed Hillside Disturbed Areas

Disturbed Hillside The Pass

Waterfowl Refuge 591h Avenue
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Character unit Unit photograph Visual character Scenic quality

Foreground Distinctiveness

Parking area and trail head Vegetation typical

Pinnacle Peak Road is a major transportation element bordering to the north Relatively flat terrain does not create a memorable landscape
Medium-density housing is visible to the north Adjacent hillside provide notable visual contrast

Trails lead away from the parking area Parking area is identifiable
Vegetation consists of creosote bush, bursage, and the invasive mustard plant within the

s-     disturbed areas of the western portion of this unit. More natural vegetation grows within the Level of Intactness

eastern part of the unit Parking area in dominant built feature
x"       a Large, open, flat terrain Terrain has been disturbed in the western area

Hedgpeth Flats      `
F ` -  -„,..,4,,a,_      _ ' iK    "''  

Y
a r,  K:  • Views are directed inward toward the rising hills Low level of intactness

T•' 
Middleground Unity

A::,

tai,''     

t  '-''''"
i'' • Deem Hills and Pyramid Peak are visible to the north Exiting vegetation contrasts with areas of barren ground creating visual contrast in the

4'       Rising terrain( Hedgpeth Hills) limits views of middleground area landscape

we Background
i   • 

Not visible
Level of scenic quality:  Moderately Low

Foreground Distinctiveness

Rocky terrain with black volcanic rock outcroppings located throughout the hillside Grey-green scrub vegetation is common to the area and region
Views are open to the north and south Black volcanic rock outcroppings/ slides are vivid on the hillside

Vegetation consists of creosotebush; bursage; desert broom; mesquite; paloverde; and Hilly terrain creates a memorable landscape
saguaro, cholla, prickly pear, barrel cactus, and other cacti Saguaros are more notable

Medium-density housing is visible adjacent to the park boundary
Pinnacle Peak Road and

59th

Avenue are visible major transportation Level of Intactness

Undisturbed Trails are visible on the flat terrain below Minimal evidence of visual encroachment

Hillside w" °"  Moderately high level of intactness
w.'.  y„ ft, 4..4 Middleground

r Deem Hills and Pyramid Peak are to the north and are visible from north- facing slopes Unitya

4, '       Phoenix metropolitan area is visible from south facing slopes Vegetation pattern creates a cohesive landscape
y

n  ,    2

r„,
y,       „

f,«, : •
Rising terrain( Hedgpeth Hills) limits southern views Slope is consistent

t cs   , . E I  , r,.r Background
Y - y    •       • Distant New River and South Mountains visible to the north and south

Level of scenic quality:  Moderately High

Foreground Distinctiveness

Large open flat area with rising hillsides to the north, west, and south Enclosed basin

The adjacent golf course greens fairways, mature trees, and water pond are highly visible to    • Black volcanic rock outcroppings/ slides are vivid on the hillside

the east Hilly terrain with rock outcropping and saguaro cacti create a memorable landscape
Vegetation consists of creosote bush, bursage; desert broom; mesquite; paloverde; and Desert vegetation is dominant

saguaro, cholla, prickly pear, barrel cactus, and other cacti
r Ys Level of Intactness

x  .-”     

Middleground Little evidence of visual encroachment
t 6.-.-,.    e Adobe Dam is visible to the west from the hillside High level of intactness

e'      >    
f    Medium-density residential housing to the west is visible from the hillside

g

x W

Unity

Fishhook a  -_-       ` {-  
Background Vegetation pattern creates a cohesive landscape

Basin
McDowell Mountains are visible to the west from the hillside

7•  • I oc.,w Sr» rrcv D' Icu I\ IC.

Level of scenic quality:  High
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Character unit Unit photograph Visual character Scenic quality

Foreground

Rocky terrain Distinctiveness

Views are generally open in all directions Black volcanic rock outcroppings are vivid along the ridges
Vegetation consists of creosote bush, bursage, desert broom, mesquite, paloverde, and Hilltop creates memorable landscape
some cacti Hilltop and ridges have abundant desert vegetation

x  .,,.,.  Pinnacle Peak Road, 59th Avenue, and 67`h Avenue, are a major transportation elements
mss:   z-      

R 4̀*` 
visible to the north and west Level of Intactnessrylet..•%;:+      Ort Medium- density housing adjacent to the park is highly visible Minimal evidence of visual encroachment

Hilltop Parking and picnic areas within the park are visible Moderately high level of intactness
SA, T"'    

Trails are visible on the Flat terrain below and along portions of the hillside
Unity

r.' Middleground Spatial openness in all directions

Deem Hills and Pyramid Peak rise to the north

Rising terrain ( Hedgpeth Hills) conceals views in some directions

Background

Various distant mountain ranges are visible in all directions Level of scenic quality:  High
Phoenix' s skyline is visible to the southeast

Foreground Distinctiveness

Rocky terrain with black volcanic rock outcroppings line the hillside Hilly terrain creates a visually interesting landscape
Views inward are concealed by undulating terrain Grey-green scrub vegetation is common to the area and region
Vegetation consists of; creosote bush, bursage; desert broom; mesquite; paloverde, and Black volcanic rock outcroppings/ slides are vivid on the hillside

r.   y,. saguaro, chollaprickly pear, barrel cactus, and other cacti
67`

h
Avenue and

59th

Avenue are major visible transportation elements Level of Intactness

Disturbed
r  _

Parking area is located to the northwest Presence of trails and notable areas devoid of vegetation, encroaches on the otherwise-

Hillside 4 Trails are visible on the flat terrain below and along the hillside intact landscape

Medium-density housing is visible to the south and west Low level of intactness

Middleground Unity
r'       Risingterrain ( Hedgpeth Hills) limits inward views Trails create contrast in terms of color and line in the landscape and visually detract from

Phoenix metropolitan area is visible to the south the setting

Background

Distant mountain ranges are visible to the west and south
Level of scenic quality:  Moderate

Foreground Distinctiveness

Large open pond visible from
59th

Avenue Dense vegetation

Large trees and shrubs line the water's edge Water creates a memorable landscape

Hedgpeth Hills rise to the north Adjacent hillside provide notable visual contrast

Viewing area and blind with landscaping adjacent to the west
59th

Avenue is a major visible transportation element adjacent to the west Level of Intactness

RefugW
ate

e

OWl i:  
s Views are focused in toward water Natural- looking setting

Refu a

High level of intactness

g L-., r Middleground

11) ...    +  '    _ Not visible Unity
Vegetation and water create visual harmony in the landscape

m t Background

K     `   
Not visible

t    ,
ki p ' I 01.,,,,   $ h1" S0ADi l', Ai.

f ;
Level of scenic quality:  High
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Character unit Unit photograph Visual character Scenic quality

r;  pw` "' c     ;' 

S.  , iy
Foreground Distinctiveness

r''''* a -   +
y

Flat terrain Amphitheater along hillside
Wash runs south lined with a higher concentration of vegetation Dense riparian vegetation along wash
Vegetation consists of mesquite, paloverde, and other native species

Built features include amphitheater, parking area, trailhead, picnic structures, restroom, Level of Intactness

and pedestrian bridge Infrastructure and buildings create inconsistent and random pattern

4.   .

wj Vb bt ,, .,i 59`" Avenue is a major visible transportation element Large barren areas of disturbed ground

Active Area
Unpaved trails lead away from the parking area Very low level of intactness

Middleground Unity

Rising terrain( Hedgepeth Hills) limited views Low contrast of color of built features with surroundings

Consistency in type of built structures

11
Background

Not visible

1!

Level of scenic quality:  Moderate Low

Foreground Distinctiveness

Water reservoir is concealed from the view below Reservoir

Water tank is a large white structure

Views to the west are open Level of Intactness

Low level of intactness

2±.---- i.,... 1-4.1%-....._iw..:«,o..,. tet     . _.--  _
r Middleground Unity

Reservoir
Medium- density housing is visible to the west Contrasting color and form of reservoir cover with surroundings

Rising terrain( Hedgpeth Hills) limits views to the north, east, and south

Background

Distant mountain ranges are visible to the west and south

Level of scenic quality:  Low

w v Foreground
It:" -       t     • 57" Avenue is a major transportation element visible to the west Distinctiveness

tearvan—a/40•;•;     
r    • Trails and disturbed areas break up vegetation patterns within the unit Vegetation typical

T   .^`  k Large, open, flat terrain with rising hillsides to the east Relatively flat terrain does not create a memorable landscape
N z'    S.     • Views outward to the east are limited by hills

s.   '-+-    F -    `°+••-• x.`.    a iv   • Medium density housing and a high school are adjacent to the west Level of Intactness

4 '.

e' ay
r

t -, Parking area is dominant man- made feature
Middleground Terrain disturbed by several trailsSchool Flats

t.•
k. -- . ^. t   'a 70 6      ' :  Not visible Low level of intactness

jp   41), 4`
4 5 Background Unity

h. #, j.  
Not visible Vegetation and barren areas create visual contrast and disharmony in the landscape

y

MS'    y       '  
a

i..   
T t       .  -,  • e"

shy-_     
1- TIC,..„, SI\ Ii C'\' LMISIr. rJ l\ l5

x
db`

h" t"•.---`   ' ri 1(- 11‘);. le

Level of scenic quality:  Moderately Low
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Character unit Unit photograph Visual character Scenic quality

Foreground

Large, flat terrain Distinctiveness

Wash levee Barren graded area creates a distinct pattern in the landscape

Vegetation consists of both native and invasive species Existing terrain has been cleared or modified

591Avenue is a major transportation element bordering on east
Level of Intactness

Middleground Cleared area has modified the terrain and does not conform to the surrounding landscape
Disturbed

a
Deem Hills and Pyramid Peak rise to the north Low level of intactness

Area s    .       Rising terrain ( Hedgepeth Hills) limits views of middleground area
r Unity

6 r,;'  ;• y,     Background Disturbed area is not visually compatible; severely contrasts in terms of form, line, and color

Z  •410. 1,- Not visible

w `:     of

p      . 4

e`. ,  

Lr,
r u

s 74--,...-.:.c .....-..'   •

Level of scenic quality:  Moderately Low

Foreground Distinctiveness

Rocky terrain Spatial enclosure created by adjacent landforms
Black volcanic rock outcroppings/ slide are highly visible Black volcanic rock outcroppings/ slides are vivid on the hillside

Views are open to the north and northeast Landform creates a memorable- andscape

Vegetation is dominated by grasses and low shrubs Vegetation dominated by single species
r 59`" Avenue is a major transportation element between dominate landforms

Picnic structures are visible at the south end of the unit Level of Intactness

Portions of hillside trails are visible Some visual encroachment by the roadway

The Pass i.•siik;_x' 7-     • Views are directed toward roadway and hillsides Moderately low level of intactness

s`~      
Middleground Unity

Deem Hills and Pyramid Peak rise to the north Vegetation pattern creates a cohesive landscape

Rising terrain( Hedgepeth Hills) limits views outward

Background

Distant New River Mountains are visible to the north

Level of scenic quality:  Moderate

Foreground Distinctiveness

Two- lane paved roadway Notable expanse of roadway creates strong linear form
Large culverts at the south end of the park Roadway features are not visually striking
Views are focused along roadway and directed upward along hillside No vegetation or streetscape enhancements are present

Roadway creates modification to the existing landforms resulting in fill slopes

Middleground Level of Intactness

I Rising terrain( Hedgepeth Hills) limits views Infrastructure is visually consistent and provide a uniform pattern
Moderate level of intactness

Background

Nat visible Unity
Roadway interrupts the natural form of the terrain of the landscape

59'" Avenue t'•      
K

Inconsistent roadside treatment detracts slightly from setting

7). 

Ji
7',

4:, w 14-' 2!

TTi`     d°_'.'    "'$
Q 4

Lo' n Si i>>nN 0; nr, i 0N

I
r 7    , e y_-

Level of scenic quality:  Moderately Low

I

I
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Visual Sensitivity

The visual sensitivity within the park is associated, as previously mentioned, with land use.  Because of
the nature and location of this project, the park and the majority of the adjacent properties are considered
to have a high level of visual sensitivity.

A viewshed or seen area analysis using a digital elevation model and GIS was conducted to show which
areas of the park are visible and not visible from major roadways and designated trails within or

immediately adjacent to the park.  The locations analyzed include portions of 59`  Avenue, 67th Avenue,
and Pinnacle Peak Road that are adjacent or within TCP. Additionally, each of the existing Hedgpeth
Trails were analyzed ( Figures 10 and 11). The modeling assumes that there are no obstructions blocking
the view from the viewing platform to the surrounding landscape and that there are no trees or other
vegetation to screen the views. The " not visible" category shows areas within TCP concealed by the
existing topography from viewers.

Figure 11 shows a composite of the seen area analysis by illustrating areas that are most visible and not
visible from the existing designated trails and major roads. In general, the most visible areas within the
TCP are the upper most part of the Hedgpeth Hills within the central area of the park. Less visible areas

include the water supply reservoir and areas near the western edge of the TCP. The basin located on the
eastern edge of TCP is not visible from any trails or roadways because the topography blocks views into
this area.

Summary of Recommendations

Limited field reconnaissance of TCP was completed by LSD to inventory and evaluate the park's visual
resources.  The existing visual conditions of the park and scenic quality of each character unit within the
park's boundaries were assessed as well as an evaluation of areas most and least visible within the park.

The following summarizes the results of this visual resource analysis and provides recommendations for
consideration in the master planning process:

Hedgpeth Flats — Located on the northeast corner of the park, this unit has a moderately low level of
scenic quality. The park improvements in the way of well-designed facilities that blend in terms of scale,
color, and form and successful revegetation of disturbed areas could improve the unit' s scenic values.

Special consideration should be given to this unit because it is a highly visible area, particularly from
Pinnacle Peak Road, and serves as the north entry area to the park.

Fishhook Basin— Located in the most eastern end of the park, this unit has a high level of scenic quality.
Fishhook Basin is relatively undisturbed and isolated from the rest of the park by topography, which
conceals all views from adjacent roads and designated trails within the park. The diversity of vegetation
and dramatic contrasting volcanic rock outcropping make this unit one of the most valued scenic
resources and is an area that is recommended for preservation within TCP.

Hilltop — Located at the highest elevations of the Hedgpeth Hills, this unit also has a high level of scenic
quality. One of the greatest scenic resources within the park is the spectacular views that are offered from
the ridges and hilltops of these landforms.  These hilltop areas serve as major hiking destinations within
the park. The ridgelines of the Hedgpeth Hills are also some of the most highly visible areas from
adjacent roads and designated trails within the park.    Restricting development within this unit is
recommended to preserve the visual integrity of the hilltops.

Undisturbed Hillside— Located east of 59th Avenue, this unit has a moderately high level of scenic quality.
This area appears visually undisturbed and provides visual interest with the contrasting black volcanic
rock outcropping intermixed with desert vegetation. The upper regions of these hillsides are also highly
visible from adjacent roads and designated trails within the park.  The design and placement of new trails

along the hillsides should consider line and color to minimize creating contrast that would lower the
integrity and scenic quality of the unit.
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Disturbed Hillside — Located west of 59th Avenue, this unit has a moderate level of scenic quality.
Offering views of more uniform vegetation and landform, the Disturbed Hillside Unit appears visually
disturbed by existing designated and undesignated trails that cut across the desert vegetation. The upper
regions of these hillsides are also highly visible from adjacent roads and designated trails within the park.
Consideration should be given to the restoration of trails to lower the visual contrast.  For example, soil

staining or randomly placing native boulders to obscure the outside edge of the trail would reduce the
visibility of the trails.

Waterfowl Refuge— Located adjacent to 59th Avenues on the southern portion of the park, this unit has a

high level of scenic quality.  The resources of water and dense vegetation are a memorable landscape
and make this unit highly valuable as a scenic resource within the park.  Because of the landmark created
by this water feature, restricting development within this unit is recommended to preserve its visual
integrity.

Active Use Area — Located adjacent to Waterfowl Refuge unit and in the northwestern and central areas

of TCP, this unit has a moderately low level of scenic quality. Incorporating the majority of the built
structures ( e. g. amphitheater, restrooms, and ramadas), portions of this unit are highly visible from 59th
Avenue and from surrounding hilltops.  Vegetation is primarily limited to the small wash that crosses the
unit.  The redevelopment of this area could improve the scenic quality, particularly if the design of the
facilities complements the surrounding landforms, materials, and color.

Reservoir — This unit has low scenic quality. The existing reservoir shape and cover creates a highly
contrasting form and color adjacent to the surrounding landscape.  Because of the location of the
reservoir, it is only highly visible from the western hilltops of the Hedgpeth Hills.  Coloring the cover to
blend with the adjacent landscape would minimize the contrast,  reduce the distraction from the

surrounding landscape, and improve the scenic quality of the area.

School Flats — Located in the western end of the park, this unit has a moderately low level of scenic
quality.   Because of the western location, views into this unit from the majority of the park are concealed.
The park improvements in the way of well- designed facilities that blend in terms of scale, color, and form
and successful revegetation of disturbed areas could improve the unit' s scenic values.

Disturbed Areas— Located in the southern portion of TCP, this unit has a moderate level of scenic quality.
Trail improvements, well designed pedestrian facilities,  and revegetation of disturbed ground would

substantially improve the unit scenic values.

The Pass— Located in the north- central area of TCP, this unit has a moderate level of scenic quality and
appears visually disturbed by designated trails that cut across the landscape with a uniform line and
contrasting soil color. This unit is spatially enclosed by the Hedgpeth Hills, which limits the views of the
motorists along 59th Avenue and the non- motorists using the trails.  Rehabilitation of the trails to blend
with the adjacent landscape would minimize the contrast, reduce the distraction from the surrounding

landscape, and improve the scenic quality of the area.

59th Avenue— Located in the center of the park on a north/ south alignment, this unit has a moderately low
scenic value. This roadway corridor provides a strong liner form but lacks any vegetation or streetscape
enhancements. As a viewing platform, 59th Avenue provides the greatest amount of viewers within the
park and therefore any change or modifications within its viewshed should be given careful consideration.

Visual References

US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service.  Landscape Aesthetics:  A Handbookfor Scenery
Management. Agriculture Handbook No. 701. Washington D.C. 1995.

National Forest Landscape Management Volumes 1 and 2. Agriculture Handbook No.
701. Washington D. C.  1974.
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0
0 A. 6 Land Use Resources

The purpose of the land use and regional recreation analysis of the TCP Master Plan is to identify existing
and planned land uses within and adjacent to the park.  A regional inventory of existing and proposed
recreational trail corridors and open space of the surrounding area was also identified as part of this
study.

Methodology

Inventory methods include a review of existing planning documentation, aerial photography, and a field
verification of the region that was conducted in September 2003.  Existing and planned land uses were
identified within one mile of the park boundary, and regional trails and open space were identified within
five miles of the park boundary. In addition county and municipalities within the study area were contacted
for new and updated information.

This study was divided into Land Jurisdiction and Ownership, Existing Land Use, Planned Land Use, and
Regional Recreation.  These components document land use,  legislative designations,  and land

management that occur within the study area.

Land Jurisdiction and Ownership

Land jurisdiction was identified from the Maricopa County digital database. The study area is located
within the jurisdictions of the Cities of Glendale, Peoria, and Phoenix. The TCP boundary is located within
the city of Glendale with a small portion of quasi-jurisdictional land located within the City of Phoenix' s
jurisdictional boundary. Adjacent lands are privately and publicly owned.

Existing Land Use

The following categories of existing land use were identified within the one- mile study area ( Figure 12,
Existing Land Use).

Residential — This category refers to all low-density,  medium-density and high-density residential
development as well as to dispersed rural residences. The majority of the adjacent land use is medium-
density residential communities.  Low-density residential development is located in areas northwest of the
park.

Vacant/Undeveloped— This category includes undeveloped subdivisions, vacant lots, abandoned fields,
and fallow land. Large areas of undeveloped land are located northeast and northwest of the park.

Commercial/Business Park— This category includes commercial land uses, such as convenience stores,
restaurants, retail shopping stores, and business offices.   Nearby commercial districts are located at the
northwest corner of the Deer Valley Road and 67th Avenue intersection and at the traffic interchange of
59th Avenue and State Route ( SR) 101 Loop.

Institutional— This category includes hospitals and churches. Two churches are located adjacent to the
park along 67th Avenue. At the northwest corner of the park, another church is located along Pinnacle
Peak Road.

Public Facilities/Educational — One fire station and five schools and a community college are located
within one mile of TCP.

Parks and Open Space — Golf courses are located to the south and west of the park. The Adobe Dam

Recreation Area is directly adjacent to the east.  Several neighborhood parks are located to the
southwest. A large parcel of open space owned by the City of Glendale is located directly north of TCP.

0
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Planned Land Use

This section includes all general and specific planned land uses not otherwise identified in the preceding
components. Sources of the planned land use information include Maricopa Association of Governments,

Glendale General Plan: The Next Step 2025 ( 2003), City of Phoenix General Plan: Deer Valley Village
General Plan Land Use ( 2002). and Peoria General Plan ( revised 2002) ( Figure 13, Planned Land Use).

According to the Phoenix General Plan, the majority of vacant land located north of the park is planned
for low-density residential housing. Planned commercial areas are located at the northwest corner of Deer
Valley Road and 67Th Avenue intersection,  at the traffic interchange of 59`h Avenue and 101 Loop
Freeway. and along Happy Valley Road and the north end of the study area.  The land adjacent to the
park on the eastern boundary is planned open space.

Regional Recreation Systems

The following categories of regional recreation systems were identified within the regional study area of
TCP ( Figure 14, Regional Recreation Systems).

Trails — Maricopa County identified several conservation trails and several proposed trails in the TCP' s
regional study area as part of the County' s transportation plan. These trails provide public access that will
accommodate nonmotorized travel modes along roadways. The Skunk Creek channel is identified as an
alignment for proposed trails within the regional study area. Several other arterial and collector streets, as
well as additional ephemeral drainage features within the regional study area.  are proposed as
nonmotorized corridors to connect recreational destinations. Additionally, the New River Area Plan calls
for a nonmotorized trailway system between Lake Pleasant and Cave Creek Park. This may include
several planned regional trails in this study area that are designated by Maricopa County Parks and
Recreation Department ( MPRD) as part of the regional trail system: the trail corridors along the Maricopa
County Regional Trail, Lake Pleasant to Cave Creek alignment, and the Central Arizona Project ( CAP)
Canal. Five local trails are located within TCP.

Bikeways — MAG Regional Bicycle Plan ( January 1999) routes were designed as a system of long,
interconnected routes for use by commuting, touring, recreational, or training users for travel within or
through the Phoenix Metropolitan Area.  The regional system forms a skeleton from which each
jurisdiction can provide localized service to important destinations. The Regional Recreation Systems

map identifies existing and proposed paved bicycle routes within the TCP regional study area.

Parks — Several parks are located within the TCP regional study area. The purpose of these parks is to
provide primary recreation services and facilities that are easily accessible and available to local
residents. City of Glendale parks include several neighborhood parks, the majority of which are located
west and south of TCP. Figure 14 indicates the location of recreational areas within the regional study
area.

Recreation Sites  — Located east of TCP, the Adobe Dam Recreation Area ( also known as Adobe

Mountain Park) contains 1, 526 acres of mixed recreational use serving a variety of interest groups
including go-kart racing, remote-controlled airplane activities with landing strips, model railroads, a sports
complex, a water park, and a golf course. The Adobe Dam Recreation Area is managed by Maricopa
Parks and Recreation Department ( MPRD). In the northern portion of the regional study area. the Ben
Avery Shooting Facility ( Ben Avery Recreation Area) is the largest public shooting facility ( 1, 650 acres) in
the country. It is publicly owned and operated by the Arizona Game and Fish Department in cooperation
with the Arizona State Rifle and Pistol Association. Additionally, Cave Creek and Cave Buttes Recreation
Areas are located within the eastern portions of the regional study area, offering open space, trails, and
additional recreational amenities. The planned Deem Hills Recreation Area will be located north of TCP

and will offer unprogrammed open space in addition to a proposed dog park.

Open space — Within the TCP' s regional study area,  a number of functions,  such as recreation,
aesthetics, and flood control are available. Open spaces within the surrounding jurisdictions would include
the parks discussed above as well as larger designated open spaces, including larger tracts of open
space that are identified by the Sonoran Preserve Master Plan  ( 1998).  Additionally,  Adobe Dam
Recreation Area,  Cave Buttes Recreation Area,  Cave Creek Recreation Area,  and the Ben Avery
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Shooting Facility all incorporate open space and are multiuse recreational destinations. Much of the
vacant land north of TCP is currently owned and managed by the Arizona State Land Department ( ASLD)
and has been identified for preservation as part of the Sonoran Preserve Master Plan. Currently, ASLD
provides recreational access to these lands through Recreational Use Permits. Typically, permits are
given for the purpose of hiking, equestrian use, bicycling, rock climbing. all terrain vehicles ( ATV) use,
and jeep tours. Hot air ballooning is also a permitted use on ASLD lands.
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Land Use References

Aerial Photograph, City of Glendale. 2002

City of Glendale. Glendale General Plan: The Next Step 2025. 2003

City of Peoria. Peoria General Plan. Revised 2002

City of Phoenix. City of Phoenix General Plan: Deer Valley Village General Plan Land Use.
2002.

City of Phoenix. Sonoran Preserve Master Plan. 1998.

Maricopa County. Maricopa County GIS Database. 2002

Maricopa County. Maricopa County Regional Trail System Master Plan. Phoenix. Maricopa
County. 2001.

Maricopa Association of Governments. MAG Regional Bicycle Plan. Phoenix.  2000

Maricopa Association of Governments. MAG Off-Street System Plan. Phoenix. 2000

Maricopa County. New River Area Plan. Phoenix, AZ. Maricopa Planning Department. 1998.

Maricopa County.  Skunk Creek Watercourse Master Plan. Phoenix. Flood Control District of
Maricopa County. 2001.
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A. 7 Utilities, Infrastructure, and Drainage Overview

The existing utilities and infrastructure within the park are generally located around the existing picnic
area adjacent to the wash corridor and other smaller picnic areas dispersed throughout the park. Existing
utilities consist of electrical for site lighting, potable water for restroom buildings and drinking fountains,
and septic systems. All restroom buildings are on individual septic systems that have or will reach their

capacity within the foreseeable future. The nearest available sewer lines are located within the Arrowhead
Ranch subdivisions, 67t" Avenue, and Pinnacle Peak Road. No sewer lines exist within the 59th Avenue

right- of-way. It is anticipated that future restroom facilities will be incorporated into the City of Glendale' s
sewer system and/ or alternative "green" solutions such as self-composting toilets utilized where feasible.

In the mid- 1980' s an 8" DIP water line main was looped through the western portion of the park from 59th

Avenue to 67th Avenue and 615' Drive. All existing water services for park facilities come off of this line. It
is anticipated that future water demands within the park will be sufficiently served by this 8" line in the
western portion of the park. Any required new water services for the eastern portion of the park will come
off of the 59th Avenue and/ or Pinnacle Peak Road water line. A non- potable water line exists at the

southern boundary of the park near the sediment basin and supplies water to the Arrowhead Ranch
amenities.

An existing electrical service located along 59th Avenue appears to be sufficient for the existing and future
park demands required along the main wash corridor. Additional electrical services may be required for
future park amenities located off of 67th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road, since no electrical services for

the park currently exist in these areas.

Numerous drainage and utility easements exist along the southern and northern boundaries of the park
where residential lands abut the park property. In addition, a 15' equestrian easement connects to the
north boundary of the park, just east of 67th Avenue.

There is an existing paved park road with no shoulders that provides access from 59th Avenue to the main
picnic area, the viewpoint north of the water reservoir, and to two secondary picnic areas. It does not
provide a loop- through to 67th Avenue and has recently been resurfaced. The defined parking areas
appear to be insufficient as many people are parking along the road and damaging the native landscape.
Boulders and logs are being utilized as barriers to contain vehicles to the defined parking areas and
roadway,  particularly where the parking and/ or roadway are dirt. The parking and access from 67th
Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road are currently dirt or decomposed granite surfaces. It is anticipated that
parking areas and roadways will be asphalt or stabilized decomposed granite surfaces with defined edges
and spaces and meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

A.8 Architectural/Existing Structures Overview

The existing park architecture consists of concrete pier picnic ramadas, slump block restroom buildings,
stone barbeques, concrete picnic tables, and a stone amphitheater. Most of these elements were built

anywhere from 20- 50 years ago when the park was under Maricopa County management. The stone
structures ( barbeques and amphitheater) were most likely built 40-50 years ago, however, they have not
been identified as historically significant ( see Subsection A. 4,  Cultural Resources). The majority of
ramadas, tables, and restroom buildings are not ADA accessible. In addition, the restroom buildings are

old enough not to meet current building code requirements. While many of the picnic ramadas may
remain in place or be relocated depending on the master plan recommendations, it is anticipated that all
existing restroom buildings will be replaced with new facilities and waste systems that meet current ADA
and building codes.

The concrete picnic tables and ramadas, that are in good physical condition, may be reused at new
locations or remain in place, depending on the overall master plan development and if the desired park
character is compatible with the existing table and ramada styles.

The existing stone amphitheater is degrading rapidly and does not meet current ADA and building code
requirements, however, it may remain in place as an architectural remnant.
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1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The focus of the project is the natural wash and the sediment basin adjacent to the

Arrowhead Lakes Development.   The area to be studied is at the Thunderbird Park

located in the City of Glendale near 59th Avenue south of Pinnacle Peak road.  The

natural wash flows south through the park into the sediment basin.  The sediment basin is

connected to the Arrowhead Lakes through a weir.  There is also a recirculation of some

flows from the Arrowhead Lakes into the sediment basin.  In addition, there is some

effluent discharged into the sediment basin.  The purpose of the study is to delineate the

inundation boundaries of the natural wash for the 2, 10, 50 and 100 year flood events and

establish the nature of the basin with respect to sediment trapping.

2 DATA COLLECTION

Data collection was performed to review existing hydrology and hydraulics.  The

hydrology information was obtained from the Glendale- Peoria Area Master Plan Update

Reports by Entellus, Inc.  The report contains a volume that addresses the Arrowhead

Lakes Hydrology. This volume of the reports provided the HEC- 1 model for the area of

interest.  This HEC- 1 model is part of a larger HEC- 1 model developed by that study.

The watershed boundary for the region is shown in Appendix A as presented in the

Glendale-Peoria Area Master Plan Update Reports.

A field visit was conducted to determine the existing conditions.  Photographs taken

during the field visit are presented in Appendix B.  The field visit showed the presence of

sandy channel bottom in most wash with dense vegetation in the downstream most

section upstream of 59th Avenue.

The topography information was provided by Logan Simpson Design Inc.

The as- builts for the sedimentation basin were obtained from the City of Glendale.

2
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3 HYDROLOGY

The existing hydrology was obtained from the Glendale-Peoria Area Master Plan Update

Reports by Entellus Inc.  The HEC- 1 model obtained from that report contained the

hydrologic model for the 100-year 24- hour storm event.  For the purpose of the this

study, this model was modified to obtain the hydrology for the 2yr, l0yr, 50yr and the

100yr events.  This was performed by using the data in the PREFRE portion of the model

within DDMSW software.  The peak flows obtained from the hydrology models are

presented in Table 1.

Table 1 Peak Flows

Event Description Peak Flow

2 Year 133

10 Year 568

50 Year 993

100 Year 1184

4 HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

The hydraulic analysis was performed using the HEC-RAS ( Version 3. 1. 2) software by

US Army Corps of Engineers.  The topography infojuiation provided by Logan Simpson

Design was used to provide the cross- section geometries. ArcG1S software and

GEORAS extension were used to generate the cross- section geometries.

The Manning' s n values were set based on the observations during the field visit. A

value of 0. 03 was used for the sandy channels and 0. 045 was used for the overbanks. A

value of 0. 035 was used in the downstream portion where more dense vegetation was

observed.

The field visit revealed the presence of a box culvert at 59th Avenue and 2 RCP culverts

at road crossings inside the Thunderbird Park.  These culverts were modeled by using

approximate dimensions observed during the field visit.

3
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The peak flows presented in Table 1 were used as the flow data in the HEC- RAS model.

0 A normal depth boundary condition was used at the downstream boundary.

The model results are presented in Appendix C.

5 FLOODPLAIN DELINEATIONS

The water surface elevations from the results presented in Appendix C were used to

generate the flood inundation boundaries for the 2, 10, 50 and 100 year flow events.  The

delineations are approximate and are presented in Appendix D.  The delineations indicate

a breakout for larger flows in the upstream portion of the reach located north of

i Thunderbird Park and south of Pinnacle Peak road.  The presence of a small ridge

contains the larger flows and directs the flow into the natural wash as flows move south.

The presence of the berm in the south side downstream portion of the reach (upstream of

59th Avenue) contains flow in that side of the reach.  The flows are directed under the box

culvert into the basin located east of the 59th Avenue.

6 SEDIMENTATION BASIN

The as- builts of the basin located in the region northeast to the intersection of 59th Avene

and Melinda Drive were obtained from the City of Glendale.  The asbuilts shows that the

basin is, in fact, designed and built as a sedimentation basin.  The as- builts also indicate

that the effluents are discharged in this basin from the near-by wastewater treatment

plant.

7 SUMMARY

The existing hydrology for the natural wash located between the Pinnacle Peak Road and

the 59th Avenue was reviewed.  The existing HEC- 1 model was used to obtain the 2, 5,

10, 50 and 100 year peak flows. A field visit was conducted to document the existing

conditions.  A hydraulic model was developed and floodplain boundaries are delineated.

Documentation related to the basin located adjacent to the 59th Avenue were reviewed

4
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and it was determined that basin was designed to act as a sedimentation basin in addition

to other purposes.
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HEC- RAS Plan: plan River: River Reach: Reach

Reach
River

Profile
Q Min W. S.     Crit E. G.       E. G.      Vel Flow Top Froude

Sta Total Ch El Elev W.S.     Elev Slope Chnl Area Width    # Chl

cfs)     ( ft)      ( ft)      ( ft)       ( ft)       ( ft/ft)     ( ftls)    ( sq ft)     ( ft)

Reach 5998. 502 2YR 133 1345. 8 1347 1346.5 1346. 7 0. 019219 3. 57 37. 26 99. 3 1. 03

Reach 5998. 502 10YR 568 1345. 8 1347 1347. 1 1347. 6 0. 013927 5. 16 110. 16 133 1

Reach 5998. 502 50YR 993 1345. 8 1348 1347.6 1348. 1 0. 013152 5. 89 168. 61 160 1. 01

Reach 5998. 502 100YR 1184 1345. 8 1348 1347.7 1348. 3 0. 012734 6. 18 191. 72 165 1. 01

a Reach 5834. 42 2YR 133 1344 1345 1344.4 1344. 6 0. 005955 2. 41 55. 27 926 0. 6

Reach 5834. 42 10YR 568 1344 1345 1345 1345. 6 0. 0041 3. 65 155. 79 1056 0.58

Reach 5834. 42 50YR 993 1344 1346 1345.4 1346. 2 0. 004177 4. 45 222.99 1122 0.61

4110 Reach 5834. 42 100YR 1184 1344 1346 1345.6 1346. 5 0. 004804 3. 97 298 1734 0.63

Reach 5562.284 2YR 133 1342 1343 1342. 6 1342. 9 0. 006567 2. 71 49. 08 374 0.64

Reach 5562.284 10YR 568 1342 1343 1343.4 1343. 8 0. 012072 5 113. 64 773 0.94

Reach 5562.284 50YR 993 1342 1344 1343.8 1344. 3 0. 013091 5. 89 168. 72 1124 1. 01

Reach 5562.284 100YR 1184 1342 1344 1344. 1 1344. 5 0. 013338 4. 81 252.67 1923 0.96

Reach 5361. 112 2YR 133 1340 1342 1341. 2 1341. 9 0. 003678 3. 59 37. 02 36. 9 0.55

Reach 5361. 112 10YR 568 1340 1343 1342. 3 1342. 7 0. 002868 2 293. 8 1463 D. 44

Reach 5361. 112 50YR 993 1340 1343 1342. 5 1342. 9 0. 002924 2. 48 426. 69 1563 0.46

410 Reach 5361. 112 100YR 1184 1340 1343 1342.6 1343 0.00289 2. 64 479. 77 1576 0.47

Reach 5002.451 2YR 133 1338 1340 1339.4 1340 0. 008006 5. 11 26. 05 266 0. 8

Reach 5002.451 10YR 568 1338 1340 1340.4 1340. 6 0. 016392 3. 98 156. 65 1145 0.99

Reach 5002.451 50YR 993 1338 1341 1340.6 1340. 9 0. 015026 4. 79 226.54 1168 1. 01

Reach 5002.451 100YR 1184 1338 1341 1340.6 1341 0. 015093 5. 13 251. 82 1176 1. 03

Reach 4785. 339 2YR 133 1336 1338 1337.7 1338. 4 0. 007049 5. 19 25. 64 17.2 0.75

411/     
Reach 4785. 339 10YR 568 1336 1339 1338.3 1338. 7 0. 004302 2. 42 244 669 0.53

Reach 4785. 339 50YR 993 1336 1339 1338.5 1339 0.00362 2. 86 359.81 709 D. 52

Reach 4785. 339 100YR 1184 1336 1339 1338.6 1339. 1 0. 003633 3. 07 399.56 723 0.53

Reach 4489. 552 2YR 133 1334 1336 1335.7 1336. 2 0. 007598 4. 66 28. 53 25 0.77

Reach 4489. 552 10YR 568 1334 1336 1336. 4 1336. 7 0. 011007 3. 82 154. 48 494 0.85

Reach 4489. 552 50YR 993 1334 1337 1336. 7 1337. 1 0. 014269 5. 14 200.26 504 1. 01

Reach 4489.552 100YR 1184 1334 1337 1336.8 1337. 2 0.01376 5. 45 225. 17 510 1. 01

Reach 4231. 399 2YR 133 1332 1333 1333. 3 1333. 9 0. 011077 5. 74 23. 16 19. 2 0.92

Reach 4231. 399 10YR 568 1332 1335 1334.5 1334. 8 0. 005079 2. 96 193. 92 281 0.59

Reach 4231. 399 50YR 993 1332 1335 1334.7 1335. 3 0. 003248 3. 18 315.98 310 0. 51

Reach 4231. 399 100YR 1184 1332 1335 1334.8 1335. 6 0. 002672 3. 19 375. 52 323 0.48

11.
Reach 3962.048 2YR 133 1330 1332 1331. 3 1332. 3 0. 003132 2. 64 50. 34 53. 5 0.48

Reach 3962.048 10YR 568 1330 1333 1332. 8 1333. 5 0. 004884 3. 75 151. 53 134 0.62

Reach 3962.048 50YR 993 1330 1335 1333. 4 1335 0. 000671 2. 24 457. 83 260 0.26

14
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Reach 3962.048 100YR 1184 1330 1335 1333. 5 1335. 2 0. 000686 2. 41 509. 9 269 0.27

0 Reach 3716.456 2YR 133 1330 1331 1330. 8 1331. 1 0. 008045 3. 33 39. 94 61. 4 0. 73

Reach 3716.456 10YR 568 1330 1333 1331. 7 1333 0. 001037 2. 14 265. 81 171 0. 3

Reach 3716.456 50YR 993 1330 1335 1332. 2 1334. 9 0. 000223 1. 46 682. 2 257 0. 15

0 Reach 3716.456 100YR 1184 1330 1335 1332. 4 1335. 1 0. 000251 1. 61 742. 04 269 0. 17

411
Reach 3558.526 2YR 133 1328 1329 1329. 3 1329. 8 0. 008392 4. 98 26.72 22.7 0. 81

0 Reach 3558.526 10YR 568 1328 1333 1331 1332. 9 0. 000429 1. 62 350.43 176 0. 2

Reach 3558.526 50YR 993 1328 1335 1331. 5 1334.8 0. 000141 1. 3 770. 59 248 0. 13

Reach 3558.526 100YR 1184 1328 1335 1331. 7 1335. 1 0. 000166 1. 45 827.01 257 0. 14

Reach 3221. 581 2YR 133 1326 1329 1327. 3 1329. 1 0. 000804 1. 57 84.72 70.8 0. 25

Reach 3221. 581 10YR 568 1326 1333 1329. 1 1332.8 0. 000065 0. 84 678.29 223 0. 08

Reach 3221. 581 50YR 993 1326 1335 1329. 8 1334.8 0. 000042 0. 84 1182. 5 277 0. 07

Reach 3221. 581 100YR 1184 1326 1335 1330 1335 0. 000051 0. 95 1244. 3 282 0. 08

Reach 3060 Culvert

Reach 3031. 77 2YR 133 1324 1325 1324. 9 1325. 3 0. 008609 4. 39 30.27 32 0.8

0
Reach 3031. 77 10YR 568 1324 1327 1326. 3 1327.7 0. 002546 4. 66 121. 95 46.8 0. 51

Reach 3031. 77 50YR 993 1324 1328 1327. 2 1328.7 0. 004635 6. 34 156.59 59.3 0. 69

Reach 3031. 77 100YR 1184 1324 1328 1327. 5 1329. 1 0.00638 6. 8 174. 12 75.9 0. 79

Reach 2817.351 2YR 133 1322 1324 1323. 4 1324. 5 0. 002205 3. 27 40.72 23.6 0. 44

Reach 2817.351 10YR 568 1322 1327 1325. 3 1326. 9 0. 005822 4. 25 133.69 110 0. 68

Reach 2817.351 50YR 993 1322 1328 1326. 9 1327. 9 0. 002584 3. 32 299. 15 196 0. 47

Reach 2817.351 100YR 1184 1322 1328 1327. 1 1328. 1 0. 002576 3. 46 342.54 211 0. 48

Reach 2544.496 2YR 133 1322 1324 1323 1324 0. 001456 2.47 53. 9 35.5 0. 35

0
Reach 2544.496 10YR 568 1322 1327 1324. 6 1326. 6 0. 000391 1. 46 389. 18 213 0. 19

Reach 2544.496 50YR 993 1322 1328 1325. 2 1327. 6 0. 000295 1. 57 632.98 252 0. 17

Reach 2544.496 100YR 1184 1322 1328 1325.4 1327.8 0. 000339 1. 73 683.84 260 0. 19

Reach 2282.871 2YR 133 1322 1323 1322. 8 1323. 2 0. 008547 3. 62 36. 7 52. 1 0. 76

Reach 2282.871 10YR 568 1322 1327 1323. 8 1326.5 0. 000135 1. 02 558.59 238 0. 12

Reach 2282.871 50YR 993 1322 1328 1324.4 1327.6 0. 000129 1. 21 820.55 259 0. 12

41
Reach 2282. 871 100YR 1184 1322 1328 1324. 6 1327.8 0.000153 1. 36 870.67 263 0. 13

Reach 2069.724 2YR 133 1320 1323 1321. 1 1322. 8 0.000605 1. 25 106.73 102 0. 22

Reach 2069.724 10YR 568 1320 1327 1322. 7 1326. 5 0.000041 0. 71 804.82 240 0. 07

Reach 2069.724 50YR 993 1320 1328 1323. 2 1327. 6 0.000057 0. 92 1075. 6 274 0. 08

Reach 2069.724 100YR 1184 1320 1328 1323.4 1327. 8 0.000071 1. 05 1128. 1 280 0. 09

Reach 1900 Culvert

Reach 1803. 634 2YR 133 1320 1321 1320. 3 1320.6 0.003258 1. 78 74.83 150 0.44

Reach 1803. 634 10YR 568 1320 1321 1320. 8 1321. 5 0.002326 2. 67 212. 97 180 0. 43

Reach 1803. 634 50YR 993 132D 1322 1321. 1 1322. 2 0.001971 2. 82 351. 82 242 0. 41

Reach 1803. 634 100YR 1184 1320 1322 1321. 3 1322. 4 0. 00179 2. 91 407.39 249 0. 4
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Reach 1502. 508 2YR 133 1318 1319 1318. 7 1319. 1 0.008794 3. 2 41. 57 57. 6 0.66

Reach 1502. 508 10YR 568 1318 1320 1319. 6 1320. 6 0.003995 3.66 156. 1 104 0. 51

Reach 1502. 508 50YR 993 1318 1321 1320.2 1321. 4 0.003705 4. 11 250. 18 143 0. 51

Reach 1502. 508 100YR 1184 1318 1321 1320. 5 1321. 7 0.003713 4. 3 288. 07 156 0. 52

Reach 1259. 366 2YR 133 1316 1318 1317.2 1318. 2 0.001866 2. 09 63. 57 51. 9 0.33

Reach 1259. 366 10YR 568 1316 1320 1318.5 1319. 8 0.002733 3. 34 170.3 92 0.43

Reach 1259. 366 50YR 993 1316 1320 1319.2 1320. 6 0. 002729 3. 92 265. 14 150 0.45

Reach 1259. 366 100YR 1184 1316 1321 1319.5 1320. 9 0. 002582 4. 11 307.46 153 0.45

Reach 1013. 218 2YR 133 1316 1317 1316.7 1317. 1 0. 020441 4. 56 29.2 44. 8 0.99

O Reach 1013. 218 10YR 568 1316 1318 1317.8 1318. 5 0. 011301 5. 92 96 63. 7 0.85

Reach 1013. 218 50YR 993 1316 1319 1318.5 1319. 5 0. 008881 6. 51 152. 65 73. 2 0.79

Reach 1013. 218 100YR 1184 1316 1319 1318.7 1319. 8 0. 008306 6. 71 176. 49 76. 8 0.78

Reach 728.5601 2YR 133 1312 1314 1313.3 1313. 8 0. 0069 3. 77 35. 31 31. 6 0.63

Reach 728.5601 10YR 568 1312 1315 1314.7 1315. 6 0. 009158 6. 2 91. 66 48 0.79

Reach 728.5601 50YR 993 1312 1316 1315.6 1316. 7 0. 01066 7. 59 130. 87 56. 6 0.88

Reach 728.5601 100YR 1184 1312 1316 1315.8 1317. 1 0. 011162 8. 07 146. 69 59. 9 0.91

Reach 500.6723 2YR 133 1310 1311 1311 1311. 4 0. 019319 4. 86 27. 37 36. 5 0.99

O Reach 500.6723 10YR 568 1310 1312 1312.2 1312. 9 0. 015849 6. 91 82. 21 55. 6 1

Reach 500.6723 50YR 993 1310 1313 1312.9 1313. 9 0. 014238 7. 91 125. 57 63. 9 0.99

Reach 500.6723 100YR 1184 1310 1313 1313.2 1314. 2 0. 013852 8. 26 143. 42 67 0.99

Reach 300 Culvert

Reach 101. 4746 2YR 133 1300 1301 1300.8 1301. 5 0. 002001 2. 21 60. 17 47. 5 0.35

Reach 101. 4746 10YR 568 1300 1303 1301. 9 1303. 5 0.002 3. 51 161. 91 63. 7 0.39

0
Reach 101. 4746 50YR 993 1300 1304 1302.6 1304. 7 0. 002001 4. 11 241. 37 74. 6 0.4

Reach 101. 4746 100YR 1184 1300 1305 1302. 9 1305. 2 0. 002001 4. 31 274. 7 79.2 0. 41

0
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A. 11 Sedimentation Basin Topographic Survey

Survey Completed by Brady, Aulerich & Associates, Inc.

Findings

Overall, the survey of the sedimentation basin and the water velocity dissipation system (" dragon' s teeth")
located between the culvert and the basin edge, appear to be meeting or exceeding the design
expectations intended.

The lake was thought to be constructed in 1984, and as- built plans have been obtained from the original

project construction. The as- built plans indicate an initial lake depth of approximately 15 feet at the center
of the lake/sedimentation basin.

The intent of the basin is to trap and filter sedimentation particles, silt, sand, rocks and other debris before
the water enters into the rest of the Arrowhead Lakes system.

Since the original as- built plans for the basin were surveyed in a conventional manner while no water was

in the basin, and the survey conducted in 2006 was done using GPS while the lake was full, it is difficult
to do an exact comparison. Survey points, however, allow for some fairly accurate comparisons of the
basin bottom as it was built in comparison to the current day. These comparisons can then be used to
approximate the amount of silt, sand and general debris that have settled onto the lake bottom over the
past 22 years.

An analysis of 11 points throughout the basin indicated an average increase in the elevation of the lake

bottom of 2 feet, 2 inches. The 11 points ranged from a decrease in depth from as little as .7 inches, to a
maximum decrease of 4 feet at a point on the southwest portion of the basin.  In general, however, the

majority of the points fell within the range of 1. 5— 2.5 inches of silt.

Given an average increase of 2 feet, 2 inches over 22 years, the average annual silt increase or bottom

depth decrease of the basin is approximately 1. 2 inches per year. This is only an average over the past
22 years. The basin has likely experienced heavier influxes of silt during the years where significant
storms pushed higher amounts of sediment into the basin, and less amounts during dry years.

If the current pattern continues given the current effectiveness of the basin, it will be many years before
any significant dredging will be required.

The current vegetation between the culvert and the lake edge is acting as a natural barrier to large flows
of silt entering the basin.  Proposed revegetation of the wash upstream would further limit sediment run-
off into the basin.  Periodic monitoring of the basin depth would be advisable in years where heavy water
flows are present.  Now that the survey has been done using a GPS system, it will be much easier to take
readings at a few identical locations, rather than re- surveying the entire basin.

S
S
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Figure 15a.  Sedimentation Basin Topographic Survey
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A. 12 Park Amenities Analysis

Thunderbird Conservation Park Amenities

Number of Shade Structures Current  _ Proposed Total      _     Option     _   Grand Total

55th & Pinnacle Peak Area 2 4 6 2 8

Sedimentation Basin Area 0 0 0 0 0

59th Avenue Wildlife/Amphitheater

Wash 7 7 0 0 0

Park 1 2 3 3 6

67th & Equestrian/Trail Area 5 3 8 0 8

Total 15 2 17 5 22

Picnic Tables Current  _ Proposed Total      _     Option     _   Grand Total

55th & Pinnacle Peak Area 4 6 10 4 14

Sedimentation Basin Area 0 0 0 0 0

59th Avenue Wildlife/Amphitheater

Wash 57 57 0 0 0

Park 12 22 34 4 38

67th & Equestrian/ Trail Area 10 14 24 0 24

Total 83 15 68 8 76
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Thunderbird Conservation Park Amenities (continued)

Grills Current Proposed Total Option Grand Total

55th & Pinnacle Peak Area 0 0 0 0 0

Sedimentation Basin Area 0 0 0 0 0

59th Avenue Wildlife/Amphitheater

Wash 20 20 0 0 0

Park 6 1 7 3 10

67th & Equestrian/Trail Area 2 3 5 0 5

Total 28 16 12 3 15

Restroom Current Proposed Total Option Grand Total

55th & Pinnacle Peak Area 0 1 1 0 1

Sedimentation Basin Area 0 0 0 0 0

59th Avenue Wildlife/Amphitheater

Wash 3 3 0 0 0

Park 0 3 3 0 3

67th & Equestrian/Trail Area 2 0 2 0 2

Total 5 1 6 0 6

Parking Current  _ Proposed Total      -     Option     -   Grand Total

55th & Pinnacle Peak Area 68 40 108 100 208

Sedimentation Basin Area 4 0 4 0 4
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Thunderbird Conservation Park Amenities (continued)

Parking (continued)       Current  _ Proposed Total Option Grand Total

59th Avenue Wildlife/Amphitheater

Wash 38 38 0 0 0

Park 91 30 121 40 161

67th & Equestrian/ Trail Area 70 0 70 6 76

Total 271 32 303 146 449

Equestrian Hitching Posts Current Proposed Total Option Grand Total

55th & Pinnacle Peak Area 0 0 0 0 0

Sedimentation Basin Area 0 0 0 0 0

59th Avenue Wildlife/Amphitheater

Wash 8 8 0 0 0

Park 0 0 0 0 0

67th & Equestrian/ Trail Area 5 8 13 0 13

Total 13 0 13 0 13
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Thunderbird Conservation Park Amenities (continued)

Ranger/Park Information Station      _     Current  _ Proposed Total      _     Option     _   Grand Total

55th & Pinnacle Peak Area 0 0 0 0 0

Sedimentation Basin Area 0 0 0 0 0

59th Avenue Wildlife/Amphitheater

Wash 0 0 0 0 0

Park 0 1 1 0 1

67th & Equestrian/Trail Area 0 0 0 0 0

Total 0 1 1 0 1
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S
A. 13 Thunderbird Conservation Park Trail Inventory

As part of the on-site analysis conducted from September 2005 through April 2006, staff and the

State Park Trail Maintenance Crew Representative inventoried existing designated trails as well
as undesignated trails ( social trails).  They found that currently the park offers 12 designated
trails totaling to approximately 17 miles.   In addition, 10 undesignated trails were identified of
which several are recommended for designation and others for removal.   ( See master plan

recommendations and Thunderbird Conservation Park and Trails Map [ page 2] for details).

Current Designated Trails

Designated Trails Approximate Length
1. H- 1 6. 5 miles

2. H- 1A 1. 8 mile

3. H- 2 2. 1 mile

4. H- 2A 0. 1 mile

5. H- 3 3. 3 miles

6. H- 3A 0. 2 mile

7. H- 4 1. 0 mile

8. H- 4A 0. 2 mile

9. H- 4B 0. 4 mile

10.      H- 5 0. 9 mile

11.      H- 5A 0. 4 mile

12.      Unmapped Trail 0. 2 mile

Extension of H- 5 from Lot B- Lot G)       17. 1 MILES

Current Undesignated Trails

1. North fence line between 67th and 59th fence line

2. SW of 59th Avenue along residential wall

3. East of 67th to H- 1

4. Parking lot B to H- 1

5. Three spider trails at ramadas 9, 10, 11

6. Two spider trails at H- 4 at top

7.       At ramadas 14 & 15 leads to H- 2

8. 51st/Pinnacle Peak Road

9. 55th Parking lot to H- 1/ H- 2

10.    55th/ North of Pinnacle Peak Road

S
I
S
S

S
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A. 14 School Park Use Analysis

City of Glendale
Parks and Recreation Department Memorandum

Date:      April 27, 2006

To: Becky Senna, Parks and Recreation Director
111

Cc: Parks and Recreation Commission Chair Ted Hansen

Parks and Recreation Commissioner Stanley Long

From:     Shirley Medler, Deputy Parks and Recreation Director

Subject:  Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan
School Utilization Report

Parks and Recreation Commission Chair Ted Hansen, Commissioner Stanley Long, and Parks and
Recreation Department Deputy Director Shirley Medler conducted interviews with school representatives
in March and April,  2006 to determine school' s current uses and future needs for Thunderbird
Conservation Park. Chairman Hansen developed a set of questions as follows:

Ties with current curriculum requirements

What are current requirements at different grade levels

Foreseen future curriculum requirements

What is required to work in conservation education

Would P& R supply field trip destination alone or is the requirement broader

Number of field trips per year per school

Number of trips for this purpose

Grades that would use for Conservation education
Ages

Arrangement

Amount of time ahead schools would schedule trips
How to schedule— web? phone?

Organization of examples and education presentations
Need to be hands- on?

Exhibit indoors?

In glass case indoors/ outdoors?

Outdoors signs?

Min requirements to make this a field trip
Does there need to be a classroom

Would an outdoor presentation area
Require lesson material ahead?

Amenity requirements
Classroom? AV? White board?

Structure of a successful field trip
Length of time total

Age/ Grade dependent?

length of time doing lecture
how many times unload/ load from bus

desired vs acceptable

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report
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Transportation requirements

Bus parking? Off site parking
Bus turn around,

straight through?

one way ok?
Special needs van requirements?

If Outdoor Meeting area requirements
Max temperature for kids to have a ranger talk outdoors

Min temp
Shade requirement

Seat design

Required amenities

Water, bathroom, other?

Time of year field trips would happen

Normal school visits

Summer school

Other venues currently used by your schools for conservation Ed
Will this duplicate what is available?

eg Rock Museum, Mesa Museum, State park conservation center, botanical garden)
What would make a TCP unique?

What would make you want to schedule a field trip to TCP?

Non- school education (weekend, summers, after hours)
What are your recommendations

how this could be accomplished

What would make this a destination
Unique features of TCP?

Desert education?

eg Rock Museum, Mesa Museum, State park conservation center

Using this set of questions as a guide, the committee gained a broader perspective on the needs of our
community' s schools through one-on- one interviews with principals, athletic director, science teachers
and coordinators.

Schools Visited

Copper Canyon High School (Tolleson School District)

Glendale Union High School District Science Department

Deer Valley High School ( Deer Valley School District)
Mountain Ridge High School ( Deer Valley School District)
Canyon Elementary School ( Peoria School District)
Copper Creek Elementary ( Deer Valley School District)
Legend Springs Elementary ( Deer Valley School District)
Hillcrest Middle School ( Deer Valley School District)

Committee Findings

Generally, we found that elementary, middle and high schools would use the park to enhance their
students understanding of biology, ecology and social studies. High schools would also use the park for
dual or multi- team cross-country meets.

a
Students at the elementary and middle school levels would be able to use the park for field trips and
would likely be at the park for ' I — 4 hours in most cases.  During that time, they would want to have an
expert- lead talk and study the actual outdoors, which could include interpretive interactive activities. The
schools would need accessible shade, water and restrooms, and might have lunch at the park.   Visits
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from elementary schools would likely include an entire grade, with 60 — 100 people including parent
chaperones. Middle schools would typically range from 80 — 120 for educational visits, or possibly larger
for team building visits. In all cases, parking for buses on- site or nearby is desirable.

High schools would likely only be at the park for an hour or less in most cases. They would also use the
park for cross country track meets, hiking clubs, science and ecology clubs, and other extracurricular
activities on the weekends and after school hours.

All schools wanted to have an expert on site to assist with their field trips. The expert ideally would
provide an introductory talk about the park and what they would see while sitting in a shaded area. The
level of direction and assistance required increases the lower the grade level. Materials that the schools

could use in the classroom ahead of time would be helpful in helping teachers prepare, allow students to
study what they would see at the park ahead of time, and help in class follow-up after the visit. Some
schools suggested having the ability to have powered amplification for the introductory talks.   They all
wanted us to follow the State Standards for Education in the sciences and social studies areas in
preparation and provision of those materials.

All elementary grades would use the Park for education, especially grades 3- 6. Topics suggested by the
schools keep in line with Arizona Standards around science. math and social studies.  They included
conservation, wildlife and biology, wetlands and geology. and desert education. The middle school visited
suggested these, as well as social studies. High school programs would include these programs at a

more advanced and focused level.

The schools indicated the most likely time for Park field trips would be late October or November to early
April as these are cooler and conflict less with testing. All schools indicated individual teachers make the
activity arrangements typically up two to five weeks ahead, with the teachers establishing their lesson
plans in advance of that. They indicated having information in advance about park program, event
opportunities and available time slots would help teachers and athletic staff with planning an event and
making arrangements.

The schools, with exception of those within a few blocks of the park, would bus students to the park.

Parking for buses either at the park, or outside the park and return when needed would also work in most
cases.

Locations currently used, or suggest for similar field trip experience, include Lake Pleasant, the Botanical
Gardens, White Tank Mountains, Pioneer Village.

Other educational opportunities suggested by the schools included courses with Glendale Community
College, and Seniors Desert Education.

i

S

S
S

S
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A.15 On- Site Park User Questionnaire

Answers are followed by number of responses for each.   Some respondents replied with multiple

answers.

1. Did you come to Thunderbird Conservation Park to:

Hike: 277 Mountain Bike:  20 Trail Ride: 7 Picnic:  13 Jog/ Run: 67 Watch Wildlife:  17

Other:  play guitar, road bike, walk dogs, visit with friends, train for hike

2. How often do you come to Thunderbird Conservation Park?

Every day:  39 2— 3 times/ month:  35 No answer: 1

2— 3 times/week:  132 Once a month:  12

Once a week:  83 A few times a year: 16

3. By which mode of transportation do you come to Thunderbird Conservation Park?

Drive: 290 Bike: 23 Walk: 20 Horse: 2 Other: 2 ( motorcycle)

4.      How far do you travel to come here (one way)?

1 Block: 3 4 Blocks:  1 5 Blocks:  1      . 25 mi: 4 5 mi:  16 75 mi:  3

1 mi: 42 1. 5 mi: 4 2 mi:  37 2. 5 mi: 4 3 mi: 45 3. 5 mi: 2

4 mi:  13 5 mi: 43 6 mi: 20 7 mi:  9 8 mi: 7 9 mi: 2

10 mi:   18 12 mi:   3 13 mi:   1 15 mi:  9 16 mi:  1 18 mi:  2

20 mi:   4 25 mi: 4 5, 10, 15. 25 minutes: 420 minutes: 2

5. What do you like about Thunderbird Conservation Park?

Good trails:  87 Convenient/Close to home:  68 Clean:  37

Good hiking, walking:  35 Natural preserve in the city: 35

Trail difficulty choices: 35 Beauty, view:  32 Everything:  19

Privacy/Quiet:  14 Open space:  13 Safety:  8

Friendly people: 7 Nice running area:  5 Picnic facilities: 4 Hours: 3

Good parking:  3 Easy access: 3 No fees: 3 Restrooms: 2

Pond:  1 Amphitheater:  1

6. What changes, if any, would you like to see at Thunderbird Conservation Park?

None:  122 More Restrooms: 24 Improved/ More Parking: 8

Smoother Trails: 8 Working Restrooms:  7 Water Fountains/ Stations: 6

More Trails:  6 Land Bridge across 59'
h

Ave: 4 Maps: 4 Playground: 4

Enforce Picking up after Dogs: 4 Safe crossing/connection: 4 Less Traffic: 4
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Enforce Leash Laws: 3 No Dogs on Trail: 3 Horse Poop Bags:  3

Looped Trails East of
59th:  

3 More Trash Cans:  3 Trail Markers: 3

Less Encroachment of Homes/ No More Houses:  3 Unlocked Restrooms: 2

Volleyball Courts: 2 More Police Patrol (sex predators):  2 More Lights: 2

No Horses on Trails: 2 Trail Maintenance: 2 Neighborhood Access: 2

Designated Mountain Bike Trails: 2 Cleaner Restrooms: 2

Other:  Enlarge 59th Ave, 59th Ave is too noisy, Longer hours, Serve breakfast, Improve pavilions,
Vending water machines, Guided hikes, More hiker courtesy, Facilities, No development, More
dirt on trails, Extend trails to New River, Trailheads, Trees, Benches, Remove horse parking,

Better trails on 59th Ave side, Dog stations, Enlarge the park, Better signage for Right of Way,
Braking Cars, Hiker Education, Danger and Heat Awareness: Safer trails, Longer trails, Etiquette
signs.

S
7.     Have you participated in a Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan public input process

previously?

Yes, Focus Group Meeting: 2 No:  292

Yes, Public Meeting:  7 No reply: 3

Yes, Survey Completion: 2

S

S

S

S

S
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A. 16 Additional Arizona Game and Fish Department Recommendations

Email Correspondence:

S
Original Message

From: Joe Yarchin [ mailto: JYarchin@azgfd. gov]

Sent: Tuesday, March 14, 2006 2: 10 PM
To: Cardin, RJ

Cc: Eric Swanson; Alicia Jontz

Subject: Thunderbird Park Master Plan Review

R. J.,

S
Using the Master Plan Process Summary, I have reviewed the Thunderbird Conservation Park Master
Plan from biological and watchable wildlife program perspectives.

The Biological Resources section is sound. On page nine of that section, the Arizona Game and Fish
Department ( Region VI) contact needs to be updated. I am no longer in the Urban Wildlife Specialist
position. The Arizona Game and Fish Department ( AGFD) is still available to assist with wildlife- related

conflicts. The contact number for the Urban Wildlife Specialist is 480. 981. 9400 ext. 3554. Currently, that
position is vacant but will be filled soon. The Regional office can assist in the interim. Communication

avenues should remain open between the city, local residents and Region VI to minimize the impact of
wildlife through education and, if necessary, conflict resolution recommendations. New and current local
residents should be made aware of the reality of living in close proximity to the park and it' s amenities.

The Preliminary Master Plan ( Sept. 6, 2005) does not include either of the two wildlife guzzlers which
were included in each of the three alternatives ( April 21, 2004). Any supplemental water for wildlife is
going to be useful and should remain in the plan.

The spatial separation of the various areas  ( staging,  wildlife,  outdoor group)  should enhance the
experience of the different users. The plan for a new interpretive/accessible trail system accompanied by
the revegetation areas and interpretive garden will improve the educational emphasis of the outdoor

group area. The planned restorations appear to be in appropriate sites. The areas of human use will be
augmented by the planned native revegetation ( outdoor group area) and wildlife habitat restoration ( west
side corridor and east side sediment basin). The specific plants and their arrangement are not discussed

in the plan and should be reviewed by qualified individuals before implementation occurs. Opportunities
from wildlife habitat restoration efforts and related interpretive plans will be of interest to the department
and the Urban Wildlife Heritage Grant process can be approached for assistance with both.

There is a potential of substantial increase in public use of the sediment basin area once it is opened to

public access from the west side of 59th Ave.  Increased 0 and M considerations will need to be

addressed. The extra human traffic could negatively affect wildlife behavior and possibly use of the site.
Signs should be placed to inform visitors of proper wildlife viewing etiquette as well as information on
wildlife likely to be seen. Again, there is potential for assistance through the AGFD Heritage Grant
process. As mentioned in one of the comment sections of the Process Summary, there should be some
attempt to exclude public access to the south shore of the sediment basin.

The existing wildlife viewing blinds are not useful with the current low water level in the sedimentation
basin. They are a bit far- removed to be functional for basin- related wildlife ( including bird) viewing. During
the planning stages of the Heritage- funded blinds, the parks and recreation superintendent and the city
engineering landscape architect assured AGFD the water level would consistently be at the ( higher)
established banks, close enough to have the blinds be beneficial for watching wildlife ( January 15, 2002;
S. Medler to V. Supplee e- mail). The department would like every effort be made to increase the water
level to allow the Heritage-funded blinds to fulfill their original purpose. If salt cedar ( tamarisk) eradication

along the shore of the basin is implemented,  it should only occur if the vegetation is replaced by
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cottonwood/willow stands. The tamarisk is used by wildlife and removal would leave a void if nothing
replaced it.

With the potential for increased public use of the Conservation Park, AGFD would like to continue to

assist and advise on incorporating wildlife viewing and conservation strategies to enhance experienced-
based recreational activities. As presented, the plan is well- rounded and should be successful in fulfilling
the desired goal of allowing multiple use of the park while minimizing the negative impacts of increased
use. It is important that general and specific regulatory issues be carefully addressed to solidify the
conservation/ preservation efforts put forth in the plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan.

Joe Yarchin
Watchable Wildlife Project Manager

Arizona Game and Fish Department

2221 W. Greenway Road, Phoenix, AZ 85023
602.789. 3589( office)

602.789. 3926( fax)

jyarchin@azgfd. gov
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A.17 American Conservation Experience Trail Review

5 Thunderbird Conservation Park Trail Maintenance Grant
Accomplishments and Recommendations

April 2, 2006

S
What has been Accomplished

To date, the trail maintenance crews with the American Conservation Experience ( ACE) group have
completed about 1. 5 miles of trail maintenance.  They began on H- 4 behind the amphitheater, went in a
westerly direction around the north side of the mountain, then south, and then east to the lookout at the
top.  Upon the completion of this one- mile stretch of trail, they then walked the entire mile and picked up
all loose trash that had been dropped by the public.

During their work on this one-mile piece of trail, there were two sections of trail that were abandoned
because they were too steep to repair and maintain and two short reroutes were created.  In one case we
abandoned a 20- foot section and rerouted a 30- foot trail.  In the second case we abandoned about 30
feet and rerouted to the east and created about 45 feet of new trail.  There was also one social trail that

was developed into a designated trail because of the heavy traffic that it carries and because it was a
logical loop off the top of the mountain. This new section of designated trail is about 90 feet long.

The Trail Crew then backtracked to the ridgeline and worked another half mile of trail heading west on H-
4b to connect with H- 1, and then they will be going east on H- 1 to the parking lot at 59'" Avenue.

To date Arizona State Parks has spent $ 30,465 on our trail system.  A calculator will show that we are

paying about $ 20, 300 per mile for trail maintenance, but that number will go down dramatically as the
crews get to easier sections of trails. They started in one of the most difficult sections.

Trail Change Recommendations

Changes to our existing designated trails were recommended at an on site meeting with State Parks on
March 7, a walk-through of trails with Ronny West, an ACE Crew Leader on March 23, and numerous
informal conversations with Chris Baker, head of ACE, and other crew leaders.

If the existing trail head at parking lot J is improved, then sections of the old BMX motocross trail
should be naturalized, leaving only one trail improved.  There are several short cuts that go west
from 5A and should be eliminated and naturalized.

ACE recommends the elimination of several short cuts going west from Ramadas 9, 10, and 11.
ACE also recommends changing part of the H- 5 undesignated trail system to a designated and
improved status because of existing usage that serves the public interest.  This would add about

2 mile of designated trail. This trail connects parking lot G to H- 4.
One of the best horse trails in the park is undesignated and should become an official trail.  It

starts at the south end of the 67th Avenue parking lot, south to the park boundary and then east to
H- 1.  It is about a 'A mile in length.

A very wide trail that parallels the north boundary fence is used by hikers, equestrians and
Rangers on patrol and should become a designated trail and maintenance road.

On the east side of the park there is a ''/4 mile section of trail that should be abandoned because it

goes directly up a fall line and cannot be maintained.  A reroute is too long for the scope of this
project but could be addressed through a State Parks Heritage Trails grant.

40 More recommendations will be forthcoming as the crews move to new areas in the park.

Standards

ACE is following a Best Practices Design Guide that was published in 2001.  This publication is what has
set National Trail Standards and Arizona State Parks has endorsed as their guide for trail construction

and maintenance.  The publication talks about such things as shared- use path width, passing spaces,

protruding objects, grade, resting intervals, edge protection and trail surfaces.  The standards that are
applicable to our Thunderbird Conservation Park trail system include;

A 4- foot width trail ( which includes the narrowing of some trail corridors)
A firm and stable trail surface ( removal of loose gravel)

Boulder removal and tread leveling
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Utilizing native tread surfaces as much as possible
Installation of erosion control features (check dams, drain dips)

Construction of retaining walls in areas of slope failure and switchbacks
In- filling of trenched sections with native materials

Ongoing Maintenance
ACE is developing suggestions for continued trail maintenance that are appropriate for our desert trail
system and will be making those recommendations at the completion of their work.   They will likely
include things like:

Volunteer groups that do trail maintenance will need to have a trained trail supervisor present

The check dams and drain dips will need attention after rains to clear and reshape them as
needed

See attached communication from Chris Baker, American Conservation Experience.
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A. 18 Culvert Research Report

Research on Use of culverts and underpasses in the metropolitan area—

In developing recommendations for inclusion of the culvert at 59 h̀ Avenue, north of Deer Valley Road for
a trail connection, staff spoke with Planning and Parks and Recreation professionals from valley cities
and Maricopa County.  All agreed that culverts work as trail connectors, but they are not the best solution
to connectivity needs.    Culverts provide connectivity for continuous, off-road, multi- use regional trail
systems.  They do help to keep trails off streets away from vehicular traffic, but diligence is necessary to
keep them clean and safe for the multi- use they provide.

Scottsdale-

Trails with tunnels including Indian Bend Wash.  Over 30 underpasses with some culverts are planned in
the trails master plan.

Comments - not optimal, some graffiti and at times are a venue for a hang out for kids.

Phoenix-

Trails in the Phoenix. Mountain Preserve with culverts:  Trail 100 at 7th St. and Cave Creek Rd under
51st St, Dreamy Draw.
Graffiti is minimal but culverts need to be cleaned of soil deposits, debris and brush regularly to keep
them useful and safe.  Phoenix is planning to add lights to the tunnels.  The 51st Avenue tunnel is a little
more complex because it is longer and is owned by ADOT.

Mesa-

Trails under two areas of the 202 utilize the underpasses, one on the far edge of the city and one at the
CAP Canal.  Both are lighted, but the trail to them is not.  Concrete trails are being planned, and believes
because these are so far away from activity that they are experiencing more use by people living in them
and vandalism ( breaking the lights out, and graffiti) than when the trails are more heavily used in the
future.  The equestrians like the underpasses because they don' t want to on the street level.  The trails
are important because of the regional connectivity ( part of the Sun Circle Trail).

Peoria-

Use of box culverts at Lake Pleasant Parkway - functional, but not pretty.  Provided ideas for more
attractive culvert trail connectors, which they plan to use in the future.

Maricopa County -
No culverts in any of the county parks, but do have an underpass under 117 that will connect Spur Cross
Park( north of the city of Cave Creek) to Lake Pleasant.  Recommend no less than 10 feet height ( for 2
lane roadway) and 12 feet height for more than two lanes.  The length of the tunnel determines the
necessary height because, though mountain bikers don't have a problem with it, equestrians like to " see
the light at the end of the tunnel".

Glendale-

Grand Canal, Skunk Creek, Thunderbird Paseo - several underpasses in all three of these regional linear

parks.  Some graffiti, maintenance involved. At times find evidence of people spending time under them.
But, the park users enjoy being able to be off the streets, and at approximately 61st Avenue and Union
Hills another underpass is being constructed through the GO funds based on citizen requests for this final
off-street connection in the Skunk Creek Trail system.

Tempe -

1111 Underpasses are used in the Indian Bend Wash trail system from Town Lake in Tempe to McKelleps Park

in Scottsdale.  In Kiwanis Park, the All American Way trail extends under a bridge that is well lighted.  At
Papago Park, under Kerry Road, the lighting has been vandalized once in a while, but they attribute that
to being so far out of the way. With more activity, the vandalism occurs less often.
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Queen Creek-

They are planning on trail systems that will need to run under roadways, but do not have any at this time.

CaveCreek—

They have plans to run the trail over a box culvert, and using the culverts and tunnels in the rights of way
in planning the trails system for equestrians, bicyclists and hikers.

Meeting at 59 Avenue Culvert with Police and Park Rangers - February 9, 2006
Attendees:

Glendale Police Department Community Action Team officers, Ida Trompeter and Juan Rivera
Glendale Police Department city liaison, Joan Campbell
Ranger Supervisor, Wayne Drummond

Deputy Parks and Recreation Director, Shirley Medler

We looked at the culvert from both the east and west sides and concluded that, If we determine the

culvert to be a feasible trail connector, some suggested recommendations from the police department

regarding its design and use include:

The goal is for a safe yet convenient route, identifying the space as public access, yet not isolating it;
Make sure it is lighted ( suggest low sodium);

Maintain open landscape of the area for visibility;
Make sure emergency vehicles can access it;
Install a street sign above the culvert for easy orientation by users;
Establish pride of ownership at the design stage;
Monitor the use

Meeting with representatives from " Save the Park" group, Parks and Recreation staff, and Community
Action Team members, Ida Trompeter and Juan Rivera— 3- 9- 06

Concerns with:

Lights or no Lights

Keeping people from using the trail for access to back yards of homes adjacent to park
Water flows— safety of trail users, water hydrology/ engineering for direction and force
Baffling —how do we keep that for water flow and allow for horses and bikers, hikers?
What will be the cost?

Does the Army Corp of Engineers need to be involved? Maricopa County?
Policing— CAT team members didn' t say no to the idea, just to be aware of precautions in design and
monitoring.

Wildlife— concerns with them now more prevalent, but could go away due to more exposure— example:
Bald Eagle now there when never before

Trail connectivity— RJ let them know the trail would be connected at the viewing blinds 1, 2, 3
Ida let them know that more of the type of activities we' re promoting, hiking, biking and equestrian use,
helps deter the illegal activities. Crucial to have neighborhood support.

Concerns are with crimes already not being responded to by PD.
Security and emergency access would be at the maintenance gate north of the culvert.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report

City of Glendale Page 137



A. 19 Parking Lot Observations

Thunderbird Parking Lot Observations

There currently are a total of 13 parking lots located within Thunderbird Conservation Park with a total
capacity of approximately 271.  Between the end of November through December 2005, staff conducted
periodic observations of the parking lots to record the number of vehicles in the lots.  The observations
were random and at different times of the day and week.  Based on capacity, staff found that Parking Lots
A, F, K, and 55`" Avenue were the most heavily used, Parking Lots C, D, E, were moderately used; and
Parking Lots B, G, H, and J were the least used.  Parking areas not included in the observations were two
parking spaces located between Parking Lots A and B and the viewing blinds parking lot located adjacent
to the sedimentation basin lake area.

As a result of the observations, staff determined that existing parking areas are not be maximized.  The
master plan recommendations include utilizing signage, trailheads and gate access to better direct park
users to available parking and provide relief to the parking lots that are the most heavily used.  In addition,
minimal expansion of parking and locations are proposed for the future and are identified in the master plan
recommendations.
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Thunderbird Conservation Park - Parking Lot Counts Total

Parking. Spaces 19 20 13 10 27 26 12 11 39 20 68 4 269

Note: Two additional parking spaces are located between A and B and are not
noted on the table.

Viewing
Date Day of Week A B C D E F G HJK 167th)     55TH Blinds

23-Nov W

5: 22pm 6 10

6: 19pm 3 3

Closing 1 1

24-Nov TH

7: 20am 19 0 15 61

9:45am 18 1 23 70

1: 10pm 13 1 4 19

Closing 2 1 1 1 5 1

25- Nov F

5:22pm 15 1 2 1 2 11 2 2 6 16 10

5: 50pm 7 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 3 3 3

26- Nov SA

8:00am 19 0 5 2 10 27 1 0 0 14 47

10: 30am 19 0 10 4 10 20 2 4 4 17 30

11: 00am 17 0 11 7 5 16 2 2 2 14 40

1: 00pm 11 1 2 0 1 5 1 4 4 4 24

Closing 1 1

27- Nov SU

8: 30am 19

9: 30am 14

11: 00am 11

12: 00pm 18

1: 00pm 19

5: 10pm 10 2

5: 30pm 1 2
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28- Nov M

7: 30am 6 1 0 0 2 11 0 0 0 20 14

9: 30am 10 1 0 1 9 18 0 0 0 20 16

12: 00pm 6 2 0 0 2 3 0 0 1 15 10

29- Nov T

8: 30am 2 1 0 0 1 12 0 1 1 27 14

11: 00am 10 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 18 16

1: 30pm 9 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 0 16 10

30-Nov W

8:00am 3 0 0 0 1 11 1 0 0 20*  16

11: 00am 10 4 0 0 5 5 0 4 0 21*  11

1: 30pm 13 1 1 2 3 3 3 3 0 13 7

13 warnings OT parking
1- Dec TH

8:00am 6 2 0 1 0 10 0 2 3 11 4

11: 00am 11 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 12 7

1: 30pm 7 1 1 0 0 6 0 2 1 8 10

2- Dec F

8:00am 5 1 0 2 0 14 0 0 1 16 14

11: 00am 9 2 1 3 0 4 1 2 1 11 7

Parking. Spaces 19 20 13 10 27 26 12 11 39 20 68 4 269

Viewing
Day of Week A B C D E F G H J K( 67th1 55TH Blinds

4-Dec SU

8: 00am 12 0 0 2 2 8 0 0 0 5 16

9: 00am 13 0 0 0 2 10 0 0 0 6 28

11: 00am 2 5

1: 00pm 15 0 3 3 0 7 0 3 0 8 19

2: 00pm 13 1 0 0 2 7 0 1 0 7 16
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5- Dec M

8: 00am 2 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 1 10 12

12: 00pm 6 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 1 8 3

Sunset 1 1

Closing
6- Dec T 6 0 0 2 1 7 0 1 0 8 10

8: 00am 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 2 0 2 10

12: 00pm

7- Dec W

8: 00am 4 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 5 10

11: 30am 4 1 0 1 2 6 1 1 0 5

8- Dec TH

1: 30pm 12 2 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 1

12- Dec M

8: 00am 11 3 0 1 1 8 0 0 0 5 10

14-Dec W

8: 00am 5 1 0 2 7 3 0 0 0 5 8

10: 00am 3 0 0 1 1 11 1 0 1 7 15

1: 00pm 2 2 1 1 0 9 1 1 0 6 5

16- Dec F

8: 00am 4 0 1 1 0 5 1 0 0 10 8

11: 30am 8 2 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 3 15

19-Dec M

Sunset 5 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 1 5

24-Dec SA

8: 10am 17 0 4 5 7 15 0 0 0 10 29

9: 25am 14 0 4 9 5 21 1 0 0 14 38

10: 30am 19 2 3 8 5 19 1 2 1 12 28

11: 30am 12 3 4 4 4 19 0 1 3 23 32

27- Dec T

7: 30am 0 0 8

8: 30am 17 1 1 3 8 3 1 0 0

9: 30am 12 20

11: 00am 13 2 1 1 12 0 3 1 27
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29-Dec TH

10: 00am 16 1 2 2 4 10 2 2 0 14 30

30-Dec F

1: 00pm 8 1 0 2 2 7 0 1 o 10 21

31- Dec SA

8:00am 12 2 0 1 0 10 0 0 0 9 18

10: 00am 19 0 2 4 11 18 0 4 0 19 45

13- Feb TH

5:00pm 4 8 18 21 3 4 18

2005
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APPENDIX B:  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS (2004)

41/      
B. 1 Introduction

Providing opportunities for the community to actively participate in the master planning process of
Glendale' s only conservation park, was crucial to the development of the Thunderbird Conservation Park
TCP) Master Plan.   Public meetings and focus groups were held to identify the community' s diverse
interests, issues, and needs in an effort to provide a common vision and comprehensive foundation for
the development of the master plan. These meetings were also held to solicit the public's input on the

conceptual master plan alternatives and preliminary master plan, as well as the draft of the final master
plan.

Following is a summary of the needs assessment,  public meetings, and focus group meeting that
provided the basis for the park' s programming and the development of the Draft Preliminary Master Plan.

411
B. 2 Needs Assessment

TCP is classified as a regional park facility and therefore meant to serve residents within an area equal to
a 30-minute drive. Likewise, the Open Space and Trails Master Plan is meant to serve the entire area

within the City of Glendale city limits. As an additional public participation tool, and to best understand the
needs and desires of the community at large for both master plans, a joint needs assessment was
undertaken. This needs assessment consisted of a statistically valid random survey given to City of
Glendale residents by mail or phone. Specific questions relating to open space, trails, and park and
recreation facilities were developed to identify the community's needs and desires as well as prioritize
what those needs and desires are. Following is a summary of the TCP needs assessment results.
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THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN

COMMUNITY-WIDE NEEDS ASSESSMENT (403 Respondents)

From a list of 24 improvements that could be made to Thunderbird Conservation Park, respondents

were asked to rate the importance of each one. The following summarizes their responses.

Very Somewhat
Total

Important Important

Restrooms 63%       20% 83%

Shade Trees 62% 18% 80%

Drinking Water 63% 17% 80%

Parking 51%       29% 80%

Emergency Response Services 59% 19% 78%

Picnicking Areas 45%       32% 77%

Hiking Trails 49%       26% 75%

Rest Areas along the Trails 46%       28% 74%

Scenic Vistas for Viewing along the Trails 27%       41% 68%

Historic Restoration of Amphitheater/Ramadas 30%       37% 67%

Wildlife & Bird Watching Areas 31% 34% 65%

Multi-Use Trails 29% 36% 65%

Playground Equipment 35%       29% 64%

Handicapped Accessible Trails 37% 25% 62%

Star Watching Areas 26%       36% 62%

Interpretive Nature Trails 21%       37% 58%

Outdoor Amphitheater 17%       38% 55%

Mountain Biking Trails 22%       31% 53%

Environmental/Interpretive Center 20%       33% 53%

Special Event Areas 13%       39% 52%

Equestrian Trails 12%       27% 39%

Public Art within the Park 8% 30% 38%

Equestrian Staging Areas 8% 27% 35%

Concessions Area 11%       22% 33%
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B. 3 Public Meeting No. 1

Public Meeting No. 1 was conducted in two parts. Part One included the park' s history and an overall
background of the project, which identified the need for developing an updated master plan. Continuing
pressures of adjacent urban development and the need to manage the amount and types of activities

within the park are crucial to the conservation of its cultural, natural, and scenic resources. In addition,

existing facilities constructed 30- 50 years ago have degraded to a point of non- or limited- use due to
physical condition or are in non- compliance of current building codes and federal laws (ADA).

Also presented in Part One of Public Meeting No. 1 was an overview of the master planning process and
the purpose of this first meeting. Public Meeting No. 1, being a first step in the master plan process, was
particularly important since the information gathered from the public at this meeting would assist in
developing the park' s program elements. This information along with the results of the needs assessment
would provide the basis for identifying the types of amenities TCP would need to meet the future
demands and desires of the community as a whole.

Part two of Public Meeting No. 1 consisted of an interactive solicitation of the public's values, issues, and
needs as they related to TCP. The values were based on the premise of" if you were to move away from
Glendale for five years, what elements or aspects of TCP would you want to stay the same?" Likewise,
issues and needs were solicited under the same premise, except" what would you change?"

The following is a list of the values, issues, and needs that were received and documented at Public
Meeting No. 1. This input, along with the results of the needs assessment, provided the foundation for
forming the vision, goals and objectives of the TCP Master Plan.

Values

Preserve the park( guarantee)

Preserve the wash

Preserve adjacent undeveloped lands

Natural trails

Preserve hiking trails
Preserve plant life (cactus)

Keep existing wildlife
Maintain wilderness

Marginal isolation

Maintain connections to open space

Maintain/ preserve adjacent area

Maintain equestrian/ hiking trails
Education ( maintain preservation)( appropriate signage)

Orientation/ educate new users

Scenic resources; natural landscape character

Carrying capacity
Restriction of use ( dogs)

Maintain cleanness

Broad public use

Maintain horse trailer area

Existing/ historic amphitheater
Conservation for research— high level

Quiet

No lighting
1 Free use ( no fees)

Children friendly
Keep 59 h̀ Avenue a two lane roadway
Safe feeling in the park
Friendly Park Staff

41•
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Issues

Not enough pedestrian friendly access into the park
Multiuse trails

Separation of users (conflict)

Privacy of trails
No handicapped accessible trails

Trails are not maintained

67th Avenue side of park— trails not maintained

Trail litter

Trash across from Mountain Ridge High School

Horse waste

Dog waste
Leash enforcement

Level of usage needs to be defined

Perimeters are not defined

Picnic is adequate for existing areas
Number of functioning bathrooms
Dust control from parking lots
Erosion

Air traffic

Available funding
Encroachment of housing near trails along the northern edge
Level of maintenance

Operation budget to follow through

Cost of changing the park
Security rural enforcement
Shooting along the southern boundary near 59th Avenue
Lack of secure bike storage

Proximity of fire station
Protect the pristine environment against a catastrophic event ( fire protection)

Parking along 59th Avenue
Semi- truck traffic pollution and noise
Speed of 59th Avenue

Noise from 59th Avenue traffic

Accidents along roadway curve
Continuous wildlife crossing
Plans to make 59th Avenue a four lane highway ( threaten park environment)
Safety of 59th Avenue
Undefined parking along roadways
Litter from roadway

Needs

Drinking fountains along 67th Avenue
Restroom by Pinnacle Peak Road parking lot
Handicap accessible trails ( graded trails not necessarily paved)
Better access to wildlife blinds

Safe access to cross 59th Avenue

Maintain trails

Dog waste bags and receptacles
Hiking trail for dog lovers
Accessible handicap trails
Natural interpretive areas

Acquire adjacent land

Rest areas along trails
Provide recyclable containers
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Loop trail along east side of park
More shade and restroom around amphitheater

Buffer zone around outside boundary
Connection across public road ( south/ east)
Maintain access to peninsula

In addition to the values, issues, and needs solicitation, a public meeting survey identifying types of park
characteristics, facilities, and amenities was made available to the attendees to fill out in order to assist in

identifying how strongly they felt about specific park elements.  The survey required the respondents to
rank their preferred components on a scale of least, somewhat, major, or most importance. The results of

this survey assisted in determining the types of facilities and components the survey respondents desired
and how they prioritized their selections.  The following summarizes the survey results of the public' s
feedback from Public Meeting No.  1. Following the survey results is additional comments that were
received from the Public Meeting No. 1 attendees.

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN

PUBLIC MEETING #1 SURVEY RESULTS (57 Respondents)

The following information chart assisted in determining the type of facilities and components you
desired and their prioritization. This information helps to identify how strongly you felt about each
item and characteristic of your park.

MASTER PLAN ELEMENT SCALE OF IMPORTANCE

LEAST SOMEWHAT MAJOR MOST TOTAL

RESPONDENTS

1) What planning and development guidelines do you feel are most appropriate for this

fpark?
Preservation of Park Resources 0%    1 0% 14. 5%     85. 5% 96. 5%

Conservation of Park Resources 0%  7. 4% 16. 7%     75. 9% 94.7%

Historical Restoration 29.4%  _    37. 3%       21. 6%     11. 8% 89. 5%

Recreational Development 49. 1%       35. 8%       11. 3%     3. 8%  93. 0%

2) What types of park facilities would you use or enjoy?

Open Picnic Tables with BBQs 73. 5%       14. 3% 4. 1%      8.2%  86.0%

Single Family Picnic Ramadas 65. 3%       22.4% 6. 1%      6. 1%  86.0%

Group Picnic Ramadas/Area 72. 3%       17. 0% 8. 5%      2. 1%  82.5%

Special Gathering/Events/Activity Area 66. 7%       23. 5% 9. 8%       0%   89. 5%

Play Areas (6- 12 year olds)     86. 3%       13. 7% 0% 0%   89. 5%

Tot Lots (2-5 year olds)  88. 5%       11. 5% 0% 0%   91. 2%

Sand Volleyball Courts 1 94.2% 5. 8%  0% 0%   91. 2%

Basketball Courts 96. 2% 3. 8%  0% 0%   91. 2%

Horseshoe Pits 86.5%  _   11. 5% 1. 9%       0%   91. 2%

Multi-Use Trails 17. 3%       15. 4%       23. 1%    44.2% 91. 2%

Designated Single-Use Trails 21. 2%       28. 8%       25. 0%    25.0% 91. 2%

Paved Paths 84.6%       11. 5% 3. 8%       0%   91. 2%

Unpaved Trails 5. 9% 2. 0% 23.5%     68.6% 89.5%
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Hiking Trails 5. 6%   _       0% 13. 0%     81. 5% 94. 7%

Mountain Bike Trails or Courses 45. 3%       26.4%       20.8%     7. 5%  93.0%

LEAST SOMEWHAT MAJOR MOST TOTAL

Equestrian Trails 42.6%       29.6%       16. 7%     11. 1% 94.7%

Equestrian Staging Area 51. 0%       31. 4% 9. 8%      7. 8%  89.5%

Equestrian Outdoor Arena 78. 0%       16. 0% 6.0%       0%   87.7%

Environmental Education Center 35. 8%       39.6%       20.8%     3. 8%  93. 0%

Outdoor Amphitheater 25. 5%       41. 2%       19. 6%     13. 7% 89. 5%

Historical/Cultural Interpretive Areas 25. 0%       44.2%       25.0%     5. 8%  91. 2%

Wildlife/Bird Habitat Interpretive Areas 15. 1%       35. 8%       32. 1%     17. 0% 93. 0%

Public Art within the Park 84.6% 9. 6% 3. 8%      1. 9%  91. 2%       j
Fitness Course 61. 5%       23. 1% 9. 6%      5. 8%  91. 2%       

I

Off-leash Dog Run 83. 6% 9. 1% 3. 6%      3. 6%  96. 5%

3) What amenities are the most important to include in the park?

Restrooms 11. 1%       18. 5%       25.9%     44.4% 94.7%

Benches 38.2%       23.6%       27.3%     10. 9% 96. 5%

Shade Trees 34. 5%       29. 1%       23.6%     12. 7% 96. 5%

Drinking Fountains 20.0%       29. 1%     _ 25.5%    25.5% 96.5%

Off- Trail Rest Areas 32.7%       44.2%       21. 2%     1. 9%  91. 2%

Trailhead Parking 16. 0%       36. 0%       40.0%     8. 0%  87.7%

Signage 23.5%       43. 1%       27.5%     5. 9%  89. 5%

Trail Distance Markers 28.3%       30.2%       26.4%     15. 1% 93. 0%

Emergency Response System 20.0%       29. 1%       30. 9%     20.0% 96. 5%

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN

PUBLIC MEETING #1 SURVEY RESULTS (57 Respondents)

The following information was identified to be the major and/or most important facilities and
components for the park, from the surveys distributed at the first public meeting. Percentages were
derived from the total number of completed surveys submitted.

1) What planning and development guidelines do you feel are most appropriate for this park?

Preservation of Park Resources 100%

Conservation of Park Resources 93%

Historical Restoration 33%

Recreational Development 15%

2) What types of park facilities would you use or enjoy?

Hiking Trails 94%

Unpaved Trails 92%
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Multi-Use Trails 67%

Designated Single- Use Trails 50%

Wildlife/Bird Habitat Interpretive Areas 49%

Outdoor Amphitheater 33%

Historical/Cultural Interpretive Areas 31%

Mountain Bike Trails or Courses 28%

Equestrian Trails 28%

Environmental Education Center 25%

Equestrian Staging Area 18%

Fitness Course 15%

Group Picnic Ramadas/Area 11%

Open Picnic Tables with BBQs 12%

Single Family Picnic Ramadas 12%

Special Gathering/Events/Activity Area 10%

Off-leash Dog Run 7%

Equestrian Outdoor Arena 6%

Public Art within the Park 6%

Paved Paths 4%

Horseshoe Pits 2%

Play Areas ( 6- 12 year olds)    0%

Tot Lots (2- 5 year olds) 0%

Sand Volleyball Courts 0%

Basketball Courts 0%

3) What amenities are the most important to include in the park?

Restrooms 70%

Drinking Fountains 51%

Emergency Response System 51%

Trailhead Parking 48%

Trail Distance Markers 42%

Benches 38%

Shade Trees 36%

Signage 33%

Off- Trail Rest Areas 23%

Additional Comments from Public Meeting No. 1

1.     Please don' t ruin what we have. It can' t be replaced!

2.     Parking is important for me. I would like trails marked. An outer bike trail would be nice. More
information is needed on aspects of the park. Avenue 67 cannot take overflow from 59th Ave.

3.     Planning & development guidelines, etc. ...
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I didn't attend or I would understand the difference between " preservation" & " conservation." All

guidelines should be directed toward accessibility  &  preserving or conserving the original
condition of the land, rocks, paths, vegetation, wildlife, etc.

I' m not sure what " recreational" includes. If hiking is a recreation, it should be made available &
accessible to children, physically fit hikers, seniors, people with their great grandmothers, etc.
Games" are appropriate to another type of park.

Pets should be prohibited. Cats won' t come. Dogs will come & scare both people & the wildlife,
besides messing up the trails. Without extensive & ugly fences, they will not be restricted to
special areas. Dogs are smart, but dog owners are often not responsible. If dogs are allowed,
there will be no controlling them. People are bad enough. The city will have to ensure frequent
clean- ups, garbage collections, and restroom servicing. You will find that people like to trash rest
rooms. I suggest a program to label every installed utility or device with a price tag for taxpayers.

All motorized equipment should be prohibited with the exception of transportation to the park,
which should be restricted to the road( s) & parking lot(s).

People should be able to picnic, I suppose, though it is of no interest to me, but that too requires
enforced restrictions with respect to fires, garbage, noise, & inebriation. If we have the money to
police the area full-time during weekends & a substantial time during week- days, then wider
usage can be tolerated. But don' t allow what we can' t afford to police or we will wind up with a
noisy, wildlife- free garbage dump that' s a haven to rats, pigeons, & obese ex-wildlife like us.

I am opposed to " courts" of any kind. If someone wants to play volleyball why would they come to
the woods? People will be free to put two stakes in the ground for horseshoes, or play cards or
chess on the tables,  but nothing that interferes with the serenity of the woods. That would
definitely include basket-& volley- ball.

I would keep horses out, or reserve the part of the park east of 59th Ave. for them.

Except for a trail for the handicapped, all trails should be unpaved. Even older people will find a
dirt trail with the rocks cleared out much more comfortable than a concrete one. Concrete only for
wheel chairs & strollers.

Signage: Enough for rules & to keep people ON the trail & make it easy for them to find their way
back to where they began.  For distances, count paces. I can' t imagine the trails being long
enough to require Rest Areas except at rendezvous points ( beginning/end). People can bring
their own water.

Trailhead parking sounds like avoiding a walk to start a hike! One lot should do.

We may find that the best way to protect the park would be to leave it alone & let it grow, as it will.
We could un- pave the roads in & into the park to encourage this.

4.     Visual access to Lake is restricted from observation sites from 59th Ave., even with scope, it' s

hard to identify waterfowl since they tend to gather toward the East end of the lake. And from the
off-trail sites, trees greatly limit visibility to most likely bird feeding/ nesting areas.

5.     The park, the road through the park, and the surrounding neighborhoods need to be looked at as
a whole area, not each individually. Many people moved north of the Thunderbird Mt. Park to be
somewhat away from development. If a 4 lane road is built across the park ( 59th Ave. widening)
encouragement of more usage of the road will occur. The quality of life will be affected for those
who use the park - increased noise from traffic, reduction in animal life in the park, access to both
sides of the park from either side ( more traffic, harder to cross road), and change of park as will

need to take park area to increase road to 4 lanes. But, the quality of life will also be affected for
those who live in the surrounding neighborhoods as more traffic noise and reduction in animal
life. I' ve seen a reduction in animal life just in a year from new home construction on north side.

Survey the users of the park, not random Glendale residents who may never use the park and
have no true feelings about the areal
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6.     Need walking & biking entrances to park- not just vehicles. Need safe way to get across 59th.
Add restrooms at newest parking lot area. Add another trail at NE area.

7.     1) The benches could serve as sitting/ rest areas but also you could have benches that could be
purchased as memorials - Squaw Peak & The White Tank Mountain areas both have memorial

benches. I prefer the natural rock benches at Squaw Peak- but the benches could defray some of
the expenses of up keep at the TCP.  2) You need markers for wildlife in the area- types of cacti

trail markers w/ distance.  3) Place to dispose of animal waste.  4) Please leave the park as
natural as possible. 5) Keep park open for extended hours. 6) Moonlight/ full moon hikes.

8.     I was out-of-town for the meeting- but my neighbor provided this copy for me. I want to let you
know that I appreciate the opportunity to voice an opinion regarding this park which my home is
adjacent to.

9.     I feel the master planning committee is trying to sneak something past the public by not
addressing the proposed development of 59th Ave. as part of the master plan for Thunderbird
Park. Since this road bisects the park itself; it directly affects ALL of the values; issues; and needs
of the park. All of these things will cease to exist or be drastically reduced. The discussions that
occurred at the public meeting will be moot. Frankly, as a Glendale tax-payer I do not feel it is my
responsibility to provide access to Phoenix residents and Peoria residents. Both of whom refuse
to allow freeway exits into their own neighborhood but drive through our residential
neighborhoods creating an impact to the roads, traffic, pollution, etc. that they do not pay to
alleviate. Why are we forced to incur this and carry the load? As Mr. Martinez stated this park is a
crowning jewel of Glendale. I feel it cannot be kept pristine as it is now if this road expansion goes
through.

10.    I like the quietness of this park, which has the amenities spread out to promote the quiet. I' d like

as little change as possible- ( connecting the two trails you mentioned would be good.) If only 59th
Ave. didn' t need to be doubled in size- people whiz along there like they' re on a freeway already.

I' d like a connection of the trails you mentioned to make a loop- a little more parking- a few more
bathrooms. Keep the park as pristine as possible!

11.    1) Encourage Phoenix to put Trails on Ludden Mountain ( just a mile away, on Happy Valley
Road). This could greatly reduce pressure on Thunderbird Park.  2) Keep 59th Ave. two lanes,
with bike lanes, and restrict it to passenger cars.  3) Putting a portion of 59th Ave. underground is

411 a captivating idea!  4) Trail H1 ( to the south) is now a dead end, rather than a loop. This keeps
usage down, past the water- bird blinds. Not sure how I feel. Low usage is nice. So is a loop. Lot
of Javelina over there.

12.    1) Maintaining PRIVACY OF HOMES is most critical!  2) DO NOT make 59th 4 lane! Rubberize
what's already there! 3) LEAVE TRAILS ALONE! Do not add more, maintain those already there!
4) I ENJOY seeing the horses on the multi- use trails. It' s simple, just move over and let them
pass!

13.    I love this park. I hate dog poop! Please preserve what makes the park wonderful- open space,
trails, wildlife, retreat from traffic/ noise. Closing 59 Ave. is unacceptable, so work around for
crossing from area to area is necessary. Create closer pedestrian access from 67 Ave. / preserve
berm to walk in/ out on 59 Ave. Create loop at 51st Ave. to return to parking on Pinnacle Peak w/o
having to backtrack same path.

I was in the park over the weekend and it was packed! The high school has impacted pedestrian
access on 67th Ave.- I would love to be able to get in at the fence just beyond the orange trees
near the asphalt path! Otherwise- it is Glendale' s jewel.

14.    1) Keep the park CLEAN. QUIET, and for HIKING TRAILS ONLY.  2) Make sure there is enough
money available for ongoing maintenance. Currently, there is not enough money to even keep the
restrooms working.  3) No " recreational" improvements- no skateboard parks or basketball courts
or volleyball courts. These facilities will not be maintained and attract large, noisy groups.  4)
Improve security ( fire & police). Fire danger extreme with no plan to control/ contain it. Police don' t
even bother to show up when told someone is shooting a rifle into a public park with hikers all
over the hill!
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15.    I don't share the need to be able to cross 59th Ave. from one trail to another- as long as there is
parking available on each side. I think the park is fine as it is. I especially enjoy when the horses
are on the hiking trails. I also don' t mind when a mountain bike goes by- normally the hikers give
them right away. There is no reason the trails can' t be multi- use.

16.    I am against the widening of 59th Ave. to a 4- lane as it will impact the park with pollution, noise,
potentially encouraging all issues raised tonite to occur in greater amount than present. Whatever
development, improvement or changes are made in the park must be sensitive to environmental

quality & impact these changes will produce. In addition. whatever changes are made must be
done right the 1st time so construction won't be re- worked over & over again, i. e., if 59th Ave.
improvements are to include a pedestrian tunnel to access the park. design & build this when the

street is widened to avoid tearing up the street twice. Why can't the park be left alone as is?

17.    Major concern is the damage to hiking trails by horses & the leaving of " road apples". The high
usage of the trails produce a lot of loose dirt which erodes with rain. Even with properly layedout
trails the low side of the trail builds up resulting in water running down the trail and producing
erosion. Plans must include at least yearly maintenance. Horses damage water bars installed to
control erosion which requires rebuilding/ repair of the water bars. People do not keep their dogs
on leashes or clean up after them. The only solution seems to be to not allow dogs. Need signs at
each trailhead to emphasis staying on the trail and not " bush wacking". I am a member of the
Glendale hiking club and have been doing volunteer trail maintenance.

18.    Need a restroom at Pinnacle Peak parking area. Needed a safe place to cross 59th Ave. to get to
other hiking trail.

19.    A system is composed of many parts just as a corporation is composed of many departments.
Optimizing one department ( part)  frequently comes at the expense of another.  Therefore,
compartmentalizing the 59th Ave. expansion as an issue separate from Thunderbird Park is
antediluvian. I moved to Phoenix in 1964. One of the first things I encountered was how to drive

around the major Parks- Camelback, South Mountain, Squaw Peak. People can drive around

Thunderbird Park also. " Growth" is not a major value for many of us. We are educated. We value
our environment. And many of us don' t want to look like Scottsdale where "growth" took over and
charm was lost.

20.    Unless there is going to be enough " operating" budget each year for maintenance, ranger and
security, don' t waste the money doing anything!

21.    Important to integrate plans with other plans ( i. e. 67th Ave. widen & 59th Ave. Rd. proposals).

Best idea heard: close 59th Ave. and preserve the park & unite the 2 parts of park. Let people

figure alternate routes north. Staff underestimated the response to this meeting. Needed mic &
better seating. Facilitator needs to repeat questions/ points so everyone can hear. Helps to keep
group focused. Facilitator did a great job! Interesting that only one person in room had received
mail survey. Make planning documents available on Internet. Would have been interesting to see
where the attendees were from (At least 6 folks from my neighborhood which backs up to TCP on
south side). No additional lights in park. Preserve darkness (wilderness, etc.).

22.    We were unable to attend the mtg. ( last minute conflict w/ the kids' schedules). We are interested
most in noise abatement. The park is beautiful. Perhaps a 4ft. retaining/ decorative perimeter wall
to define its borders and help absorb the road noise would be helpful. Also, rubberized asphalt
would also help absorb sound for the park and nearby residents. Don' t change the park interior
too much;  its ruggedness is much of its beauty. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
feedback. Please keep us on the mailing list. Thank you for the mtg. notices and for placing us on
the mailing list.

23.    The project to widen 59th Avenue is obviously a foregone conclusion. The people directly
concerned with it' s implementation will continue to push this project forward, regardless of the fact

that virtually all of the people at this meeting showed their disapproval of a " 4- lane" 59th avenue
through the park. It is unfortunate that those involved in the project would feign " listening to
people objectively," when all along they intended to consummate the project by whatever means

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report

City of Glendale Page 152



r

necessary.  4- lanes of 59th Avenue may ease traffic flow,  but it will not be beneficial to
Thunderbird Park.

24.    Keep the park as it is- fix the restrooms- install restrooms at Pinnacle Peak parking lot- stop light
at park entrance- tunnel if 59th is widened, too slow traffic on 59th Ave. Require high school to

pick/ up on 67th Ave. Require leash law enforcement.

25.    Please do not build a 4- lane highway through the park! Tell Dan Sherwood to look into putting
59th Ave. in a tunnel under the park.

26.    The PRESERVATION aspects of this meeting were great and well managed by the parks and
recreation people. The issue of widening 59th Ave. unfortunately overshadowed the great forum.
realize the street improvement issue was not an agenda item, but to ask people to tell you what

they want for a great regional/ Glendale park ( a jewel is what you said) and not address the street
project makes me wonder how city government really operates. I realize we need to balance all
needs but you missed the mark by not addressing this issue.

27.    We own dogs and believe they should be leashed.

28.    Preserve bird sanctuary. Improve park but maintain, at all cost, its " naturalness". With proposed
BBQ pits,  family areas etc.  you are inviting the  " common"  person-  those interested in
entertainment rather than nature. The park will be destroyed. Keep it closed at nite!

29.    No more trailhead parking. Provide signage for educational purposes ( leash/ waste).

30.    1) Dog waste bags - brightly colored to discourage discarding anywhere other than designated
receptacles.  2) Recycle bins in picnic areas.  3) Wheel chair accessible trail that doesn' t conflict

with bikes, horses - pedestrian only.  4) Keep park dark as it is - no additional lighting - close at
5 dusk.  5) Can 47 Ave. N. of Beardsley be considered as alternate route through park- road leads

to PHX H2O site & down to 1 private residence- multi- use recreation area on N. side ( i. e. water

world etc. I think this is PHX but Glendale & PHX could partner up)

31.    Leave current amphitheater in place. Keep existing restrooms as long as working. No more
parking- park is overused as is. Keep signage to minimum and blend in with natural colors.

32.    1)  Please keep park closed at dusk do not add any lighting.   2) Provide dog waste bags
preferably a bright color to discourage discarding along trails).  3) Provide convenient dog waste

receptacles.  4) Do not develop any more parking lots, the park is already over used.  5) Wheel
chair accessible trail, similar to the waterfall trail at White Tanks.  6) Big wishful thinking- tunnel
59 Ave. at saddle ( similar to Marget T. Hance Park- if 59th must be widened. Top of tunnel to be
revegetated to connect both sides of park.  Thank you for the opportunity to have input RE the
TCP master plan. I look forward to learning more about the outcome of tonites ( 1/ 7/ 04) well-
attended meeting. Congratulations to the Glendale Parks & Rec. dept. for all their hard work and

5 for keeping TCP the jewel that it is. Please keep us informed.

33.    It seems unwise to have bathroom facilities that are in place but locked. I think it is imperative to
have water available in a desert park.

34.    I still call the park " G" mountain for the white " G"  painted on the mountain south of the
amphitheater. Thanks.

411/ 35.    I bring my own water, so can other people.

36.    One of the discussions tonight was about widening of 59- why not get together with Phoenix and
put 35th Ave. through from Pinnacle Peak to Happy Valley and relieve the pressure off of 59th
Ave. I use the park 3 times a week and live in Phoenix and don' t want to see 59th Ave. widened.

37.    Do not even consider developing this park further. Your goal should be to preserve and protect
the resource in as pristine and wild a state as possible. Even too many hiking trails should be
avoided. Really, the only thing needed is to pave the parking lot along Pinnacle Peak to keep the
dust down and forbid dogs, since their owners universally ignore the rule to clean up after them.

S
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38.    How will the city conserve, enhance, & protect the boundary lines of Thunderbird Park from
encroachments outside of designated city limits yet portions of which are continuous to
Thunderbird Park as such? Especially that portion north of Pinnacle Peak Rd.- ( City of Phoenix).

39.    Concession stand- water, energy foods, etc. staffed by a ranger/officer/medic.

40.    No " Play Areas ( 6- 12 years old)". No " Tot lots ( 2- 5 years old)". No " Sand Volleyball Courts". No
Basketball Courts". No " Horseshoe Pits". No " Paved Paths". Unpaved Path for Handicapped

Trail. No" Equestrian Outdoor Arena". No" Public Art within the Park". No " Fitness Course".

41.    For item# 2 there is no topic addressing wheel chair accessible trails. I would like to see a graded
level "natural" dirt trail ie: White Tanks H/ C W/C Trail at TB Park.

42.    I like the park as it is - giving you a sense of being out in the desert... away from traffic, houses,
garbage,  dogs,  people,  noise,  pollution,  buildings,  Please leave it rugged,  beautiful and a
pleasant outdoor experience.

43.    I enjoy the park and I thought the" Santa on the Mountain" was a great idea.

44.    Conservation of the park in its natural state is my first concern. I would not want to add anything
that would take away from its' Preserve status. 67th Ave. N gets Peoria residents home. 59th
Ave. N gets Phx residents home. Why should Glendale be charged with providing their roads?

45.    Leave it exactly as it is!

46.    Thunderbird Park is overrun with too many people now. I live at 55th Ave. & Melinda Lane &

every weekend there are kids late at night " off trail" raising hell & destroying desert landscaping.
During the day lots of people are "off trail" destroying landscaping and going wherever. Someone
from the park service needs to live here to understand what a problem it is here. Need to fix

existing problems before we create more. Thank you.

Other Public Comments (Prior to or Subsequent to Public Meeting# 1)

1.     Just some thoughts since we were unable to make the meeting this week.

We would like noise reduction measures as part of the overall road improvement master plan.

These might include rubberized asphalt paving and a low ( 4 foot) retainer wall to both redefine
and identify more clearly the Park borders and decrease the noise level. I heard there was also
discussion about lowering the road- this would also help.

Please ensure that the beautiful wildlife refuge on the east side of the road remains undisturbed,

unless slightly more accessibility is added. The variety of birds here locally is just amazing and
we so love watching the white cranes and blue herons fly over...all are part of this refuge.

Please recommend too that the construction plans are clearly communicated and that dust levels
are strictly monitored. It really helps to have those signs posted with the phone numbers to call if
the dust levels are getting too high - we used to live on the other side of the Skunk Creek linear
park and when they dug that out and cleaned it up it was pretty messy and dusty.  The
construction guys were great though and signs were posted for dust control. This was helpful.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback.

2.     Foremost on my priority list is that the park be kept as wild and natural as possible.  I see no
reason for additional " pavement", with the possible exception of the large parking area on
Pinnacle Peak Road.  To that end. the ramada on the south side of the road could be made into a
nice walk-in picnic area with the removal of the rest of the paving.   Keeping the area wild
enhances wildlife habitat and also helps to keep maintenance costs low.

My second priority would be a safe means of crossing Pinnacle Peak.  This could involve an
overpass, tunnel or something as simple as a pedestrian light.  A light would have the added
advantage of ( maybe) somewhat slowing traffic.  Such a crossing would enable many miles of
hiking without repeating a trail.
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A third improvement would be removal of the amphitheatre, as it is not consistent with " wild and

natural." Repairs would be costly, especially for a facility that is only used once a year.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.

3.     My comments are based on my hiking experience more than five years ago.

My daughter and I have hiked in the park many times, now due to aging and accompanying
disabilities I cannot hike out of doors but now we walk at Arrowhead Mall early in the morning--- 6
AM. daily.

To get back to the preservation issue.  Please exert your efforts to the preservation of each and

every acre ( 1185A) as a protected park.

The maintenance of roads, parking areas and ramadas, etc. should be continued. It is a jewel in
the center of a developed area, which a lot of communities would like to have.

Should we lose it to development where would citizens go for hiking, picnicking etc. Perhaps up
to southern Yavapai County or Peoria?

Thanks for the information on the meeting.

4.     We where sorry that we where not able to attend the program.  We know that the park is in
beautiful area.  A couple of item that may help is restoration of the amphitheater for use by
various groups.  For the picnic areas the possibility of lights and power sources for picnicker's to
use electric skillets when we are under a high fire watch.
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B. 4 Conceptual 2004 Master Plan Alternatives

Introduction

Three Conceptual Master Plan Alternatives were developed for TCP and were based on two general

premises: maintaining the conservation category of the park by preserving and/or restoring the natural
habitat,  and providing appropriate park facilities for current and future uses to better manage the
conservation of the park' s resources.   Each conceptual alternative represented varying degrees of
preserving, restoring, and managing the park' s resources in balance with the desired activities.   The
conceptual alternatives were developed to present variable scenarios, ideas, and pros and cons for the

public and City to consider and discuss.  These alternatives were presented at Public Meeting No. 2 and
are illustrated in this subsection, Conceptual Master Plan Alternatives. Following the Conceptual Master
Plan Alternatives presentation, the public was invited to discuss the alternatives with the consultant team

and staff in an open house format.  Public participants were also given the opportunity to select their
preferred alternative or combination of alternatives on a comment card, along with additional comments

they felt were relevant to the development of the Preliminary Master Plan. A summary of their comments
is located at the end of this section.

Conceptual 2004 Master Plan Alternatives

All alternatives indicate a complete trail loop system for both sides of the park, with convenient trailhead
access points,  including parking,  restrooms,  and amenities,  such as shade ramadas,  picnic tables,
drinking fountains,  and trash receptacles.  Each alternative also indicates two grade-separated trail
crossings for 59th Avenue, one at the top of the mountain pass and one near the southern end for the
regional trail that passes through TCP.  An additional at-grade trail crossing is anticipated at the
intersection of 55'h Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road. An existing signalized intersection at 67th Avenue
and Patrick Lane also provides an at-grade crossing. All alternatives tie into adjacent existing and/ or
planned trail systems to the west, the north, and the southeast for regional connectivity.

All three alternatives indicate revegetation and/ or habitat restoration for most disturbed areas within the

park. These are generally located south of Pinnacle Peak Road, west of 67th Avenue, and on both sides
of the main wash corridor located west of 59th Avenue.

Three main use areas were identified for park improvements, with the majority of the acreage remaining
in its natural, passive state. These areas include an equestrian staging area, a wildlife habitat interpretive
area, and a day- use area. Following is a brief description of these areas for each alternative concept.
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B. 5 Public Focus Group Meeting

Through public input and participation in Public Meeting No. 1, specific stakeholders and special interest
user groups ( Sonoran Audubon Society, Arizona Desert Animal Plant Team ( ADAPT), Arizona State
Horseman' s Association  ( ASHA)IGlendale Equestrian Club,  Citizens Bicycle Advisory Committee,
Glendale Hiking Club, Pebble Kickers, Girl Scouts) were identified and representatives from each group
invited to participate in a public focus group meeting. The purpose of the focus group meeting was to
identify the level of specific usage desired by each representative user group. Participants included
representatives from Glendale Hiking Club, ADAPT, ASHA, and Citizens Bicycle Advisory Committee.
Specific user needs, concerns. conflicts,  and compatibilities were discussed. The focus group then
evaluated these items in comparison to drafts of the three Conceptual Master Plan Alternatives. Their

comments and input were incorporated into the final development of the Conceptual Master Plan

Alternatives presented at Public Meeting No. 2. Following is a summary of their comments.
Would like to have a bike lane on 59th Avenue

Would like to have a " resting station" with facilities at the 55th Avenue entrance
Would like the use areas to be separated to minimize user conflicts

Equestrians prefer the west side of the park, west of 59th Avenue and like the idea of moving
the picnic area to the Pinnacle Peak area ( noise and activity scares the horses)
Like the idea of restoring the wash and re- establishing the natural wildlife habitat
Prefer to have "land bridges" versus a pedestrian bridge overpass or tunnel

Would like to complete the east boundary trail as a loop trail
Would like equestrian staging area, corral, trailer parking, and mounting platform

The focus group preferred Alternative ' C" with modifications addressing the above comments.

B. 6 Public Meeting No. 2

Public Meeting No. 2 consisted of a presentation to the public of the following items:

Summary of the inventory and analysis of the biological, cultural, visual, geological, and land
use resources of the site ( See Section A, Inventory and Analysis).

Summary and results of Public Meeting No.  1, including handouts of the public meeting
survey results and the needs assessment results ( See Subsection B. 2, Public Meeting No.
I)

Preliminary program elements based on the values, issues. and needs; the public meeting
survey results; the community-wide needs assessment results; and staff input.

Draft Vision, Goals, and Objectives were developed from information received at Public

Meeting No. 1 and the needs assessment, as well as responding to specific action items
adopted in the Glendale 2025 General Plan and the 2002 Parks and Recreation Master Plan.

Three Conceptual Master Plan Alternatives based on all the above information.

Following is the Draft Vision, Goals and Objectives and Preliminary Program presented at Public Meeting
No. 2. The Conceptual Master Plan Alternatives are presented in Section 8. 4, Conceptual Master Plan

Alternatives followed by comments that were received from Public Meeting No. 2. An information chart
that compiles the survey results from Public Meeting No. 2 according to which Conceptual Master Plan
Alternative the public participants preferred is also located in Section B. B.

The vision is a concise statement that embodies the key values identified by the community. The goals
address key issues that relate to the values contained within the vision statement, and the objectives
support each goal by identifying an action that causes the goal to be achieved.

Vision

We envision Thunderbird Conservation Park preserving, protecting, and enhancing the area' s natural
character,  including the native vegetation,  wildlife,  cultural,  and scenic resources.  The natural
environment will be preserved, protected, and/ or enhanced while providing a network of facilities such as
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trails, interpretive areas, and passive recreational components that allow for the education and interaction
of all ages and user groups. Thunderbird Conservation Park will provide a safe, clean, nonmotorized trail

and path system for diverse user groups as well as public safety and emergency personnel. It will include
links to adjacent paths, trails, bike routes. schools, and community nodes.

Goals

Goal 1:  Create a park master plan that is compatible with preserving, protecting, and/or enhancing the
natural environment.

Objective 1. 1:   Identify and locate environmentally sensitive areas and their level of significance for
preservation, conservation, and/ or enhancement.

Objective 1. 2:    Determine the appropriate level and type of management,  as well as potential

enhancements of park features, to ensure the preservation and conservation of resources for future
generations.

Objective 1. 3:   Develop a program of park and recreation facilities that is appropriate for the park's
carrying capacity and compatible with the park's environmental resources.

Objective 1. 4:  Appropriately locate the desired park and recreation facilities to minimize impacts to the
natural environment.

Objective 1. 5: Provide a means for controlling internal and adjacent developmental pressures.

Goal 2:  Create a park master plan that is compatible with existing and proposed land uses adjacent to
the site.

Objective 2. 1:   Determine the appropriate character and types of recreational facilities that are most

compatible with adjacent land uses.

Objective 2.2: Determine the appropriate locations of recreational facilities and buffer these facilities from
adjacent land uses.

Objective 2.3:   Establish linkages to neighborhoods, community node/activity centers, and use areas
within the park

Objective 2.4: Protect adjacent land uses from potential noise and glare nuisances.

Goal 3:  Preserve, protect, and/ or enhance existing wildlife habitat.

Objective 3. 1: Identify and locate existing and potential wildlife habitat areas and their level of viability.

Objective 3.2:  Identify the type of wildlife habitat desired and the type and level of human interface
desired ( e. g., viewing, interpretive, interactive).

Objective 3.3:  Develop a management plan to maintain and/or enhance the desired type and level of
wildlife habitat.

Objective 3.4:   Provide the appropriate types and locations of wildlife water sources and associated
riparian habitats.

Objective 3.5:  Develop a habitat enhancement plan to address invasive species and revegetation to
provide plants with higher wildlife value.

Goal 4:  Develop a safe, interconnected, trail and path system throughout the park.

Objective 4. 1: Develop a trail and path system that provides for all age groups and types of users.

Objective 4. 2:   Define the appropriate types and locations of trail and path segments based on user
compatibilities, related park facilities, adjacent land uses, and natural terrain.

Objective 4.3:  Provide a continuous trail and path system that links adjacent neighborhoods, community

node/ activity centers, and use areas within the park.
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Objective 4.4:  Coordinate linkages, trail and path types, and standards with the City of Glendale Open
Spaces and Trails Master Plan and with adjacent municipalities.

Objective 4. 5:  Coordinate safe trail and path crossings and access points with the City of Glendale
Transportation Plan.

Goal 5:  Preserve and/ or enhance the visual intactness and aesthetic continuity of the park.

Objective 5. 1:  Identify visually sensitive areas and view corridors within and adjacent to the park.

Objective 5.2:  Identify appropriate locations of park facilities and trails and paths to minimize impacts to
the visual character of the park.

Objective 5. 3:   Identify appropriate access points and/ or improvements of 59th Avenue to minimize
impacts to the natural and visual environment.

Objective 5.4:  Identify appropriate alignments of and/ or improvements to vehicular circulation within the
park.

Objective 5.5:   Identify appropriate plant material and revegetation methods to enhance the existing
native vegetation and the overall natural character of the park.

Objective 5.6:   Develop the aesthetic quality of proposed park and recreation facilities to blend and
integrate into the natural environment and reflect the regional context.

Preliminary Program

New program elements and/ or enhancements to existing elements shall support the preservation and
conservation goals and objectives identified from the values,  issues. and needs of the users. The
following program elements are a listing of the improvements most desired of the Public Meeting # 1
Survey and Community- wide Needs Assessment Respondents.

Hiking/ Unpaved Trails
Multi- Use Trails

Designated Single-Use Trails

Accessible Trails

Interpretive Nature Trails

Mountain Biking Trails
Pedestrian and Bike Access Points

Improved Parking
Safe 59th Avenue Crossings

Wildlife/ Bird Habitat Interpretive Areas
Restrooms

Drinking Fountains
Shade Trees

Picnic Areas

Playground Equipment

Emergency Response System
Trailhead Parking
Trail Distance Markers

Trail Rest/Scenic Areas

Historic restoration of amphitheater/ ramadas
Outdoor Amphitheater

Environmental Interpretive Center

Special Event Areas

Star Watching Areas
Signage (way finding, educational, and interpretive)
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General Comments from Public Meeting No. 2

1.   You' re really doing a great job of including the public. I appreciate your tireless efforts.

2.   I would like to see the Salt Cedar removed from around the lake ( pond) and plantings of willow

and cottonwood there.  The Salt Cedar is growing through the liner.  I think mesquite and
paloverde should be planted along the washes.
There' s an old road that runs along the edge of the pond. People think that they can walk along
the road. The area north of the pond should be restored to desert habitat plantings of cactus etc.

They wouldn' t have to be watered once established.
Figure out a way to keep people from walking around the south side of the pond. That makes the
owners of the homes at the edge of the pond nervous and I don' t blame them.

Put in a boardwalk from the eastern viewing station to the pond.

3.   Please add us to the mail list for future meetings regarding
59th

Ave. & TCP. It would have been

nice to hear other peoples' questions in a Q & A session.

4.   No comment.

5.   No comment,

6.   The master plan/ goals pretty much emphasis preservation.  I believe that many of the
improvements are not in the best interest of the park. With that said, I hope each improvement is

looked at very conservatively. Once you dig a footway or make another trail you cannot take it
back. It takes years to restore the desert. Please make good decisions.

7.   No comment.

8.   No comment.

9.   No comment.

10. No comment.

11. No comment.

12. No comment.

13. Good plan for C is eliminate the dangerous access on 591h.

14. No comment.

15. No comment.

16. This park has become a refuge for me and my horses as state land falls to developers. I live on
horse property and the park is the only place left that we horse owners can ride without having to
use a trailer. I know people object to horse apples, but they smell much more pleasant than dog
droppings. Please consider adding to the ranger staff for the park or train volunteer rangers to
patrol ( sign me upl) to keep control of dog owners who don' t clean up after their pets and who
persist in hiking off trails. Thunderbird Park is a truly marvelous place. Keep it as natural as
possible. No tot lots. ball courts or other amenities.

17. Roger- thanks for your effort. Please maintain park in current condition including the existing
restrooms ( functioning). PS at summit of Hedgpeth trail is a group of butterflies that obviously
thrives in this environment. Please leave summits in their natural/ pristine states. Rubberized
asphalt for 59 Ave.

18. No comment.

19. No comment.

20. Like concept C.

21. I work in north Scottsdale and make the commute every day because our location at the base of
Thunderbird Conservation Park is so very appealing. We looked at many nice neighborhoods, but
proximity to the serenity of the park was the draw. Hiking in this park is so special because of the
natural qualities it espouses. Please don' t change that.

22. " Do not" allow park access from Hill/ Robin Lane. HOA offset area.
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23. Please repair trails and misused areas as well as erosion. Non- motorized use is commended. Do

not pave trails except in small amounts. Tie trails into other systems for access & usage. Enforce
speed limits.

24. Equestrian use of the park has become increasingly prevalent behind the overlook& the Pinnacle
areas that border the park increasing dust, flies, etc. Equestrian trails should be set back away
from back yards.

25. No comment.

26. I like the star watching areas idea. Of course, a remote area such as this may invite unacceptable
even criminal behavior during night hours. Is there a plan to mitigate this concern?

27. Should have had alternatives shown on an easy to read handout rather than relying on verbal
explanation during the presentation. Also, the proposed project to upgrade 59th Avenue through
the park should not be linked with any of the alternatives.

28. Based on the results of the survey' s,  I don' t see why equestrian trails/ arena are being
considered, along with outdoor amphitheater, pet run, education. These areas would just take
valuable area away from other requested areas. Also, the idea of making the lake easier to
access for local animals presents possible risks to homes in the area that abut the lake.

The Lake in the park is, in fact, the sediment basin for the body of water comprising Arrowhead
Lakes. As such, its condition is paramount to the health of the whole lake chain. The health of the
sediment lake is crucial to its use as a wildlife habitat. Some of the presented possibilities to
provide better access to the lake homeowners are responsible for maintenance of the sediment

Lake. Are they a party to any decisions made?
Severe fish kills have occurred in both the sediment lake & the down stream lakes in the

Arrowhead lakes housing community.  Bob Revolinski,  of Water Resources Management,  is
contracted by the Arrowhead Lakes home owners assoc. to monitor & maintain water quality. Is
he a party to any contemplated changes and does he have a voice in decision making.
Arrowhead Lakes Homeowners Assoc. has a Lakes Comm. Which monitors the lakes condition &

use, they would like to be a party to any changes which would effect the health of the lakes which
are a great part of the environment and value of our community.

29. No comment.

30. No comment.

31. No comment.

E- mail Comments

Our daughter Sonya has cerebral palsy and is confined to a wheelchair.  Sonya loves the great
outdoors and as a family we all enjoy picknicking and hiking often.  The closest wheelchair
accessible trail to us is at the White Tanks Park and although we like to visit this beautiful park it
is a considerable distance for us to drive since we can walk to Thunderbird Park from our house.

We do walk along the paved drive at Thunderbird, but there is no designated walking / bike lane
for us to feel safe from passing cars, and much of the drive is at a considerable incline.
We were hoping that the city would consider adapting a trail for wheelchair accessibility.  The
Thunderbird H1- A loop trail, located by the Pinnacle Peak parking lot, would be wonderful for this
purpose because it's established, flat and runs along the base of the mountain.  Benches and
shade along the trail would also be helpful to those who are limited in walking abilities, such as
those with walkers.

Please consider this request in making this beautiful park accessible for everyone to enjoy.  I look
forward to hearing from you in this matter.
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B. 7 Public Comments on Conceptual 2004 Master Plan Alternatives

Public Meeting No. 2/ Conceptual Alternatives Comments (April 21, 2004)

41
1.   Drop the star gazing- or at least make it small & hidden.

I really like closing access from 59th ( dangerous) and consolidating all " facilities" in one place
leaving the rest of the park natural.

2.   No comment.

3.   Having the education center away from the entrance ( why I don' t like concept B). A tunnel to
connect the two sides ( under 591h Ave.). I feel strongly about keeping the main entrance ( I don' t
like concept C).  I like the parkway idea.  This would look nice and help traffic.  Keep the
amphitheater and improve it so it is used more.

4.   The wildlife conservation  &  " remoteness"  of Alt.  C,  but parking in B seems like a good
combination. I am against widening 59th Ave. because it will detract from the natural aspect of the
park. Also, widening the road would make it harder for wildlife ( i. e. javelina) to safely cross.
I am interested in volunteer opportunities at the park, such as trail maintenance or studying
wildlife. Who do I contact? I marked the trails about 2 years ago for Charlie Hixson for trail
maintenance program. Would like to get involved in park.

5.   No comment.

6.   1. The education center is best on plan BIC because in plan A you must build on new land.

S
2. The star gazing areas need to be just one spot. Minimize impact to the park! I see very few
public comments asking for a star gazing site.
3. The new access path under 59th to the north side of the lake cuts through an area that has
been under restoration for 5 years. Does this make sense? It also passes where all animal life

passes. Lots of snakes ( Diamondbacks) live here.

7.   No comment.

8.   The project C in that all of the activity areas are concentrated on the north side. I would still want
access off of 59th Ave. though.

9.   1. I resent the obvious attempt to suppress criticism and dissent by not allowing open Q & A.
2. It is obvious that the developers are committed to doing certain things regardless of our wishes

example: why do all concepts include picnic tables & ramadas even though the people who use
the park clearly do not want them?

10. I much prefer the passive treatment of the existing park areas to maintain its purity as much as
possible. It moves all the disturbing activities away from the more natural habitats areas.
I am very much opposed to making 59th Ave. into a parkway or major artery.
I strongly agree with point# 9 and# 23 on the Jan. 7 public meeting # 1 comments.

11. I like keeping the wildlife channels open so wildlife can migrate in and out of Thunderbird Park.
No to plan B)

No mention was made of the amphitheater, a hallmark of high school cross country meets in the
80' s. I hope it does not disappear.

12. C is good to keep all recreation areas in the NE part, but I like B for the 59th Ave. entrance &
education center.

13. Pinnacle Road good place for SE area. Education center might be good for viewing wildlife in B,
but will it scare wildlife. I like tunnel idea for 59 so wildlife & people can go over. Good plans.

Good to see trail connect on East side.

14. Put facilities & cars at one spot. Like pedestrian crossover over 59'h Ave. Like playground too!

41 Like the idea of somewhere for hikers to obtain water& A/ C! Like somewhere for horse trailers.

15. EC not located off of
59th (

not concept B). Picnic grounds on PP Rd. & 67th Ave. ( concept B).

Restore wash area of current picnic facilities.

S
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16. No access to the park on 59th Ave. That has always seemed dangerous to me and with the

increased traffic it' s more so also if you are going to have an educational center & parks, putting
them where they will have the least impact on wildlife & vegetation makes sense.

17. I like the idea of combining picnic areas away from wildlife corridors. Please do not " enhance" any
summit with benches regardless of configuration. " Special events" areas should be relocated to

another park ( i. e. Foothills) and TCP is a conservation park. Please keep signage to an absolute
minimum.

18. Like about A: moving picnic area to Pinnacle Peak Road; enhancing habitat area ( get rid of
amphitheater); divided road way for 59th; crossings for wildlife; connections to Phoenix system to
allow animal migration. Changes to A: close access point from 59th; move education center to

Pinnacle Peak Road Parking area; less rest areas.

19. Without the added trail on the east side. Without the watering guzzlers. I like this alternative
because it eliminates a traffic hazard at the park entrance off 59t Ave.

20. Intensive use area on disturbed area off Pinnacle Peak combine environmental ed. Area,

handicap wildlife viewing areas & picnic high intensity usage. Completion of hiking loop along the
east side of park.  Reestablish wildlife corridor in current high use area.  Remove current

inadequate bathrooms from current picnic areas. The concept of putting 59th depressed and
establishing a land bridge between the east  &  west park.  Please plan on removing the
amphitheatre. The land bridge should be a minimum of 100 ft. wide. Need auto access to west
side from 59th Ave.

21. Eliminating the 59th entrance as C shows makes sense. However, leaving the EC area where it is
on B is a good idea, especially if the habitat will not be disturbed by traffic coming in from 59th.

22. Split development in disturbed areas- moves larger traffic to perimeter. Keep central entrance
point on 59th- max flexible on use of trails- both trails & hiking directions. Two crossing points on
59th ( safety) under or over. Good development of internal green belt. Like split roadway- softens
impact- may help with road noise. Like new east trail on plan C better. Dogs to be allowed on all
trails- enforce leash or cleanup rules- have seen many owners ignore- free bags- great addition-
no excess now! Agree: limit playground & lighting: this is nature park.

23. Maintaining or improving wildlife habitat is most important. " Conservation is key." Minimize traffic
in park. Minimize paving for parking in park- keep on outside, disturbed areas.

24. Move the southern most trail to the other side of the dike/drainage towards the road. Move the
parking area to that trail further north on that same side as the path. Move the north parking lot for
the proposed picnic area so that it is adjacent (direct line with 55th Ave.). Add a street light at that

intersection. Install photo radar to control speed & surface the new road with rubberized asphalt

for noise control. Change grading of the road to make navigation of the curves easier.

25. Plan A or B would facilitate the movement of traffic through the park.

26. All of the options ( A, B, & C) have merit & show innovative thought. This effort is appreciated.

Each alternative and permutations will be degraded by busy ( and undoubtedly growing) traffic
volumes on

59th

Ave. I would like the park to emphasize natural quiet & solitude so outdoorsy

people can find refuge amidst nature. To help achieve this goal. I suggest tunneling 59th Ave.
through the mountain pass at the higher elevation. While not all of the road thru the park should

be below grade,  if a substantial portion near and allow travel across the park without the

obstruction of the road. Good luck achieving compromise!

27. All of the alternatives presented were good,  however,  we favored Alternative C with one

modification. The parking area and restroom building has to be move north of the dyke for the
following reasons:

1.   The proposed parking lot will be small but things have a habit of growing.
2.  Any lighting ( and light poles) for this parking lot will be visible from and closer to my

backyard.

3.   Even though the proposed parking lot at the trail head will be small. there still will be a
steady stream of noise from car engines starting, car radios, car stereo systems, kids
and adults) yelling, babies crying, wailing of car burglar alarms, etc.
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4.   The proposed parking lot will provide a closer starting point for any burglar wanting to hop
the backwall to gain access to the back of houses abutting the park. And yes, any burglar
presently has the same access from the existing parking lot but the burglar has to cross
more open ground. This open ground elevates the risk of being observed and/ or caught.

5.   The wall facing the park will become a prime location for spray painters. After all, they
can then admire their work from the parking lot. It' s now closer so they can see it better.
And yes, as previously mentioned, spray painters too have access to the back of my wall
from the existing parking lot, but the open ground elevates the risk of being spotted and
caught. Locating this parking closer to my wall lessens this risk.

6.   The restroom building will just be a visual eyesore. I am assuming it will not smell. Also, I
can imagine the city doing their regular maintenance activities ( like pumping out the
septic tank) at off times of the day ( like 2: 00AM) with the resulting noise.

7.   People using this parking lot are hikers and they will welcome any additional walking
caused by locating the parking lot north of the dyke.

8.   Because of its isolated location, I am sure non-hikers will also use this parking lot for
other activities. I will differ to the police Department to advise of all the other activities that

happen in an isolated parking area.

28. All bad choices

29. We prefer the alternative that maintains 59th Ave.  as a 2 lane road.  The road should not
compromise the park further than it already does. Improving sight lines, road surfaces & road

aesthetics is fine but not at cost to the park space/experience. Vehicle speeds should be carefully
monitored thru the park and posted speeds should not be greater than 35 mph. Since Glendale
PD seems unable to limit speeds now on 59th, perhaps photo- radar is needed.

30. 1. I like the park as a conservation area, not a conventional recreation park and ballfields etc.

2. Closing the main park entrance on 59th Ave. and moving the picnic area to Pinnacle Peak
Road seems admirable. But then I am not a picnic person and would object to the move if I were.

3. I would prefer to keep 59' h Ave. two- lanes if possible, and to cover it with those culvert-tunnel
structures ( several/) in the saddle area. This would provide an E- W transit route, and possibly a
wildlife corridor.

4. It is also desirable to provide an E-W crossing and wildlife corridor at the southern end near
where the wash goes under 59th Ave.

5. There are now 3 park access points ( maybe 4, if you count Pinnacle Peak Road. Or even 5,
counting 51s1 Ave.) So closing the current main entrance would increase congestion. Need to
provide several access points.

6. Looping the south- eastern trail back to Pinnacle Peak Road along the Eastern Park boundary
is desirable, unless it excessively stresses park wildlife. Installation of watering holes is a great
idea.

7. Stargazing: There are now very powerful athletic field lights in the flood- plain area north of
Adobe Dam and east of Thunderbird Park. They seem to run all night.
8. How well do bike lanes work, if 59th Ave. is put through tunnels?

31. I like C because it doesn' t expand 59th Ave. I have concerns about the impact of this. I like A
because of the added trails & pinnacle Peak access/ parking etc. I think a better alternative would
be to add an underpass for people to use to cross 5e Ave. ( like they have at

7th

St. & other

parks) and add slowing bumps on 59th Ave. and wider shoulders, etc., to address the traffic &
accident issues. Thank you for allowing public input)

32. None- part of B. A restroom is needed. Preserve the naturalness of the park — overwhelmingly

asked for. In other words- leave it alone. It's very difficult improving on Mother Nature. All of the
suggested " improvements" will really mess with the balance of nature. If you put in the trail to look
to

591h

Ave. & the lake you will disturb a large population of rattle snakes which are rodent control.

They will then seek a new area and then there will be sightings on the existing trails- on & on. The
star gazing path" is really a joke. The park is closed after dark. You have a driving range directly

to the east of it ( lights on until 10PM). This area is also frequented by wild life at night. Another
disruption to Mother Nature. I always wonder what the need is to improve or fix something that
isn' t broken or works very well as it is.
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If you must put in an education center put it where the desert has already been trashed- why
where it is still natural? Trees? We' re in a 10- year drought- they do take water. When it is 100°
plus, trees or not, it is still hot. If we are to preserve the natural park. conserve what we have,
please, please, leave it alone.

The information presented and supplied by Logan Simpson was very informative and well done.
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THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK

PUBLIC MEETING #2, APRIL 21, 2004 - SURVEY RESULTS (31 Respondents)

The following information chart identifies how meeting participants heard about the meeting and what they
thought about the format, the information they received, and if they felt they had adequate opportunity to
express their thoughts.

Information
Adequate

presented in an
q

Notification received easy to opportunity to

regarding meeting understand
express your views

S
format?  

and opinions?

b3   -„,
w mCD m  _

40.  Preferred Preferred Preferred Preferred
a 0

c v,>   :`= iu
AlternativeAlternativeAlternative Combination awi o o m D IE

41 A B C of...       
Z U E O

Yes No Yes No

1 X X X X

23
X X X X

4

X

A& B

X

X X

X

X 1
5 X X X X

6 B & C X X X X X

7 X X X

8 C & A X X X

9 X

10 X X X X

11 X X X X X

12 B & C X X X

13 B & C X X X X

14 X X X

15 B/ C X X X

16 X X X X

17 X X

18 X X X

19 X X X X

20 X X X X

21 B & C X X

22 X X X X

23 X X X

24 X X X X X X

25 A& B X X X X
41 26 A, B, C X X

27 X X X X

28 X X X

29 X X X X

30 X X X X

31 A & C X X

32 X X X

Totals 4 2 11 11 11 20 3 1 4 3 30 1 15 7

14.29%     7. 14%     39.29%     39.29%
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8. 8 Public Meeting No. 3

The third public meeting in the master planning process consisted of a presentation of the Draft
Preliminary Master Plan to the Parks and Recreation Commission in an open public forum.   The

Commission unanimously approved the Draft Preliminary Master Plan with no adjustments and motioned
that the TCP Master Plan to be forwarded to the City Council.

Following are the Draft Preliminary Master Plan figures as they were presented at the Commission
meeting. The excerpts of the Commission meeting follow the master plan figures.
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n The Wildlife Habitat/ Interpretive Area ( Figure 21, Draft Preliminary Master Plan — Wildlife Habitat/Interpretive Area) is accessed from
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXCERPTS OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, JUNE 14, 2004

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 35850 WEST GLENDALE

AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 05 p. m. by Chairperson Kathe Neyer, with
Commissioners Sue Klima, Michael Socaciu, Abilena Acosta, Taylour Miller, Ted Hansen, and

Ruben Gutierrez present.  Commissioners Richard Gitelson and Chuck Jared were absent.

Representing city staff were Warren Smith, Gloria Santiago- Espino, Shirley Medler, R. J.
Cardin, Mike Gregory, Chris Gallagher, Roger Boyer, Wayne Baxter, Jackie Anderson, Jenn
Godbehere, Tim Quinn, Raul Daniels, Bob Rhodes, Pete Vargas, Rosalind Johnson, Christine
Gonzales, and Stephanie Montoya.

Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Neyer called for approval of the May 10, 2004, meeting minutes.

Commissioner Socaciu requested that a sentence be added to the end of paragraph five, page two.  Ile

clarified that some people desire a more mature look. but he preferred smaller trees.  Also, on page six,

paragraph 11, Commissioner Socaciu stated he said the opposite of what was written,  stating the

commission should place an emphasis on teens as they are the most at risk group to be served by the city.

Chairperson Neyer asked that Commissioner Phyllis Grosscup' s name be removed as she is no longer a
commissioner.

A motion was made by Commissioner Socaciu to approve the minutes as amended.  Commissioner
Klima seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Public Comments

Chairperson Neyer asked for comments from the public.

There were none.

THUNDERBIRD REGIONAL CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN

Mr. Boyer provided background information for the commission regarding the Thunderbird Regional
Conservation Park Master Plan. Mr. Boyer stated the park is in need of infrastructure improvements.  He

introduced Ms. Jackie Keller, Senior Landscape Architect with Logan Simpson Design, Inc.

Ms. Keller began her presentation by explaining the master planning process.  She stated there are three
parts to public participation:  the public meetings; the focus group meetings; and the Needs Assessment
Survey.

Ms. Keller said three conceptual designs were developed and were presented at a public meeting to the
focus group, technical advisory committee, and were shown on the city' s website.   The preliminary
master plan is a melding of individual citizen input and ideas from major clubs and organizations that
utilize Thunderbird Park the most.  The overwhelming request of the community is to preserve the native
desert areas as a conservation park,  protecting its natural resources while planning for continued
recreational use by the public.
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The first public meeting was held on January 7, 2004 at the Foothills Library.  There were 110 people in
attendance and 57 questionnaires were received.  Respondents stated the preservation of park resources

was most important.  They indicated sonic facilities, which were most important were multi- use trails,
designated single- use trails, unpaved trails, hiking trails, and wildlife/ bird habitat interpretive areas.  On
April 21, 2004 a second public meeting was held with 59 people in attendance.  A focus group meeting
took place on April 13, 2004, with six representatives from hiking, biking, equestrian, wildlife, and
flora/fauna clubs/ organizations to provide their perspectives.  A community-wide needs assessment was
conducted with the open space and trails master planning process with 403 persons responding.
Respondents indicated they and/ or members of their households have a need for sidewalks for walking,
biking, or running; paved walking and biking trails in parks; paved as well as unpaved walking and biking
trails linking destinations; large natural areas for open space; large natural areas for protecting wildlife;
bike lanes along streets; large natural areas for observing wildlife; nature/ interpretive trails; unpaved trails
for mountain biking; handicapped accessible trails; and unpaved trails for equestrian use.

Ms.   Keller stated a 20- member technical advisory committee.   representing II different
department/division perspectives met three times to make recommendations on the technical feasibility of
what the public was requesting.

Last, Ms. Keller stated that two public meetings on the 59th Avenue street improvement project were held

by the engineering department.  Citizen input pertaining to road crossing preferences was derived from
these meetings and incorporated into the preliminary master plan.   She explained the entrance at 59th
Avenue would be relocated back into the park, farther away from the main road.  She stated the goal was
to create safe pedestrian and wildlife crossings.

In response to a question from Chairperson Neyer, Ms. Keller explained there would be a north and south

land bridge.  The bridges would be straight across a depressed road, approximately 36 feet wide.  Mr.
Boyer added that a depressed road would offer reduced traffic noise.

Commissioner Socaciu asked if it would be practical for wildlife to cross the land bridge.  Ms. Kellar

stated the land bridge would encourage animals, after some time, to cross safely.

In response to a question from Commissioner Socaciu concerning possible pollution of the lake from
construction debris, Ms. Kellar explained that water runoff would he the responsibility of the engineering
department to address, mandated by federal regulation.

Commissioner Socaciu questioned with all best practices being used, what would take place if the wildlife
were disturbed. Ms. Keller explained that severe fines would be imposed.

Commissioner Miller asked if the depressed road would flood.  Ms. Keller assured him the depressed
roads have adequate drainage.

Commissioner Socaciu asked if the sedimentation basin was part of the park.   Mr. Paul Monaghan,

Arrowhead Amenities Board, stated that although the basin is located on city land, the Arrowhead
Amenities provides and maintains the sedimentation basin at no charge to the city.

Commissioner Hansen stated he has attended meetings where the primary concern was runoff.

Commissioner Klima stated she was concerned about the traffic on Pinnacle Peak, east of 59`h Avenue.
Mr. Boyer explained that the City of Phoenix would be installing streetlights at 55th Avenue and Pinnacle
Peak Road.
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Commissioner Socaciu expressed his concern with widening of the roads.  Mr. Smith stated the width of
the roads would be determined by another department, as parks and recreation does not have the expertise
in this area.   Commissioner Socaciu said the parks department should ask for what they would like
regarding roads instead of leaving the decision to another department.  He said the parks department
should have input on this matter as well as the land bridges and the connectivity.  Mrs. Smith replied, our
concern is to get recreation users safely across 59th Avenue and to protect and preserve as much of the
park from scouring as possible.

Commissioner Hansen asked if play areas and tot lots were of interest to those survey respondents.  Ms.
Keller stated those uses were rated least important.   She added this park is a destination park, not a

neighborhood park where tot lots are usually located.

Ms. Keller described the environmental education center, which would be located near 51st Avenue.  Mr.

Boyer stated that currently the amphitheater area has been used by the Campfire Girls and was recently
used for star gazing events.  No loud concerts will take place.  The new amphitheater area will have the
required accessibility the current area does not have.

Commissioner Hansen asked if the new parking area would be lighted.  Ms. Keller said yes, and added
the existing parking area is lighted.  Commissioner Hansen stated he was concerned with the residences,
which back onto the park, receiving the lighting overflow.  Ms. Keller felt this was not a concern adding
that improved light fixtures will be used.

A member of the audience questioned why the City of Glendale is allocating monies of all Glendale
residents to renovate a park, which is close to the Phoenix and Peoria borders.  Ms. Keller explained this
is the best arca suitable for a destination park.   Mr. Smith emphasized the park is for all Glendale

residents.  It is a unique destination park located at Glendale' s north end, and because of our unique shape
we meet this challenge with location of all our residential facilities.

One member of the audience was concerned with park visitors viewing the backyards of the nearby
Arrowhead residents.

One member of the audience asked if the pedestrian crossings would be tunnels.  Ms. Keller stated the

survey respondents preferred tunnels, however, the police department stated there are safety concerns
with tunnels, as well as lighting, graffiti, and vandalism concerns.

Mr. Monaghan stated that drainage would occur from the City of Peoria, as they have been very busy
moving land.  The basin was not built to catch all this water.  It was constructed to hold the water from
the treatment plant.  This water was sold to Arrowhead Lakes and Arrowhead Lakes maintains the basin.

Mr. Monaghan was happy to say that the lake has drawn a tremendous amount and variety of various
animals.

Mr. Smith closed by stating that although there are concerns with the roadways, the primary issue is to
safeguard the park, and the plan will suggest opportunities to improve and preserve Thunderbird Park.

Commissioner Klima made a motion to forward the master plan to the City Council.
Commissioner Miller seconded the motion.      The motion carried unanimously.
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APPENDIX C:  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS (2005- 2006)

CA Introduction

In September 2005, a draft of the preliminary master plan was presented to the community. At that time,
public feedback indicated the need to reconsider the recommendations for the plan. Since then, additional
steps were taken to listen to the public and collect additional park information.  As a result,  the

recommendations for changes to the plan are based on the following priorities:

Limit park improvements

Repair/replace restrooms

Provide safe drinking water
Provide a safe and clean park

Improve signage for parking,  rules and regulations;  trail markers,  and plant and wildlife
identification

Provide shade and picnic areas

Provide areas for interpretive education discussions

Provide parking but limit expansion
Enhance and preserve wildlife

Maintain existing trails
Connect trails

Restore areas with native vegetation, as well as preserve native vegetation already in the park

C. 2 Focus Group Meeting (September 2005)

Focus Group Meeting Summary— September 6, 2005
Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Process

Attendance:   Nine people, representing various interests:   Diane Cunningham. Glendale Equestrian
Club; Dale Woods, Larry Clark, Allan DeFranco. Save The Park group; Bob Revolinski, Water Resource
Management, Inc.; Barbara Dobbs, Principal, Deer Valley High School; Carol Butler, Principal, Legend
Springs Elementary School;  Mike Wood,  Glendale Bicycle Advisory Committee;  Paul Monaghan,
Arrowhead Ranch Amenities, Inc.

Program:  Becky Benna', Director of Parks and Recreation, welcomed the group and spoke about the
overall process and need for developing a master plan for Thunderbird Conservation Park.   Shirley
Medler, Deputy Director, described the efforts to date.  Jackie Keller, of Logan Simpson Design, and her
team presented the draft preliminary master plan. She emphasized how public input and technical factors
influenced the preliminary draft of the plan.

Discussion:  Dr. Marty Rozelle facilitated an informal discussion with the group.  The discussion focused
on aspects of the draft master plan that people appreciated, and those specific features that some

participants felt should be modified or deleted.  The team also answered questions.  Notes were taken on

a flip chart for all to see.

Participants appreciated many features about the preliminary plan including;
Education — the school representatives mentioned the importance of this type of activity to help
meet state standards for science education.

Plans for revegetation area along sedimentation basin — stabilization of the area and

opportunities for wildlife enhancement are important.

Separation of Uses— the park area is large and the ability to have separate activities going on at
the same time without interference is appreciated.
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Trail connectivity—outside of the park is an important improvement to the bicycling community.
Safe crossings —along 59th Avenue were well supported.
Larger observation areas — than currently exist.  People love to come to the park and have a
safe place to quietly enjoy the views.
Pleased that new or refurbished restrooms will be built — suggest making them higher tech
than currently exist.
Revegetation is good —bring back the natural plants and get rid of the ' exotics' (weeds).
In general, everyone supported the plans for the group picnicking areas, but some questioned
the number of spaces.  Jackie explained that the proposed number of spaces for picnickers is

less than currently exist.
Everyone agreed that interpretive areas are important and appreciated, with specific mention of

the history of Hedgpeth Hills.

They made suggestions and asked questions, including;
More facilities equal more users.  Too many parking spaces are shown on the plan, and this
will only encourage more users.  Five hundred spaces are too many.  " Once park amenities are
built, we cannot return to the natural state.  These future amenities will be expensive and we will
lose more of the natural area."

Jackie explained that the parking spaces would serve the current and projected needs.  They would be
attractively designed possibly using some type of material other than asphalt.  The team would look at
similar types of parks within the Valley for comparisons of parking required for the types of existing and
proposed activities at the park.

Accessibility— places for wheelchair users, etc. to access areas of the Park
Need for a lower trail system for horses — current trails are relatively steep and not wide
enough for horses, hikers, and bikers.

The cars parking within equestrian areas can make trailer parking difficult.

Jackie clarified that trailer parking is designed to be a separate area from car parking and both will be
signed and enforced.

Outdoor learning area and a center — was generally supported,  but the proposed 10, 000
square foot building seems too large to some participants.  A suggestion for a shade structure
with canopy features to be incorporated with the building to provide the use area but with a
smaller building. The outdoor learning area to seat 100 people/children needs more discussion.
A natural barricade — is needed to keep people from entering the south side of the lake.  This
is considered a safety issue.
Management of the sediment basin— and removal of sediment is a concern.

Natural revegetation is important for wildlife needs. People would like to see more wildlife.

Plans for vehicular control — between 59th Avenue and 67th Avenue.  This entry should be
gated.  Students from the high school love to cut through the park when the gate is open.

Consider a Junior Ranger Program— based out of the proposed Ranger Station.

Reduce the posted speed —along 59th Avenue to 35 mph.
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C. 3 Public Meetings (September 2005)

CITY OF GLENDALE

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK PRELIMINARY MASTER PLAN

DEER VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL CAFETERIA

18424 NORTH 518T AVENUE

GLENDALE, AZ 85308

SEPTEMBER 14, 2005

6: 30PM

The public meeting began at approximately 6: 40pm.

Ms. Becky Benno, Parks and Recreation Director, began the meeting by introducing those in attendance.
She introduced Parks and Recreation staff Shirley Medler and R. J.  Cardin as well as Parks and
Recreation Commissioners Ted Hansen and Chuck Jared.  Also in the audience was Councilmember

Manny Martinez.  Ms. Benna introduced tonight's meeting facilitator, Dr. Marty Rozelle, from the Rozelle
Group.

Tonight's public meeting began with a presentation of the draft preliminary Thunderbird Conservation
Park Master Plan.  Presenting this evening will be landscape architect Ms. Jackie Keller, Logan Simpson
Design, Mr. Steve Fairaizl, senior biologist with Logan Simpson Design, trails coordinator, Tom Fitzgerald,

Logan Simpson Design, Jennifer Cleveland, Logan Simpson Design and hydrologist Mr. Jon Fuller, JD

Fuller Hydrology.

The public meeting was opened for comments and questions from the public.  Dr. Rozelle facilitated this
portion of the meeting.  The following portion of these minutes lists the questions and answers from this
portion of the meeting:

1.)  What is the size of the proposed education structure/ outdoor learning center?  Ms. Keller stated the

proposed building could be up to 10, 000 square feet, which will include two classrooms to accommodate
30 children per classroom.

2.)  How much additional parking is being proposed?  Ms. Keller explained the formula to determine the
amount of parking spaces needed.  Mr. Fitzgerald said that he took information such as miles of trails and
number of parking spaces from many valley parks such as Pinnacle Peak, Squaw Peak, and White Tanks
to determine how many miles of trails each had.  On an average there are between 20 and 50 parking
spaces provided for each mile of trail.  Based on this formula, Thunderbird Park should have 640 parking
spaces.  He said 250 parking spaces currently exist with an additional 400 spaces being proposed.  This
equates to 32 parking spaces per trail mile.

3.)  Would it be possible not to reduce the picnic area for revegetation and upgrade the existing picnic
area?  Ms. Keller stated the goal of the project is to raise the conservation level of the park by trying to
get the highly used facilities out of the wash corridor areas.  She explained that even if the existing areas
were upgraded the challenge of keeping users out of the wash corridors would still exist as well as
keeping the sediment out of the wash areas during flood times.

4.)  Would the parking lot for the handicapped viewing blinds be increased to allow for more people to
visit the other viewing blinds?   Ms. Keller explained that providing trailheads along the wash corridor
would provide access to the trail system on the west side of the park.  The existing parking at the west
end of the sediment basin would not be increased.  This issue was investigated at the start of the master

plan process.  What is trying to be provided is easier and better pedestrian access to the existing viewing
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blinds.  She said there is parking where persons wanting to visit the three existing viewing blinds could
access them.

5.)  Are we not moving away from conservation by introducing the education building?  Ms. Keller stated
there have been many discussions regarding the meaning of conservation.  Conservation is preservation,
restoration, and management.   This would include managing the activity so that we conserve the
resources of the park.  She stated they are attempting to revegetate many areas of the park.  Part of
conservation is education as to how the conservation efforts are performed.

6.)  Will the pathways be improved ( removal of large rocks)?  Ms. Medler stated that many comments

similar to this one have been received.  She explained that the city has applied for and received funding
through an Arizona State Parks Heritage Grant.  She stated the Heritage Grant has been awarded and

will provide funding for manpower as well as cover the cost of materials needed to fill areas around the
large, exposed rocks and to stabilize these areas as well.  This grant will also provide specialists who will

analyze the trail to see where rest areas along the trails need to be provided.

7.)  What is the budget for the proiect, what is the funding cycle, and what is the construction timetable?
Ms. Medler explained that this is a master plan where a budget exists in the Capital Improvement Plan

CIP) funded by the Open Space and Trails bond election.  In 2003, the City Council allocated monies for
this project.  The Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan was determined to be one of the priorities.

She reminded the group that this is just a draft preliminary master plan.  Ms. Medler stated funding is
currently available for the trail improvements.  Ms. Keller added a Master Plan took place in 1967 by
Maricopa County.  She explained that a master plan is only a guideline, which changes throughout the
years based on the needs of the community.  She explained the Growing Smarter and Growing Smarter
Plus requirements that must be achieved.   Ms. Benna stated that the master plan process helps to

prioritize to identify what the community needs the most.

8.)  How many people can currently picnic on 55th Avenue?  Ms. Keller stated there isn' t currently any
picnicking available in that area.  She stated that 330 people could currently picnic at the park.  However,
the amount proposed would be reduced to 210 people after improvements have been made.  Ms. Keller

confirmed that the number of picnickers would be reduced from 330 to 210.

9.)  Are the horse trails distinct from the hiking trails?  Ms. Keller stated that all trails will be shared by
hikers and equestrians.  However, the equestrian group that was contacted stated they mainly use the
west side of the park.

Other Comments Followed:

One speaker commented that construction of the education facility at the Phoenix border for the citizens
of Phoenix did not make sense.  He stated the facility should be constructed at 67th Avenue as the facility
would be surrounded by a Glendale elementary school, a junior high, and a high school.  He stated that
staff explained construction at that location would not be possible because there was not enough flat

land.  He suggested to staff that they think " outside the box".  He felt if homes can be constructed on the
sides of the mountain, the construction of the education facility is possible.  If the facility cannot be built
along 67th Avenue, then he suggested not constructing the building at all as there are other north
Glendale facilities, which could accommodate children.   He felt that additional patrolmen would be

needed with the additional proposed parking spaces.  He felt that many people that use the park would
say to leave the park alone and not make any changes.

One of the attendees commented on the traffic flow along 55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road.  She
stated if this project is to ever be constructed and completed the amount of traffic in this area would be
unrealistic.  She felt the entrance along Pinnacle Peak Road would be unable to handle the amount of
traffic entering into the park.  She asked for the current plan to handle a brush fire as one has already
occurred.

Another attendee stated there is a limited amount of desert remaining and questioned why the desert
should be disrupted to construct an education facility to explain to children about how wonderful the
desert used to be.
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Additional Questions Followed:
1.)  Have the consultants contacted ADA regarding the trails and the education building?  Ms. Keller

stated that at the point when comments are received from the public and the plan is beginning to be
composed, the ADA would be contacted for input.  She added that those with disabilities had requested

challenging trails for themselves and not just flat trails.  A variety of trails are provided in this plan.  All
new buildings must comply with ADA regulations.

2.)  Will Pinnacle Peak Road be widened?  Mr. Fitzgerald stated the city of Phoenix CIP indicates the
Pinnacle Peak Road will be widened beginning at 35th Avenue.  He was unsure of the western boundary.

A citizen commented as to how could a master plan be prepared for Thunderbird Conservation Park

when the consultants are unsure or unaware of the Pinnacle Peak Road widening?  Mr. Fitzgerald stated
the city of Phoenix would be contacted.

3.)  Is there a possibility of reducing the speed along 59th Avenue.  Another attendee stated the city of
Phoenix refused to look at the speed limit concern along 59th Avenue.

A citizen commented about the possibility of the speed along 59th Avenue being looked at now that
Thunderbird Conservation Park has truly been categorized as a conservation park.

A citizen commented that she is very disappointed and felt that consultants and everyone involved is not
taking a realistic approach regarding the Park.  She stated there is an enormous influx of population
coming into the area and currently the roads cannot accommodate the users today or in the future.

Dr. Rozelle reminded all attendees to complete the yellow comment forms located at the back of the
room.

Ms. Benne provided some closing comments and asked the attendees to provide any ideas or comments
that would assist staff and the consultants in the master plan process.  She encouraged all in attendance
to complete the yellow comment forms.   She stated the next public meeting would take place on
Saturday, September 17 at 1: 00 p. m. at the Foothills Library.  Everyone is welcome.

The meeting concluded at 8: 43pm.

Respectfully submitted.

Diana Figueroa
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CITY OF GLENDALE

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK PRELIMINARY MASTER PLAN

FOOTHILLS LIBRARY

GLENDALE, AZ

SEPTEMBER 17, 2005

1: 00PM

The public meeting began at approximately 1: 00 p. m.

Ms. Becky Benne-. Parks and Recreation Director, began the meeting by announcing those in attendance.
She introduced Park and Recreation staff Shirley Medler,  R. J. Cardin,  Roger Boyer and Parks and
Recreation Commissioners Ted Hansen and Raymond Kultala.  Also in the audience were

Councilmembers Manny Martinez, Joyce Clark,  Phil Lieberman. and Tom Eggleston.   Mayor Elaine
Scruggs was also in attendance.  Ms. Benno introduced today' s meeting facilitator, Dr. Marty Rozelle,
from the Rozelle Group.

Today' s public meeting began with a presentation of the draft preliminary Thunderbird Conservation Park
Master Plan.  Presenting today will be landscape architect Ms. Jackie Keller, Logan Simpson Design, Mr.
Steve Fairaizl, senior biologist with Logan Simpson Design, trails coordinator, Tom Fitzgerald, Logan
Simpson Design, Jennifer Cleveland, Logan Simpson Design and hydrologist Mr. Jon Fuller, JD Fuller

Hydrology.

The public meeting was opened for comments and questions from the public.  Dr. Rozelle facilitated this
portion of the meeting.  Following are a list of the questions and answers:

1.) Where is the topo map?  Ms. Keller pointed out and explained the topography aerial.  She reviewed
the elevations maps for clarification.  Mr. Fuller asked that anyone interested in a more detailed map

provide their email address to him.  He will send a more detailed map electronically.

2.)  What is the cost estimate for the total project?  Ms. Benno explained that this public meeting process

will assist in determining what the costs for the Master Plan process will be.  First, the community must
determine what the priorities are and this will lead to cost estimates.  Second, staff will look at funding
sources for this project.

ID
3.)  Is permanent staffing required and what is the cost?  Ms. Benno again stated costs are based on the
needs and requests of the community.

4.)   Do you have any statistics that indicate increased equestrian traffic in the future?   Currently, it
appears to be minimal.  Ms. Keller stated a statistical analysis has not occurred.  Mr. Fitzgerald stated

there are statistics indicating that the amount of hikers has increased although the equestrian traffic
appears to remain the same or less.  Equestrians feel there is competition for the trails among the users.

The amount of development nearby also adds to the reduction of equestrians.  Ms. Keller displayed the
area which is being used by equestrians.  The equestrians are interested in longer rides and suggested
these trails connect with others to allow this to happen.

5.)  What happens between now and the November 5 meeting?  And what happens after that?  Ms.

Benny stated that in the focus group meeting, all in attendance suggested that staff take their time in
developing the master plan.  Ms. Benny asked that people provide their contact information so that they
can continue to be notified of upcoming meetings.  There will be more opportunities to provide input.
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6.)  Why was the wash corridor developed originally?  Ms. Keller stated that twenty years ago that is
where people recreated, right along the rivers and the lakes, which lead to erosion.  Uses must be moved
to appropriate park areas.

7.)  Lights are currently an intrusion to the park.  Are you proposing more lights?  Ms. Keller stated the
only areas that will include new lighting will be the parking areas, the restrooms, and ramadas.  The
proposed culvert under 59th Avenue will also be lit.  The lighting will be placed inside.  The proposed
education center will be lighted only on the inside.

8.)  How are you going to control and protect the 2 to 12 year olds in the new recreation area?  Ms. Keller

110
said although there is no way to control every child, the intent of the area will be to provide areas which
will allow children the opportunity to touch and experience different desert related items.

9.)   Why not restore the Dragon' s Tooth catchment basin?   Mr.  Fuller stated the Dragon's Tooth

catchment basin is part of the sedimentation basin. They are originally designed to capture the sediment.
What to do with the basin, when to empty the basin, and how often to empty it without disrupting the
wildlife are issues that are being discussed.

10.)  Don' t catchment basins breed mosquitoes and what is the plan to prevent this?  Mr. Steve Fairaizl

stated that water does trap mosquitoes and gives them the opportunity to breed.  He explained there are
different ways to prevent the mosquitoes from breeding.  He understands the concern because of the
West Nile Virus.  Ms. Keller stated the catchment basins are designed to prevent standing water, which is
what mosquitoes prefer. The basins would hold natural rainfall only.

11.)  Low value habitats?  In the interest of conservation, should those areas be kept looking that way?
Mr. Steve Fairaizl said yes, this low quality wildlife can be increased or decreased.  This would depend
upon the amount of vegetation or revegetation that is added to specific areas.

12.)  Why would areas changed from yellow to green?  Mr. Steve Fairaizl indicated that depends upon

what is requested by the users.  Would users like more wildlife or less wildlife?

13.)  Aren' t soils typically an excellent median for growing most plants?  Ms. Keller stated the colors

would change based upon how much wildlife is requested in each areas.   Ms. Keller explained the

different types of plants available in any area draws different types of wildlife.   She said this is the
challenge, how to get good plants to grow in an area that has been disturbed.

14.)  Why isn' t the wash area shown in yellow?   Mr. Steve Fairaizl explained the wash area barely
contains levels of food and shelter for wildlife that currently exists.   Ms. Keller added that the picture
shows how dry the area is now with not much vegetation.

15.) Won't the city open themselves up to a lawsuit by using the culvert as a trail?  Ms. Benne stated that
this issue would be part of the evaluation process.  If this were an issue, we would need to determine how

any potential risks could be minimized.

16.)  If the culvert were used, would it be possible to install screen doors that lock?  Ms. Benne stated this

issue could be discussed during the planning process.

17.)   Can the education facility be placed near the existing picnic area but outside the 100- year
floodplain?  Ms. Keller stated that something could be placed near this area but she felt the facility, which
includes parking needs to be placed in an area that is more developed.

18.)  How about locating the facility along 67th Avenue?  Ms. Keller stated this is the main equestrian
entrance and is a more intensive use for the area.  The facility would require more parking that what
would be able to be constructed along that area.  If the facility was placed in this area, it would mean
disturbing more of the desert.
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19.)  What can be done in a building approximately 3, 000 square feet?  Ms. Keller stated the size of the
building has yet to be determined.  What is being proposed is two classrooms, bathrooms, with a ranger
area.  What was shown in the presentation were pictures of other education facilities.  The Thunderbird

Conservation Park educational facility size has yet to be determined.

20.) Why are so many trailheads shown in the Pinnacle Peak area?  Ms. Keller explained they wanted to
distribute the use to lessen the impact.  She stated three trailheads would be added to disperse usage.

This would accommodate those coming to the park from the east loop.  This would encourage people to
remain on the trails by providing parking near the trails they are wishing to utilize.  This will also help to
deter the number of social trails that are created by those cutting across the desert to access the trail they
are interested in.  The key to park planning is placing convenient parking for the areas that people are
going to access.

21.)   Regarding the culvert— what is the plan to consult with the police before proposing pedestrians to

use the culvert?  Ms. Senna stated that this would be part of the operation process.  Receiving input from
the police department would be part of the master plan process.  There have been discussions with
Officer Joan Campbell of the Glendale Police Department.

S
22.)  Doesn' t it take hundreds of years to restore plants and soils in the wash?  Mr. Steve Fairaizl said
no".  There is a real science to restoring plants and soils and if done properly it can happen quickly.  Ms.
Keller stated that one of the techniques is to salvage the topsoil, approximately six inches off the top.
This is stored until needed.

23.)  Will the education center be built on a medium value habitat?  Ms. Keller stated this is a possibility
but recommend building on an area that is already disturbed.  There are reasons as to why the flatter,
already disturbed areas of the park are preferred.

24.) Where would the parking be for those utilizing the 51st Avenue trail?  Parking for all park trails will be
at the park entrances at 671h, 59th and 55th Avenues.  For those driving to the park to use the 51st Avenue
trail, the closest parking is at 55th Avenue off Pinnacle Peak Road.

25.)  Where would the parking be for those wanting to utilize the 51s1 Avenue bridal trail?  Ms. Medler
explained the route of the

51st

Avenue bridal trail.   The 5151 Avenue bridal trail connection is for

equestrians already on horseback, hikers or bicyclists using the trail as an entrance to the park.  No
parking would be provided at this point, and the access would not become a designated trailhead, but
rather a connection to an existing regional trail system.

26.)  How many parking spaces are needed?  Ms. Keller explained the formula for estimating the number
of parking spaces needed.  She stated that approximately 30 spaces are needed for each trail mile.  This
results in approximately 650 parking spaces.  This would assist in keeping vehicles from parking in the
surrounding neighborhoods.

27.)  Does this formula consider the attractiveness of the trail?  Ms. Keller stated more parking would be
provided for the more popular trails, and less for the lesser used trails.

The speaker in the audience suggested a more detailed audit take place rather than what has been

formulated.  Ms. Keller explained that during their research they would determine which trails are the
most popular.  Those trails would require more parking spaces.

28.)  What documentation exists showing how many people are using Thunderbird Park for picnicking?
Large groups?  Individuals?  Do we have information on peak days or times? Are they there for hiking or
picnicking? Ms. Medler stated staff reviewed the number of reservations for the ramadas that were made.

Approximately 100 reservations are taken each year for the group picnic area.  Other ramadas located in
the park are only one or two table ramadas and many of those are not reserved, but are used on a first
come, first served basis.  She explained that the Traffic Division of the city of Glendale had done a traffic
count to see how many vehicles were entering into the park when they did their street analysis.  On the

S
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one Sunday during the study 1, 700 vehicles entered into Thunderbird Conservation Park from 59th
Avenue.  Ms. Benna stated that staff could conduct more surveys to determine the reasons why people
are coming to the park.

29.)  Any information on peak days / times?  Ms. Benne stated more surveys should be conducted to
gather more information.

30.)  Is there any documentation on how often the amphitheater is used?  Ms. Benne' stated from her

personal observation she has seen people using the amphitheater to stretch or to sit and rest.  This area
does not require a reservation.  Ms. Medler stated this area was used for sunrise religious services and

for cross country track meets.  Ms. Medler stated for a track meet there are approximately eight buses,
each carrying 40 students for a total of 320 participants, plus spectators.

31.)  How has the plan come so far when an exhaustive analysis has not been conducted asking for the
most uses?  How can the consultants plan to change the area when they aren' t sure who uses the park?
Shouldn' t the process have begun by determining how the users are utilizinq the park?  Ms. Benno stated
that a community-wide survey was sent to 2, 000 random Glendale households in the winter of 2003-04
with a return of 403 responses.  Public meetings and a focus group meeting were held during that time
period.  Since then another focus group meeting has been held, and this meeting tonight is the second of
a series of public meetings being held to continue the public input process.  On- site surveys of users will
also be conducted this Fall.

32.) Why are there three entrances proposed from Pinnacle Peak? Ms. Keller stated that the emergency
personnel asked for more than one entrance.   Having more than one entrance provides a safe loop
system for people entering and exiting the park.

It was mentioned that 700 parking spaces are required to support events.  Ms. Keller clarified the amount
of parking spaces proposed is 620.  She explained the formula that determines the number of spaces
needed.

33.)  How much acreage is consumed for parking lots?  Ms. Keller stated that 2. 2 acres of parking current
exists.  She said an additional 2. 7 acres of parking is proposed for a total of 4.9 acres of total parking.
There are nine acres proposed for picnicking.

34.)  Does this figure include the roadways and the area between the landscape and the parking areas?

Ms. Keller stated no, the acreage is only the paved area.   She said there is currently 1. 4 miles of
roadways and the master plan proposed 2.05 miles total.  Some of the roadway is being removed in order
to restore the wash corridor.

35.)  Shouldn' t we target a lower trail per person density?  After some calculations, this would show one

person on every 40 yards of trails.  Mr. Fitzgerald explained that people are coming to utilize the park and
we need to determine how to accommodate all these people.  This can be done by designating which are
the high use areas and how to plan to maintain these areas for future use.

36.) Will energy efficient restrooms be provided? Ms. Keller stated that they are looking at different types
of building materials, lighting, and handling of waste in order to improve the restrooms.   This would
provide technically advanced but conservation oriented restrooms.

37.)  How does the city plan to engage the disabled?  Ms. Benny explained that part of the analysis

includes working with regulations set up by the American' s with Disabilities Act.  We will also take the
draft preliminary master plan to the City of Glendale' s Commission on Persons with Disabilities for their
ideas on the proposed accessible trails.

38.)  How will the schools and educators be involved?  Ms. Benne stated these groups were part of the

focus group, and that staff would continue to communicate with them and solicit their input.
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39.)  Will there be parks operations separate buildings — one of the east side and one of the west side?

Ms. Jackie explained the travel time would be of concern.  There is a high density of trails along the west
side, which are mainly equestrians.  The types of usage for park operations must first be identified in this
process and to determine how these separate areas could be used.

40.) Will a monument marker would be constructed at the highest point?  Ms. Keller stated no, this would

be the lookout area, and added nothing new would be constructed at this location.

41.)   How much distance does the wildlife need away from people to survive?   Mr. Steve Fairaizl

explained that urban animals have adapted to people and roads.   They have learned to adapt and
required only small areas and short distances from people to survive.

An attendee commented that signage at the education center should be kept there.  Do not place signage

throughout the park identifying each type of plant or bush.

42.)  Is the education center is a " done deal"? Ms. Senna stated no, the purpose of the public meetings is

together feedback, comments and concerns.  All the input collected will be considered when completing
the master plan.

43.)  Does the White Tanks Mountain Park have an education center?  Mr. Fitzgerald was unsure.  He
noted some of the parks, which he was aware, had an education center.

44.) There is a small wash located at the northeast corner.  Has this area been looked at with regards to

hydrology?  Mr. Fuller stated no, this area has not been researched. An attendee asked that this area be

considered when reviewing the overall park.

45.)   Has the parking issue has been addressed regarding the 67 h̀ Avenue equestrian center?  The

parking area that currently exists for the equestrians' trailers is experiencing problems due to the high
school kids parking their vehicles and then crossing the street to get to school.  Ms. Medler stated this
issue has been addressed. Signage has been posted to restrict students from parking in that lot.

An attendee stated he liked the idea of the picnic areas being removed.   He likes the increase in
vegetation and adding water bowls for the wildlife.  He sees a contradiction with the number of parking
spaces being increased.  He is concerned with the wildlife being scared off by those visiting the park.

Another attendee appreciates the city staff for listening to the residents' concerns.   He added he is
concerned about the reduced picnic areas, stating that maybe too much are being removed.  He felt that
too many parking spaces are being proposed.  He asked for the size of the education center.  He said
let's determine the priorities for the Park and let's addresses those first.  He felt that vending machines
with water sales would be a good addition to the Park and he also felt the washes needed to be
reclaimed.

Another commenter stated that he was informed of this meeting when he encountered park staff
distributing surveys at the Park.  He stated that he felt the access issues have not yet been addressed as
there are people parking in the neighborhoods.

An attendee stated only the proposed improvements should take place.   She does not want to see
another South Mountain Park or Piestewa Park created.

A comment from a previous speaker stated that he does not see the area being protected and preserved.

Mr. Ted Hansen, Parks Advisory Committee Chairperson, reminded everyone in attendance that this is
part of the public process.  He added he liked the flat areas and would like to see these areas or the
yellow areas preserved and kept flat.
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With no further comments, Ms. Senna stated the tentative date of the next meeting is November 5th.  She
advised all attendees that the consultants and staff would be available for questions after today' s
meeting. She thanked everyone for attending this meeting.

The meeting concluded at 4: 14pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Diana Figueroa
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C. 4 Public Comments Following September Public Meetings

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Comments

Received via the city webpage following September 2005 Public Meetings

Dated: October 11- 13, 2005

8 separate emails, 8 citizens

S
No Outdoor Group Area
No Youth Outdoor Experience Area

S

S

S

S
equestrians (widen switchbacks), not only hikers

instead of new trails and parking

Pinnacle Peak Road

S
and information center, additional info centers at 67th Ave

and old amphitheater

S
speed cameras, etc. to attract commuter traffic onto other

roads away from the park

S
rubberized asphalt)

S
Citizen Email Requests

Dated: October 12 - 28, 2005

8 separate emails, letters, phone calls from 7 citizens

S

Leave the park as it is 3

No additional or expanded parking lots
No additional development, including trails, on east side
Pedestrian bridge/equestrian trail user concerns
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Clarification of Master Plan revisions 1

Wildlife Corridor concerns 2

No expansion of amenities

Remove picnic tables from Wildlife Corridor

Add wildlife watering holes
Repair sedimentation basin moguls

Reclaim the wash for animal habitat

Add an interpretive center 1

Additions & updating of restrooms 1

Add water fountains or secured machines at trailheads 1

Add mountain biking trails 1

Separate equestrian parking and staging area from hikers 1

Create ADA access areas & interpretive trails 1

Concur with the flush deck bridge crossing over 59th Avenue 1

Too many parking spaces being created 1

Oppose group picnic ramadas 1

Utilize State Parks grant to improve 67th Avenue parking lot 1

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN

Comments by Ted Hansen, Parks & Recreation Commission Chair
16- Dec-05

Positive Features of the Plan:

Better organized facilities for equestrians

Revegetation of 67th Ave. areas

Restrooms for 67th Ave.

Additional ramadas near 67th Ave, but spaced better

Improvement of 67th Ave. parking although recommends fewer spaces added
Planned stabilization of the park trails

Habitat restoration along central wash corridor

Removal of parking next to wash corridor

Removal of the road along the west side of the wash
Removal of picnic tables within the 10- 20 year flood plain

Parking plans for 59th Ave.
Accessible trails in Pinnacle Peak& 59th Ave. areas

Outdoor shaded education area, limited to about 50 people

Suggested Improvements to the Plan:

Would like to see more of the documentation done by Logan Simpson Design
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Better definition of" conservation"

Map key does not include ' Existing Park Road'
Map key doesn' t include planted trees
The size of the 67th Ave. Park Operations area near 67th Ave. is too large

Need more spacing between ramadas near 67th Ave.

Driving access between 67th & 59th should be gated
At 67th Ave, do not route hiking vehicle traffic through equestrian parking lot
Use 10- 20 year flood line not 100 year for placing of amenities
Why remove existing picnic areas & ramadas that are outside 10- 20 year flood?

Would prefer to use existing dam trail rather than create new trails along W. side of 59th Ave.
Favors a along 59th Ave. so that trail users don' t have to go through wash interpretive trail
Need water at ramada and picnic areas

The ' disturbed' land map should be corrected to remove 51st-53rd & Pinnacle Peak area.
Do not upgrade yellow habitat to green habitat

Do not pave over the wash at 53rd Ave.

The proposed parking lots along Pinnacle Peak are too spread out.
Incorporate existing Pinnacle Peak parking lot into proposed
Too many trees and too much parking in the Pinnacle Peak area.
Too many parking lot entrances at Pinnacle Peak

Parallel driveways at Pinnacle Peak unnecessary
59th Ave. bus parking is not addressed
Need more educator input for bus travel around park

Park Ops buildings at Pinnacle Peak& 51st Ave. should be attached to Educational building
Pinnacle Peak ramadas are too close together

Why are there single ramadas near most of the large parking lots?
Trail along eastern boundary doesn't follow land contour
Recheck trail user density figures
Proposed education center size is disproportionate to the size of the park

Additional Comments:

Conservation Park' name should be used consistently
Create a Conservation Mission Statement and Conservation Principles

411/
When surveying park users, find out what city they live in
Determine whether the sed. Basin management is included or excluded from the master plan

Don' t develop the Pinnacle Peak area between 51st and 53rd Avenues.

Plan for only 2 bus parking spots
Continue to investigate how to minimize the amount of roadways and parking
Recommend 2,000 - 3, 000 square foot educational facility
Design Ed. Center with outside access restrooms

Open discussions with Adobe Dam to wind new easternmost trail over the park boundary
Research further parking needs
Consult with police about using culvert
Continue to involve schools/educators on this master plan process

Include people with disabilities in future focus group discussions
Use user- identified priorities to create a phasing of plans
Estimate staffing requirements for each phase of the plan
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Further define "Trail Viewpoint" and what would be done there

Further research picnic table usage at peak times.  May not be able to reduce.
Provide further detail of how parking lot drains would catch water and filter it.
Provide more detail of how wash drainage gets past new developments north of the park

Further research how we can market the park to all Glendale

Provide details on the consultant's proposal of using a portion of the amphitheatre for
presentations and part of it for plantings and viewing.

i
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C. 5 Public Stakeholders Meeting at Sedimentation Basin

City of Glendale
Thunderbird Conservation Park

Sedimentation Basin Meeting
April 1, 2006

9: 00 a. m.

Welcome and Introductions
Becky Benna, Parks and Recreation Director welcomed everyone and asked attendees to introduce
themselves.

Master Plan Update

Ms. Benny provided a brief update on what has been happening in the park master plan process.  She
stated that the master plan will include a component to address management of the park, and this type of

meeting gives staff the chance to talk with all citizens and the different stakeholder groups who help care
and manage the various components of the conservation park.

Sedimentation Basin Lake History and Purpose

Ken Reedy, Deputy City Manager stated that the purpose of the sedimentation basin lake is to collect run
off water, run it through Arrowhead Lakes, and out through the 551" Avenue drainage channel.  It also is at

the top of the Arrowhead effluent water distribution system, and the city is responsible for the distribution
lines that deliver effluent water into the sedimentation basin.  Arrowhead Amenities is responsible for the
water after it is delivered to the basin.

The sedimentation basin is the last point in the city effluent distribution system in this area.

In the early 1980' s the Paloma Corporation started to develop the area with the sedimentation basin
being developed around 1984.   The company went out of business,  and the city established the
Arrowhead Ranch Amenities Corporation, a non- profit corporation, to act as water operations liaison

between the city and the lakes in the Arrowhead Ranch development.

A question was asked as to where the drainage water went before the sedimentation basin was built.  Mr.
Reedy explained that before that there were no homes in the area and the water ran to the southeast
through the area toward Skunk Creek.

A question was asked as to who owned the lake.  Mr. Reedy stated that the land in the park is owned by
the city and the water in the sedimentation basin is owned by Arrowhead Amenities.  He stated that the
land behind the homes and around the lake is city property, and it is illegal for private property owners to
clear or trim the trees and brush around the lake.

A question was asked as to the responsibility of the quality of the lake water.  Mr. Reedy stated that the
quality of the water entering the lake is the city's responsibility and the quality of the water after it is in the
sedimentation basin lake is the responsibility of Arrowhead Amenities.  The water is graded as Class A+
when it leaves the water treatment plant.

Bob Revolinski, Water Resources Management, the company contracted by Arrowhead Lakes HOA to
control water quality in the lakes, stated that the treatment process removes the nitrates, but leaves
phosphates ( that allow the lake to be fertile).  He stated, and Mr. Reedy reiterated, that the water quality
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as it is present in the lake is as close to nature' s way as possible, with the added aeration systems, and
fish adding to the care of that water.

Bob Revolinski stated that the water is at a quality that could be recharged into the ground.

Mr. Reedy also stated that the sedimentation basin was built to allow for water to be pumped into other
developments.  Paul Monaghan stated that option has never been used.

Larry Clark, homeowner, asked what is the purpose of the little building and antenna on the property next
to the Wildlife Viewing Blinds.    Larry Brotman from Utilities Department stated that the antenna
communicates with the main treatment plant and is necessary to read the controls for water distribution.

Mr. Clark asked if anything could be done to improve the aesthetics of this area through moving the
antenna or adding foliage.

Mr. Brotman stated he would check on possible options for location of the antenna, and the parks and

recreation department staff will look into options for additional landscape screening.

A question was asked as to when the sedimentation basin would be full of sediment.

RJ Cardin, Parks and Recreation Department, stated that question would be discussed later on the
agenda.

Sedimentation Basin Wildlife

Joe Yarchin from Arizona Game and Fish Department stated that the sedimentation basin provides good
habitat, food and cover for wildlife.    RJ Cardin stated that the city looked into designating the
sedimentation basin area as a wildlife refuge, but the sedimentation basin will remain as a conservation
park component due to the use of effluent water in the lake.

A question was asked as to the Salt cedar located around the basin, and whether this invasive plant

should be eradicated.  Mr. Cardin said that approximately 10% to 20% of the lake foliage is Tamerisk
Salt cedar).  Mr. Yarchin stated we do want to try to control the Salt cedar and not necessarily remove all

of it due to it' s potential for use by wildlife.   However, if we remove the Salt cedar, we need to first
consider how we' ll replace those plants with other more acceptable species such as Desert Willow and
cottonwood, to retain the wildlife habitat value.  The Salt cedar would grow again, so we would need a

management plan to keep it within appropriate limits.

Mr. Yarchin discussed wildlife-oriented recreation that minimizes human disturbance. Such management

practices as enforcement of leash laws, provision of public education on wildlife viewing etiquette for park
visitors will allow wildlife to remain, help keep the conservation area healthy, and help residents who live
next to the park live with wildlife,  such as coyotes and raccoons.   He said wildlife would definitely
habituate, but not to let them become too comfortable with humans.

A question was asked as to how to get herons off a patio.  Mr. Yarchin said that self-help information is
available from the Arizona Game and Fish Department for those humans who feel invaded by wildlife.
He said the bird needs to realize that your property is not an appropriate roosting site, and suggested
soft harassment" such as waving arms, use of wind- driven items and noise cans to drive them out.

Ms. Benna stated part of our management plan will include educating people on this type of thing and will
work with AZ Game and Fish to provide the information to the public.  Concerted community efforts and
on- going communication are necessary.

A question was asked as to whether AZ Game and Fish have brochures available for HOA's to distribute

at their meetings.  Mr. Yarchin said they are available at the Mesa regional office or the Phoenix office on
Greenway east of 117.  He said videos are also available for this type of group use.

A neighborhood Spring Fling is scheduled for April 29 from 10: 00 a. m. to 2:00 p. m. at Arrowhead Lakes,
and an information booth on living with wildlife is welcome at the event. Mr. Yarchin stated that if Game
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and Fish had not been notified,  it should be done immediately.  It might be too late to get
a representative.

Sedimentation Basin Lake Topographical Survey

RJ Cardin reviewed a recently completed survey of the sedimentation basin lake comparing depth
findings to the " as- built" design.  Staff is still reviewing and analyzing the data due to just receiving the
results on Friday, March 31.  The quick analysis indicates that since 1984 the sediment has built- up as
little as 5" to 6" inches up 2 to 2 1/2 feet at some areas of the basin and at the west end since the
sedimentation basin was developed in 1984.    Bubblers pick up sediment and disburse it nicely
throughout the lake.  The preliminary review of the survey results show that the lake is performing the
way it was designed to do.

A question was asked as to when the sedimentation basin may be filled with sediment, and if any
previous surveys had been conducted.   Mr. Cardin stated that the water level was 15 feet deep when it
was built and now has approximately 12 % to 14 feet in depth.  This survey will act as a benchmark to
future studies.

A question was asked as to whether we would schedule these at specific intervals.  Mr. Reedy said that
a once every so many year survey may not be the best measurement of sediment buildup.

Mr. Revolinski asked what type of coring tool for the lake measurements was used, and RJ Cardin
stated it was the same one Water Resources Management uses.

A question was about the moguls that should stop the silt from entering the basin.  Mr. Reedy said those
dragon' s teeth" are meant to slow the water down,  not to keep the sediment from entering the

sedimentation basin.  A question was asked as to whether many of the plants around the lake are doing
what the dragon' s teeth did before.  Mr. Reedy said that was possible, and that the basin has changed
dramatically since it was built, and no plants were present. The plants aren' t necessarily taking the place
of the dragon' s teeth.  If a large flood event occurs again, the water could wash the sediment out of the
teeth.

S
Additional Comments and Questions

Ms. Benno thanked everyone for coming and stated that an outcome of the master plan process will be
to work closely with the Arrowhead Lake HOA, Arrowhead Amenities and the AZ Game and Fish
Department to keep communications open and work together to be stewards of the park.

A question was asked as to what is being done about erosion off the area south of the viewing blinds
north of the sedimentation basin.  Ms. Benny said that area is being addressed as part of the master
plan.

A comment was made that the sedimentation basin has exceeded our expectations to what we've

needed it to do, and that anything we need to do to the basin should be done in a methodical way.

A question was asked as to a need for a 404 Permit if anything is done in the basin.  Mr. Reedy said that
this is not considered a part of the nation' s navigable waterways so it doesn' t need a 404 Permit.  The

permit is only needed if there is a filling in of any sections of navigable waterways.

A question was asked if the sedimentation basin could be renamed, such as Thunderbird Lake.  Ms.
Benno said we could explore that suggestion.

There was a question about golden algae and a plan to keep that from happening.  Mr. Revolinski stated
that he is responsible for those issues.  Mr. Reedy reiterated that Arrowhead Amenities is responsible for
the water in the basin.

Mr. Monaghan stated that any re-design or construction to the sedimentation basin needs to be worked
out with the city.  Mr. Yarchin stated that AZ Game and Fish could advise the HOA and city staff on
wildlife issues.

S
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A question was asked if there were no water in the sedimentation basin, whose responsibility would the
dry basin be.   Mr. Reedy stated that it' s not necessarily the City' s.  Mr. Monaghan suggested that a
reserve study be done to establish that.

Staff, AZ Game and Fish representative and several the meeting citizens toured the south side of the
sedimentation area.

The meeting concluded at approximately 11: 00am.
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C. 6 Public Meetings (April 2006)

CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK

PRELIMINARY MASTER PLAN REVISIONS

PUBLIC MEETING

DEER VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL CAFETERIA

18424 NORTH 51ST AVENUE

GLENDALE, ARIZONA

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 26, 2006

6: 30PM TO 8: 30PM

The open house began at 6: 30pm with an introduction of city staff by Parks and Recreation Director,
Becky Benno.  In attendance were Parks and Recreation staff, RJ Cardin, Shirley Medler, Roger Boyer,
Clyde Brown, Wayne Drummond, Paul Bernardo, and Deputy City Manager staff member, Matt Cohrs.
Also in attendance were City Council Members Manny Martinez and Steve Frate with Parks and
Recreation Commission Chairperson Ted Hansen. and Parks and Recreation Commissioner Stanley
Long. There were approximately 21 citizens in attendance.

Ms.  Benny encouraged those in attendance to visit each revised plan on display and to ask staff
questions.  She added there were color maps, each with a description of the proposed changes, available

for review and to take home.

An open house to review the revised plans and talk with staff was conducted.  Ms. Benno provided an
overview of staffs approach to the proposed revisions and visual examples.  She began by stating that
staff utilized information gathered in studies and surveys conducted prior to September 2005.   Public
input and park information collected from September 2005 to date was also considered.  The proposed

changes are based on existing park conditions as the benchmark.  Ms. Benne explained the general
guidelines for improvements to the Thunderbird Conservation Park.  Improvements based on consistent
maintenance and design standards to all park trails, trailheads, trail nodes, signage, trash cans, ramadas,

picnic tables, drinking fountains, equestrian hitching posts and troughs, restrooms, parking lighting, and
surfacing and marking standards for parking lots and roads, whether paved and unpaved.  Also, the park
property boundary,  if not already identified, should be marked along the entire perimeter.   Provide
mileage indicators on all trails.  Procedures and standards should be identified as they relate to special
uses and requests.  Ms. Benny stated a community education outreach program should be developed
regarding park wildlife, vegetation, geology, and other natural areas in the park.  Ms. Kenna provided a
slide presentation that included pictorial examples of outdoor seating area, interpretive and accessible
trails, resting bench, revegetation, signage, entries to park trailheads and shade and seating ramadas, a
park information office that included a restroom facility, drinking fountains, and also provided shade,
different parking lots, explaining that parking lots could possibly exclude asphalt and utilize another type
of material, and equestrian corral for trailer parking.  Ms. Benny concluded her presentation by reviewing
the proposed timeline to finalize the Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan.   The Parks and

Recreation Commission will meet on Monday, May 8, 2006 at 7 p. m., at City Hall, Meeting Room B- 3 to
consider forwarding the master plan recommendations to City Council.  City Council will then have the
opportunity to review the master plan at its June 6, 2006 Workshop, with a final approval of the plan
tentatively scheduled for at the City Council meeting on Tuesday, June 27, 2006.

The meeting was opened for public comment.
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Mr. Allan DeFranco, wanted to thank the Parks and Recreation staff for their dedication and hard work

throughout this very long, public process.   He thanked staff for gathering input and accepting email
comments, for distributing surveys and questionnaires giving the public the opportunity to express their
comments and concerns, and for taking the time to listen.  Mr. DeFranco stated that he was concerned
about the need for a 2,000 square foot ranger station.  He felt that was too large and was unnecessary as
information can be distributed from a kiosk.  He said there is an existing storage area, which should be
utilized.  Although the building may be aesthetically pleasing, it will be obtrusive.   Mr. DeFranco did
suggest some type of vending machine, secured and locked, where park users could purchase bottled
water and/ or Gatorade type drinks.  He suggested that fire extinguishers be placed at each ramada, or

rather, have all grills removed as grills are a potential fire hazard.  He felt users should be encouraged to
use propane grills.

Mr. Jim Hughes, stated that the information centers that he has seen at other valley parks spoil the
desert.  He felt the ranger/ information facility was not needed.

Mr. John Turbridy, felt this is a good plan.  He stated the park is in need of trail maintenance as hiking
damages the trails.  Mr. Turbridy commented that the water guzzlers are not needed as wildlife has lived
in the desert for centuries without any human assistance.   However, if the guzzlers are installed, he
suggested that a viewing blind be added to allow park visitors to observe wildlife drinking water.

Other written comments were received from attendees wishing not to speak.

Ms. Karen Huebschman, wrote she is very much relieved and pleased with the current version of the park
master plan.   The philosophy has clearly shifted to open space, native desert preservation with nice
people access".

R. E. Cheney, wrote thanks for leaving the park for hiking— no playground!  Looks like a good design.

Van DiCarlo, inquired as to how much the total project would cost.

Mr. Charles Kangas, suggested to stick to native vegetation and attempt to remove as much of the
invasive species as possible.

Shirley Klovstad, stated that she was glad to see it scaled back from the original plan.

Wally Klovstad,  provided the following comments:   59`
h

Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road — resting

benches on the flat area near the mountain ok, the one by Pinnacle Peak Road — no; need a bathroom —
good; 59th Wildlife Corridor — remove restrooms from wash —good; remove ramada, picnic tables and

grills from wash —good; add restroom by Parking Lot A — ok, no added ramada; remove and revegetate
Parking Areas C, D, and E — they are too close to the wash, put Parking Lot E on south side of the road;
remove or cut size of the amphitheater by 75% in both dimensions; group ramada 6- 10 tables, not
possible if you leave amphitheater and to big anyway 4-6 tables plenty; ranger/parking information station
way too big, if needed at all, eliminate from proposed plan; 67th Avenue and Equestrian Area— your plan
should include what to do with equestrian facilities when the need goes away in three years, a lot of
horses are gone already; who is using the K & J Parking Lots —the students from MRHS -  park not for

student parking — needs addressed; plan needs revegetation on all sides of the water reservoir; Ponding
Area — eliminate water guzzlers — there is water in the pond; existing parking area ( 4 spaces) — fenced

with no access to get to the viewing blinds; loop trail H! near 51st end to trail node# 17 on east side of 55th
and Pinnacle Peak park area.

Ms. Benno closed the meeting by thanking all the citizens in attendance.  She encouraged everyone to
continue to attend upcoming meetings and return comment forms or visit the Thunderbird Conservation
Park web page to provide comment by May 4'".

This portion of the public meeting concluded at 8:03 p. m.
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Respectfully submitted,

Diana Figueroa

CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK

PRELIMINARY MASTER PLAN REVISIONS

PUBLIC MEETING

DEER VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL CAFETERIA

18424 NORTH 51ST AVENUE

GLENDALE, ARIZONA

SATURDAY, APRIL 29, 2006

9: 00AM TO 11: 00AM

The open house began at 9: 00 a. m. with an introduction of city staff by Parks & Recreation Director,

Becky Benna.  In attendance were Parks and Recreation staff, RJ Cardin, Shirley Medler, Roger Boyer,
Clyde Brown,  Deputy City Manager staff,  Matt Cohrs,  Marketing staff,  Kim Larson,  Neighborhood
Partnership staff, Erik Strunk, and Assistant City Manager, Pam Kavanaugh.  Also in attendance were
Council member Manny Martinez.  Mayor Elaine Scruggs,  and Parks and Recreation Commission
Chairperson Ted Hansen. There were approximately 22 citizens in attendance.

Ms.  Benna encouraged those in attendance to visit each revised plan on display and to ask staff
questions.  She added there were color maps. each with a description of the proposed changes, available

for review.

An open house to review the revised plans and talk with staff was conducted.  Ms. Benna provided an
overview of staffs approach to the proposed revisions and visual examples.  She began by stating that
staff utilized information gathered in studies and surveys conducted prior to September 2005.   Public
input and park information collected from September 2005 to date was also considered.  The proposed

changes are based on existing park conditions as the benchmark.  Ms. Benna explained the general
guidelines for improvements to the Thunderbird Conservation Park.  Improvements based on consistent
maintenance and design standards to all park trails, trailheads, trail nodes, signage, trash cans, ramadas,

picnic tables, drinking fountains, equestrian hitching posts and troughs, restrooms, parking lighting, and
surfacing and marking standards for parking lots and roads, whether paved and unpaved.  Also, the park
property boundary,  if not already identified, should be marked along the entire perimeter.   Provide
mileage indicators on all trails.  Procedures and standards should be identified as they relate to special
uses and requests.  Ms. Benna stated a community education outreach program should be developed
regarding park wildlife, vegetation, geology, and other natural areas in the park.
Ms.  Benna provided a slide presentation that included pictorial examples of outdoor seating area,

interpretive and accessible trails, resting bench, revegetation, signage, entries to park trailheads and
shade and seating ramadas, a park information office that included a restroom facility, drinking fountains,
and also provided shade, different parking lots, explaining that parking lots could possibly exclude asphalt
and utilize another type of material, and equestrian corral for trailer parking.  Ms. Benna concluded her
presentation by reviewing the proposed timeline to finalize the Thunderbird Conservation Park Master
Plan.  The Parks and Recreation Commission will meet on Monday, May 8, 2006 at 7 p. m., at City Hall,
Meeting Room B- 3 to consider forwarding the master plan recommendations to City Council. City Council
will then have the opportunity to review the master plan at its June 6, 2006 Workshop, with a final
approval of the plan tentatively scheduled for at the City Council meeting on Tuesday, June 27, 2006.
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The meeting was opened for public comment.

Mr. Allan DeFranco wanted to thank the public for attending all the meetings.   He felt it was a great
process working with city staff.  He appreciates the Mayor' s commitment to the Thunderbird Conservation
Park.  Last, Mr. DeFranco wanted to commend Ms. Benne and her staff on their dedication throughout

this lengthy process. Thank you.

Other written comments were received from attendees wishing not to speak.

Ms. Denise Baker commented that she recognized the restrooms would have high use.  To reduce trash

associated with restroom install hand blow dryers or the alcohol based cleaning waterless hand wash i. e.
Purell.   I like your proposed changes and plan to use.  Sedimentation basin area — get homeowners

involved with invasive issues and removal.  Get community involved at hands on level.  Knock trees down
at viewing blind at parking one area.  I support the viewing blinds.  Park signage— include information to
users to bring water for themselves and their dogs.

Mr. Kenneth Wood, wrote that the final plan for both 59th Avenue improvement and Thunderbird Park

modifications have been greatly influenced by public input.  The final results do reflect what the user
thinks, as opposed to the consultant' s think, serves us best.  Wouldn' t it have been better to have had a
lot of public input before the out-of-town planners proposed their rather fanciful ideas?

Ms. Barbara Hanley commented that she walks every morning.  I want as little done as possible.  It' s a
conservation park— let' s leave it that way.  Repair restrooms and trails. Thank you.

Ferne Ridley stated 3 liked the new " revisions" so far and 2) technical issue: takes a ' long' time to
download plans on Internet.  Don' t know if server problem; resolution, etc.  Might consider moving a less
detailed resolution diagram.  3) 59th Avenue Plan: a) interested in design, etc of building for ranger —
information must be low, unobtrusive, etc. h) since parking will be associated with this —concerned about
lighting, c) on lighting please revisit.  Don' t know why lights stay on 10- 11 pm when park is closed.  Let' s
be a little energy efficient. Are they solar powered and/or controlled?

Ms. Benna closed the meeting by thanking all the citizens in attendance.  She encouraged everyone to
continue to attend upcoming meetings and to encourage others to complete comment forms and return
them; or visit the Thunderbird Conservation Park web page and provide comment by May 4th.

This portion of the public meeting concluded at 10: 17am.

Respectfully submitted,

Diana Figueroa
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C. 7 Public Comments Following April Public Meetings
E- Mails and Phone Calls Received via Web Postings for Public Meetings on April 26 & 29,

2006)

Date Received:  Monday, 4/24/06
Name:  Suzanne Kannarr
Comments:

Thought that the amphitheater was going to cost too much because of accessibility issues and the park
wasn' t the right place for a crowd.

Date Received: Thursday, 4/27/ 06
Name:  Karen Huebschman

Comments:

Expressed her appreciation for the fine result the city achieved with the plan for Thunderbird Park.  She
attended Wednesday' s public meeting and felt that the staff did a great job of listening to public
comments.  Was happy to see desert open space retained, the needed grade level crossing of 59t" Ave.,
and the making of nice little additions and small improvements that she felt everyone could live with.

Date Received: Thursday, 4/ 27/06
Name: Allan DeFranco

Comments:

He attended the Wednesday meeting and felt that the presentation gave a pretty clear picture of what
may be done to specific areas.
Regarding the 671h Ave. area, and key item # 21, he supports this trail becoming a designated trail and
also suggests that scattered clusters of native trees be placed between the neighbors and Parking Lot J
as a buffer to lessen the noise and loss of privacy for neighbors that will occur when this parking lot
becomes fully utilized.

Date Received:  Monday, 5/ 01/ 06
Name:  Michael Bailey
Comments:

Wanted to thank Parks and Recreation for the trail work that is being done in Thunderbird Park.  He felt
that this is was very needed and it improves the quality of the park.

Date Received: Saturday, 4/29/ 06
Name: Tammy Weis-Trobridge
Comments:

She is a frequent hiker at Thunderbird Park and expressed frustration with horse owners who don' t clean

up their horse' s waste.  She wasn't asking for Rangers or Police to make people use common courtesy
but asked if we could consider any other ways that would encourage people to clean their animal's waste
off the trail.

Date Received: Sunday, 4/30/ 06
Name:  Brad Geeck

Comments:

He has reviewed the plan and found it exciting.  He attached a list of concerns and praises for the plan as
follows:

55' h Ave/ Pinnacle Peak— Option 17.  He does not favor a trail to a viewpoint on the east side of the park,
and would like to see that section of the park left alone for wildlife

591h Ave. Wildlife Corridor and Amphitheater— In regards to a new trail at parking lot B to H- 3 Trail and a
new trailhead for connector trail to H- 3 Trail; he wonders why we need parallel trails?  He asks that we
not over-trail the park.
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Facilities — He supports the new ranger station and feels that it is needed to keep out the bad element
and to do interpretive programs.

He supports the removal of restrooms from the wash area.
He likes the idea of a land bridge to cross 59th Ave.

He supports the restoration of the amphitheater and adding 20 parking spaces to the north of it.

67th Ave. Equestrian/ Trail Area — He felt that much of this area was destroyed by off highway vehicles in
the 60' s and if we choose to mitigate this area, there may be OHV ' gas tax' grant money available at
Arizona State Parks through Amy Racki

Sedimentation Basin Area — Mr. Geeck feels that the existing viewing blinds should have been installed
with raised pathways, raised viewing areas, and closer to the water.  He would like to see the area that
floods periodically be seeded with select wildflowers to provide an attractive viewscape and forage for
wildlife.

Date Received:  Monday, 5/ 01/ 06
Name: Jim Ellis( Phone call)

Comments:

Mr. Ellis is a hiker who enjoys the park regularly.  He was happy to see the way the new plan has been
developed and felt that there shouldn't be any more controversy.   I told him that there were some
objections to the size, or necessity of having, a Ranger Station in the park.  Mr. Ellis said that managing a
park the size of Thunderbird necessitated providing the park rangers with a base of operations.  While he
did not support the construction of the educational learning center,  he strongly supports having a
ranger/information building, as it is completely congruent with the nature of the park.

Date Received: Tuesday, 5/ 02/06
Name:  Darren & Denise Sullivan

Comments:

They attended one of the public meetings at Deer Valley High School.  They like the way the master plan
is going but would like to see minimal impact to the park.  They favor the improvement of trails and
signage but not the construction of any buildings.

Date Received: Wednesday, 5/ 03/06
Name:  Don Levine
Comments:

Mr. Lavine attended the public meeting on Saturday.  In general, as a hiker, he agrees with the new plan.
He visited Pinnacle Peak Park in Scottsdale and felt that the building structures seemed reasonable and
functional and the style fit well with their park and would with ours.

In regards to the parking lot at Pinnacle Peak Road,  he favors paving the lot to hold down dust.
Particulate matter in the air affects the view from the high parts of H- 2 Trail, and the ' conservation' of the

park should include the air above and around it.  He recognizes that paving is not a ' natural' appearance
but feels that it would be irresponsible to maintain a dirt parking lot.

He is concerned about the size of the Pinnacle Peak parking lot.  When he uses it on Saturday mornings
the lot is fairly full and unlike parks in Phoenix, there isn' t an area to handle overflow.  Parking along
Pinnacle Peak Road isn' t an option, so the parking lot needs to stay ahead of peak demand.

Date Received:  Sunday, 5/ 07/06
Name:  Damion

Comments:

He attended the Thunderbird Star Party put on by the Saguaro Astronomy Club on May 6.  The park
entrance at 59th Ave. was difficult to see, as it isn' t marked in any way.  He feels that there should be a
large sign at the entrance.

41i
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Public Comments Received Through Telephone and Webpage

Thunderbird Conservation Park

55th Ave. Pinnacle Peak Road Area.

TRAILS

17. Option: New trail node to identify and designate the current undesignated trail that leads to
viewpoint located on the eastside of the park which provides a scenic view of the valley and/ golf
course

This a conservation Park according to the City' s Master Park Plans of the past. When I worked for the
City, under Warren Smith, we made a conscience decision to leave the area next to the golf course alone
simply for the wildlife.

59th Avenue Wildlife Corridor and Amphitheater Area

TRAILS

3. New trail at Parking Lot B to H- 3 Trail

4. New trailhead for connector trail to 11- 3 Trail

Why have the parallel trails? Don' t over trail this park it is not very large to begin with. For every trail
you build, there will be erosion, regardless of how carefully built.

What is the length of your Wildlife Corridor? Does it tie into the future Deem Hills park?

FACILITIES

12. New ranger and park information station approximately 2, 000 square feet to include ranger and
park information office, first aid room, storage, restrooms and drinking fountain. Add parking lot
adjacent to station— 30 parking spaces and group ramada. 1

Ranger needed to keep out bad element and do interpretative programs.

16. Remove restrooms from the wash

Good idea

All things Southwest University/ Campus. This would entail a large ramada site, in this case near the
new ranger station. This site would be utilized by a wide spectrum of Glendale businesses, residents, and
as an entertainment venue for the mayor and city council, and other dignitaries. It could also include
Maricopa Community Colleges, vocational classes from the local high schools.

The site would be a recreation area, as well as an outdoor learning center. It could include partners such
as Lowes, Homedepot, REI and the likes of those. Please contact me for the particulars. These partners

could provide the facilities and products for the near future. Primarily, the area would be used as an
outdoor cooking educational & entertainment venue. Other classes might include camping& hiking in the
desert mountains classes. Using a GPS and map reading classes or wildlife classes might be other
subjects.

The site would also be used to showcase local business talent, and promoting Glendale business
opportunities.
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22. New land bridge to cross 59 Avenue

Another good idea;

The reason Hedgpcth 1, crossed at 55th Ave. was because there was no other safe place to cross 59th or

Pinnacle. Peak except there. We thought about going under the road way at the 59"' Ave entrance into the
park, but there was not enough room for a horse and rider, and we were afraid it may spook a skittish
horse.

AMPHITHE.ATER

24. Restore amphitheater

25. Option: Add future parking north of amphitheater— 20 parking spaces

This is great.

67th Avenue Equestrian/Trail Area

Just a comment; Much of this area was destroyed by off highway vehicles in the 60' s and

earlier2. 
If you

choose to mitigate this area, I believe that a fair portion of the cost could be covered by an OHV" gas tax"
grant. This grant is administered by Arizona State Parks.

Sedimentation Basin Area

These blinds should have been installed with raised pathways and raised viewing area, and closer to the
pond. Additionally, the area that floods periodically should be reseeded periodically with select
wildflowers to provide an attractive viewscape, as for forage for the wildlife.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report

City of Glendale Page 204



C. 8 Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting Excerpts (September 2005 - May 2006)

CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE.

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2005

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 03p. m.  by Chairperson Ted Hansen,  with
Commissioners Ruben Gutierrez,  Chuck Jared, Sue Klima, Michael Socaciu,  Raymond Kultala, and

Stanley Long.  Representing city staff was Becky Benna, Shirley Medler, RJ Cardin, Mike Gregory, Chris
Gallagher, and Gloria Santiago- Espino.

Chairperson Hansen welcomed Commissioner Stanley Long to the Commission and asked that he
introduce himself.

The Commission welcomed the new Commissioner.

Chairperson Hansen read the mission of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Commission is to advise the City Council on policies,
rules,  and regulations referring to planning. acquisition, deposition, operations,  use, care and
maintenance of parks and recreation facilities. The Commission is also responsible for development

of a continuous master plan for the city parks system and its recreation programs.

Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Hansen called for approval of the July 11, 2005, meeting minutes.

Commissioner Socaciu noted on page 3, paragraph 3, that the sentence should read protective `gear'.

Commissioner Kultala stated that the word ` trial' on the last sentence on page 1 should read ' trail'.

Chairperson Hansen stated on page 4, his comment should read that he  ` observed' rather than he
questioned.

A motion was made by Commissioner Klima to approve the minutes as revised.   Commissioner

Socaciu seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Public Comments

Chairperson Hansen asked for comments from the public.  There were none.

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Ms. Benna stated that the purpose of tonight' s meeting regarding the Thunderbird Conservation Park
Master Plan is to review the past public input process, review the maps presented, and discuss the plan

itself.  Ms. Benna stated that at the June 2004 Parks and Recreation Commission meeting, staff had
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presented an update on the Thunderbird Conservation Park Preliminary Master Plan.  As stated at the
time, Thunderbird Conservation Park is a popular park for picnicking, hiking, horseback riding and
mountain biking, and serves as a wildlife refuge in the urban setting.  Ms. Benna introduced the members
that assisted the Department:  professional facilitator Marty Rozelle from The Rozelle Group and
landscape architects, biologist and hydrologist from Logan Simpson Design.  She stated a Focus Group
Meeting was held, September 6. 2005.  In addition. staff conducted an on- site user survey.  Staff was
stationed in the park on the morning of September 10 and distributed and collected surveys for
approximately four hours to those utilizing the park

Ms. Benna provided some background information regarding the history of the park.  She stated in 1956
the City of Glendale entered into a sales lease agreement with the Bureau of Land Management to obtain
1, 062 acres and eventually purchased an additional 66 acres followed by 57 acres, for a total acreage of
1, 185.  In 1967, the City of Glendale adopted the development master plan for Thunderbird Park, which
at that time was designated as a semi- regional park.  In 1985 and 1995, the Glendale Parks Master Plan

included this park in the conservation category which states the plan should include natural areas, water
features, hiking and riding trails. and other facilities not requiring intensive development. The 2002 Parks
and Recreation Department Master Plan again identified the park in the conservation category.  Events
currently held in the park such as the Starwatch Program, Cross Country Meets, Hike to Santa, Wonderful
Outdoor World, and Dutch Oven Cooking Class, just to name a few.

Ms. Shirley Medler provided the Commission with an overview of the public input process bringing them
up to date.  In 2003, Logan Simpson Design was retained in order to develop a master plan through the
public process, which began with a community wide survey.  A statistically valid compilation of 403
responses was received.  Another informal survey was provided to all those that participated in the first
public meeting.  Approximately 100 people attended this first meeting.  In April 2004, a focus group
meeting was conducted which included representatives of the park user organizations.   A follow up
meeting was held again in April where comments were received from the first January public meeting.
Three different alternatives were presented at the April 2004 meeting in which approximately 59 people
attended.  Responses received from the public included: protect the park, conserve its resources, and plan

for managed use by the public so as to disturb the park as little as possible.  The public suggested that a
watershed analysis take place as there were concerns regarding drainage in the park.

Ms.  Benna introduced Jackie Keller with Logan Simpson Design who would be making tonight' s
presentation,

Ms. Keller explained that a master plan is a guideline for approximately 20 years. A master plan is also a
living plan which can change periodically.  She stated there are two basic phases for park planners, the
first being the physical assessment planning phase and the second is the programming phase which
includes public input.  She explained the first map on display which was the valley' s regional plan which
depicts the regional connectivity to another valley parks.   She noted one of the important factors

regarding regional connectivity is to develop a regional trail system.  This would provide access east and
west across the valley and eventually north to Lake Pleasant.  She pointed out the multi- use trail which
heads west to New River as well as a bike route which also heads west to New River.  Ms. Keller pointed

out the area which was included in the watershed analysis. At this point, she introduced Jon Fuller.

Mr. Fuller indicated where the wash corridor area was located and stated this area eventually drains into
the sedimentation basin located on the south side of the park. He explained the bottom three square miles

of the wash corridor has about a one hundred year discharge at approximately 1200 c. f.s.  Ile displayed a
map of the floodplain in an area of the park which is more heavily used which he indicated its location for
the Commission.
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Mr.  Steven Fairaizel, senior biologist with Logan Simpson Design, provided a presentation to the

Commission stating that the analysis showed the park does not contain any endangered species or State
sensitive species.  The species found in the park were those representative of the urban area.  Because of

the urban nature of the park it was found that there is potential to increase the abundance of the urban

species that currently exist.  He indicated where the highest area of habitat value occurs as well as where
the medium and low value of habitat occurs.  He explained that water could be increased throughout the

park by creating devices that capture water for drinking.  Another way to create freestanding water in the
park is to construct shallow basins to provide water for wildlife.  He also explained there are ways to

increase or make habitat improvements.  He added there is a great potential to provide wildlife education

4111
and research.   This could include population surveys and observations could be conducted on how
animals eat and where their food is located.

Ms. Keller reviewed the slopes analysis maps for the Commission explaining the different types of soils.
She displayed photos of the existing areas of the park, which need improvement.  She explained how the
wash corridor is being used as a cut through to access the other side although there is a pedestrian bridge
over the wash available.  She added the main objective of the master plan is to restore the park.  The plan

proposes to restore the habitat and indicated which areas were low and needed improvement.   She

displayed a photo of the existing amphitheater.  She said the proposal is to leave this area as it currently
exists or to create a native desert garden area.  The purpose is to create viewing areas of wildlife in this
corridor. This would be a possible area to educate children about urban wildlife.  The next map displayed
the existing and proposed trails.  She stated users are accessing the park from 59th Avenue by entering
through the areas directly behind residences.  She explained the proposed trail access from 59th Avenue
would be moved away from the homes.  She continued with the 67th Avenue area, which provides the
equestrian access area to the park.  She stated the map is showing a corral and mounting area off of 67th
Avenue.  Also proposed along a ranger station and storage used to house equipment needed for park
maintenance in this area.  She explained the upgrades that would take place to the ramadas, as well as

restroom facility.  Ms. Keller pointed out where the trailheads would be located to ensure that users do not
cut across the park to access the trails.  The picnic area would be increased by three ramadas.  She stated
the park currently holds 328 picnickers.  By relocated some of the picnicking areas there would be a
decrease to 208 people.  The benefit of the decrease is to restore and return the habitat and revegetation.

She identified where the location of trailhead would be along Pinnacle Peak Road.  She explained that
parking courts are preferred.  Several parking lots are proposed with fewer parking spaces rather than one
large park lot.  She identified the proposed outdoor education area location.  This area could possibly
accomodate three or four classrooms of participants.  This area could possibly have exhibits or meeting
rooms with a restroom.  This area could possibly contain a ranger station as well.  Also proposed areas
would be set up for users to rest rather stepping off the trail and again disturbing the desert.

Ms. Benny stated the plan is only in draft at this point.  She stated the process is only beginning and will
include input from the public. Ms. Henna stated that R.J. Cardin would provide information regarding the
Focus Group meeting, which was held on September 6, 2005.

Mr. Cardin provided the Commission with an overview.  He stated on August 6, 2005 staff mailed out

invitations to approximately 20 organizations.   Eleven people responded and attended the meeting.
Participants appreciated the education areas and opportunities as well as the revegctation of several areas.

Connectivity to trails outside of the park was appreciated as well as observation areas located just off of
the trails.  Refurbished restrooms were also requested.  Those in attendance expressed concerns about the

number of parking spaces presented in the plan. Accessible trails were of concern. It was suggested there
be trails of all levels of difficulty for all types of users. Comments were received regarding the need for a
trail system along the west side of the park, which would be more accessible for equestrians.  Participants
were concerned with the size of the education center and also asked that a shade structure be installed.

Comments were also received regarding a junior park ranger program as well as the reduction of speed
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along 59th Avenue.   Ms. Benna added a copy of these comments would be provided to the Commission
once staff has had the opportunity to review them. Mr. Cardin provided the Commission the results of the
on- site user survey conducted on September 10.  He stated of the 306 responses, 277 of those surveyed
came to the park to hike with others visiting the park to jog or run.  The next reason for coming to the
park was to mountain bike, watch wildlife, and last reason was to picnic.  Of those surveyed over 1/ 3 of

those surveyed stated they come 2 to 3 times a week; 83 said they visit the park once a week; 39 people
stated they come each day.   Most of these people stated they drive to the park with the most users
traveling less than 5 miles or less.  Suggestions of recommended changes were: none, and improvements
to the restrooms, parking. trails, and water fountains.

Ms. Benna stated that public input process will occur during the upcoming months and there will be no
rush to complete the master plan process.  She stated this would be an on going agenda item for each
meeting which would give the Commission to discuss any issues, concerns or ask any questions.

Commissioner Long asked if the use of Thunderbird Park has been designated as strictly a conservation
park.   Ms. Benna said yes.   This park has been identified as Thunderbird Conservation Park in the

conservation category.

Commissioner Klima asked if all the residents along the back of the park were notified of this master
plan. Ms. Benna stated over 14, 000 notices were mailed to residents in the surrounding area.

Chairperson Hansen asked if the sediment basin was part of the master plan.  Ms. Medler explained that

the water itself is being managed by the Arrowhead Amenities Group.

Chairperson Hansen asked if the sediment needs to be removed from the basin. He asked if this had taken

place.  Ms. Benna stated that she believed this had not occurred. This item is being discussed between the
Amenities Group and the City of Glendale.

Several commissioners questioned which group is responsible for sediment removal.  Ms. Benna stated
this issue would need to be discussed between the two parties.

Commissioner Socaciu asked if the city has asked the Amenities Group to remove the sediment.  Ms.
Henna stated she did not believe so.

Commissioner Kultala asked if there are any planned uses for the sediment once it has been removed.
Ms. Benna stated no, not at this time.

Commissioner Socaciu asked if the proposed access through the culvert would be lighted.   Ms. Keller

stated yes.

Commissioner Socaciu suggested the traffic circles be enlarged from the size proposed as people are

unsure of how to handle them.  He explained that the traffic circle must be large enough so that it is

obvious to drivers that they must go around the traffic circle to the right.

Commissioner Socaciu wanted to ensure that there would be plenty of shade along the trails, stating shade
could be provided by trees or structures.

Chairperson Hansen stated one of the trails is very close to the Adobe Dam Recreation Area.  He said it
appears that the trail along 59th Avenue seems very close to this Area.  He asked if the city has been in
discussed with this group in order to form a joint trail.  Ms. Benna stated this is a great suggestion and
staffwould research this issue.
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Chairperson Hansen asked if the schools have been part of the focus group.  He said the city should be
aware of what the schools' needs might be.  Ms. Benny stated that two representatives from the Deer

Valley School District attended the most recent focus group meeting.  He also suggested the Commission
on Persons with Disabilities should have the opportunity to review the plan.

Commissioner Jared suggested staff check with the ADA official.

Chairperson Hansen opened the public hearing.

Mr. Allan DeFranco stated he resides adjacent to the sediment basin.  He stated he help design a great
alternative for the 59th Avenue roadway issue.   He requested clarification as to what type of park
Thunderbird will be.  He asked is it a regional park or conservation park.  He questioned where the

funding would come from for this park.   He asked if the city had considered larger stop areas or
observation points along the trail.  He asked that no benches be added along the trails.  He expressed

S concern with the trash that is discarded along the trails. He asked how would the revegetation occur.

LCD' s Senior Biologist Mr. Steve Fairaizel stated that a portion of the desert would be removed with

possibly a water source added.  He said urban animals do very well in man made developments.  He said
comparing the area more to a native Sonoran desert type vegetation which constitutes high quality
wildlife habitat. Thunderbird Conservation Park offer something similar.

5
Mr. DeFranco asked if it is possible for the desert to be recreated.  Chairperson Hansen asked that the

consultants be prepared to answer this type of question at the upcoming public hearings.   Mr. Steve
Fairaizel explained there are good examples of habitat restoration projects.  They are able to restore the
native vegetation. This is based on factors such as the types of herbicide and fertilizer used, the density of
the plants, and cultivation techniques.  He said there is the potential to increase the abundance of urban

animals, food, shelter, and vegetation.

Mr. Larry Clark said being at the location near the entrance to the mountain he has the opportunity to talk
with many of those visiting the mountain.  He felt that the majority of those he spoke with wish to do
nothing to the park.  He discussed his concerns regarding 59th Avenue.  He advised staff, the consultants,
and the Commission to proceed slowly in order to develop the best park possible and take into
consideration the suggestions of those that utilize the park.

Mr. DcFranco suggested vending machines with water for sale should be added to the park.  He asked
why the ranger station is in the smallest area of the park.  Ms. Keller stated the ranger station would be
part of the proposed education building, which would be constructed in the area as to least disturb the
park.

Mr. DeFranco' s next comment was regarding the number of proposed parking spaces.   Ms.  Keller
explained the formula to determine parking spaces.    The proposed number of parking spaces is
determined by the miles of trails a park contains.

Mr. Clark stated some of his concerns were the speed limit along 59`" Avenue.  He felt that should be
looked into.    Also,  he stated he does not ever remember an event taking place at the existing
amphitheater.

Commissioner Jared suggested that the existing amphitheater be used for the educational classes to be
conducted by the park rangers.

S
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXEMPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, OCTOBER 17, 2005

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B-3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 03 p. m. by Chairperson Ted Hansen, with
Commissioners Ruben Gutierrez,  Michael Socaciu,  Raymond Kultala,  and Stanley Long.
Representing city staff was Becky Benna', Clyde Brown, RI Cardin and Chris Gallagher.

Chairperson Hansen read the mission of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Commission is to advise the City Council on policies,
rules,  and regulations referring to planning, acquisition, deposition, operations, use, care and
maintenance of parks and recreation facilities. The Commission is also responsible for development

of a continuous master plan for the city parks system and its recreation programs.

Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Hansen called for approval of the September 12, 2005, meeting minutes.

Commissioner Socaciu requested the hours of the survey conducted by Parks and Recreation staff at
Thunderbird Conservation Park be included.  He said 5: 30am to 9: 30am should be added.  Also, he had

suggested during that meeting that a wider range of time periods be surveyed.

Chairperson Hansen suggested page 4 to read " is a ranger station" rather than along a ranger station.
Also, in the same paragraph where Ms. Keller spoke it should read four trailheads rather than one.  Ms.

Keller also identified where the outdoor education area and the building were to be located.  On page 6
regarding comments from Chairperson Hansen he said the Parks and Recreation Director stated she would
check with the Commission on Persons with Disabilities and he would like that included in the minutes.

Under Commission Goals, he did not encourage Commissioners to recruit new Commissioners.  He said

he would like the revised wording to read he pointed out that the two student commission seats were still
vacant and asked if a commission subcommittee could be formed to recruit new commissioners.  Ms.

Benna stated she would look into whether this was an allowed practice and she will provide an update for
the Commission.

A motion was made by Commissioner Long to approve the minutes as revised.    Commissioner

Socaciu seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Public Comments

Chairperson Hansen asked for comments from the public. There were none.

THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK PUBLIC INPUT UPDATE

Ms. Henna distributed information to the Commission showing where staff is with the public input
process. She added this information is also on the Park and Recreation webpage.  She explained the Parks
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and Recreation website is available to receive public input regarding the Thunderbird Conservation Park
preliminary master plan. Citizens who previously attended public meetings were either mailed or emailed
a letter indicated the status of the public input process and encouraged to provide their input via the web
site or contact the Parks and Recreation Department.

Ms. Kenna stated staff will also be in Thunderbird Conservation Park at the 55th, 591h and 67th Avenues

park entrance areas to conduct onsite user surveys on the following days and times to continue to collect
additional input.

She and the consultants compiled the recent public meeting minutes and comments received regarding the
plan and will provide the results of the public input at a future Parks and Recreation Commission

meeting.

Ms. Benno stated staff was out at Thunderbird Conservation Park early Friday, October 14th from 6am to
8am and collected 135 surveys and received good input. On Sunday, October 16th surveys were collected
from picnickers, equestrian users, and hikers resulting in 81 surveys received from noon to 2pm and from
4pm to 6pm 112 surveys were collected.  There are two more survey collection times scheduled.  The
next is for Friday between 2: 30pm to 4: 30pm and Wednesday from 4: 30pm to 6pm.  She added the same
survey used previously is currently being used to stay consistent.  The next step is to finish the collection
of data and determine what the next steps.  Ms. Benny stated a tentative public meeting was scheduled for
November 5, but it had been postponed.

Commissioner Kultala asked if there would be any use for the sediment which was discussed previously.
Mr. Benny stated that this issue needs to be researched.  He suggested the sediment be transferred to the

trails to make them smoother.  She said this is an important issue, which will he addressed in working
with the Arrowhead Amenities Group.

She concluded by stating that the Thunderbird Conservation Park preliminary master plan updates will be
on future commission agendas.

Commissioners' Comments

Commissioner Socaciu suggested the minutes to be posted on the parks website. Ms. Benno stated she

would look into this idea.

Next Meeting Agenda Items

Commission Goals

Thunderbird Park Update

Park Naming

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 28 p. m.

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXCERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2005

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B-3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 23p.m. by Chairperson Ted Hansen, with
Commissioners Chuck Jared, Sue Klima, Ruben Gutierrez, Michael Socaciu, Raymond Kultala,

and Stanley Long. City staff included Becky Senna, Clyde Brown, RJ Cardin, Shirley Medler,
and Mike Gregory.
Chairperson Hansen read the mission of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Commission is to advise the City Council on
policies, rules, and regulations referring to planning, acquisition, deposition, operations,
use, care and maintenance of parks and recreation facilities. The Commission is also

responsible for development of a continuous master plan for the city parks system and its
recreation programs.

Public Comments

Chairperson Hansen asked for comments from the public. There were none.

Director' s Report

Ms.  Benny provided an update regarding the Thunderbird Conservation Park.  She stated staff has
completed the on- site user surveys conducted in September and October.  She said a total of 753

questionnaires were collected during various dates and times and locations. Ms. Benno distributed a copy
of the public meeting minutes.
Commissioner Klima asked if any of the questionnaires were completed by the same park visitor. Ms.
Medler stated that when asked to complete a questionnaire those that had previously been asked stated
that they had already completed one.
Ms. Benny stated most of the questionnaires were completed by hikers. Mr. Cardin stated that the
majority of those that completed the questionnaire were hikers and the second highest percentage visited
the park to jog/run.
Chairperson Hansen asked if the visit to the North Mountain Park visit could take place on the same day
as the Thunderbird Park site visit.

Ms. Benna stated that she along with Shirley Medler and Thunderbird Conservation Park Consultant
Jackie Keller would be attending the November 15 Commission on Persons with Disabilities meeting to
discuss the proposed master plan and solicit feedback regarding accessibility. Commissioner Jared stated
he also plans to attend the meeting.
Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 09 p. m.

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXCERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, DECEMBER 12, 2005

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 00p. m. by Chairperson Ted Hansen.
with Commissioners Chuck Jared, Ruben Gutierrez, Michael Socaciu, Raymond Kultala,

and Stanley Long. Representing city staff was RJ Cardin. Shirley Medler, Mike Gregory,
Roger Boyer, and Clyde Brown.

Chairperson Hansen read the mission of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Commission is to advise the City
Council on policies, rules, and regulations referring to planning, acquisition,
deposition, operations, use, care and maintenance of parks and recreation facilities.

The Commission is also responsible for development of a continuous master plan

for the city parks system and its recreation programs.

Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Hansen called for approval of the November 14, 2005, meeting minutes.
A motion was made by Commissioner Long to accept the minutes as written.
Commissioner Kultala seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Cardin announced that Parks and Recreation Director, Becky Benna, would not be in
attendance for tonight' s meeting as she had a death in the family.

Public Comments

Chairperson Hansen asked for comments from the public. There were none.

VI. THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK

Ms. Shirley Medler stated she would like to review the public comments which have been received to
date and to identify the most frequently asked questions and to identified
areas which still need to be addressed. She stated staff would like to meet with the

consultant and prepare a report to the Commission at the January Parks and Recreation
Commission meeting.
Ms. Medler stated some of the comments received were as follows:

Leave the park as it is.

No additional or expanded parking lots.
No additional development including trails on the east side.
Equestrian trails users are concerned about the pedestrian bridge.

Clarification on the master plan provisions, which was provided.

Wildlife corridor concerns.

No expansion of the amenities.

Remove picnic tables from the wildlife corridor.

Add wildlife watering holes and repair the sedimentation basin moguls.
Add an interpretive center.

Add a mountain biking trail.
Concur with the flush deck bridge crossing over 59th Avenue.
Utilize state park grants to improve the 67th Avenue parking lot.
Improve the existing trails.
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Ms. Medler stated staff visited the park and obtained information from the users. This

took place at several different times throughout different days. She stated staff spoke to

751 park users that visited the park to hike, jog or run, watch wildlife, and to mountain
bike. Some stated they visited the park to picnic or to trail ride. The majority of those
surveyed stated they visit the park between two to three times per week.
Chairperson Hansen asked if those surveyed were questioned as to whether they were
Glendale residents. Ms. Medlcr stated that was not one of the questions asked.

Ms. Medler indicated staff had received seven comments submissions through the

Internet site & via email. Ms. Medler stated that staff visited the City' s Commission on
Persons with Disabilities to receive their input. They suggested that staff publicize
through the newspaper as well as the htternet articles as to what the park has to offer.

They suggested trails that are handicapped accessible. They offered ideas for
handicapped accessible restrooms. The Commission on Persons with Disabilities offered

to provide advice on any design plans.
Ms. Medler reviewed a PowerPoint presentation on the Commission tour of City of
Phoenix North Mountain Park and visitors center and Thunderbird Conservation Park for

the Commission and asked for comments from the Commission.

Mrs. Medler also stated that the process is in the programming phase of the master plan
development and this would be followed by the physical planning phase. Ms. Medler
distributed a list of the frequently asked questions that staff wishes to post on the web
page. She reviewed the questions and the Commission provided comments.

The Commission congratulated staff for their hard work and dedication regarding the
surveys.

Mr. Cardin stated that staff would like to post the frequently asked questions on the web
site as soon as possible. He requested the Commission review these questions and

provide input to the staff within ten days. The Commission agreed.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for January 9, 2006, at 7: 00 p. m. in room B- 3
of the Municipal Office Complex.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 05 p. m.

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXCERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, JANUARY 9, 2006

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 04p.m. by Chairperson Ted Hansen,
with Commissioners Chuck Jared, Michael Socaciu, Sue Klima, Raymond Kultala, and

Stanley Long. Representing city staff was Becky Benno, RJ Cardin, Mike Gregory,
Roger Boyer, and Clyde Brown.

Several citizens were also in attendance.

Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Hansen wondered if more weight should be placed upon the public input for

community or neighborhood parks.

He continued with page 4, Thunderbird Conservation Park, he felt the entire presentation

should be noted in the minutes. He felt the minutes should include statistics that were

presented such as those surveyed, how many of those surveyed drove to the park, the
distance drove, statistics on uses of the park, how many of those surveyed were Glendale
residents, what they liked about the park, and what changes they would like to make.
Also, please add that Ms. Medler indicated staff had received seven comment

submissions through the Internet site and via email. This is important so that Council can

tell the Internet is working the way it should. Also, he stated that Ms. Medler had
indicated that staff had met with the Commission on Persons with Disabilities. Ms.

Medler stated that the Commission had suggested signs with a preview of the amenities.

Ile asked that this be included as he felt it was important. He said on page 5 the minutes

read that Ms. Medler reviewed a PowerPoint presentation for the Commission and asked

for comments. He felt it should read, " Ms. Medler reviewed a PowerPoint presentation

on the Commission visits to North Mountain Visitors Center and Thunderbird

Conservation Park." He felt it should be included since it is one of the goals of the

Commission. Also, Ms. Medler indicated that the process is in the programming phase
of the master plan development and this would be followed by the physical planning
phase. It would be good to reflect this in the minutes.

A motion was made by Commissioner Socaciu to accept the minutes as amended.
Commissioner Long seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Public Comments

Chairperson Hansen asked for comments from the public. There were none.

III. THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK

Ms. Benny greeted the Commission and apologized for not being present at the last
meeting. She reminded the Commission that this item would be placed on each agenda for
discussion. She said staff continues to collect data via the onsite user interviews that
were conducted in September and October. This information is posted on the web page.

In addition, staff continues to respond to the frequently asked questions, which are
posted on the web page. Staff has also conducted observations of parking lot use as this
was noted to be of concern at the public meetings. Ms. Benno stated that park

maintenance and ranger staff recently met on- site to discuss some of their ideas regarding
the park. She noted staff is still interested in meeting with the residents that live south of

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report

City of Glendale Page 215



the sedimentation basin in order to get their comments regarding the basin and the
surrounding area. Also, staff would like to touch base with the educational system or the
school systems to get some feedback from them regarding their interest in using the park.
She felt the information gathered to date is very good and believes it is time to begin
reviewing the plan itself She would like to bring the plan to the February Commission
meeting in order to determine any changes or modifications. However, she stated that
staff will take the time to continue to review and consider all collected data before

beginning to suggest changes to the plan. The goal is to present the revisions to the plans
at public meetings in order to receive feedback.

Commissioner Long suggested these public meetings be advertised in the local paper. Ms. Benna stated
this would take place.

Chairperson Hansen asked when staff would begin to meet with the education system.

Ms. Benna stated once staff and the commission begin to identify the direction they
would like to take in the next month or so, staff would like to begin the process with

participation from the Commissioners. Also, she felt it would be helpful for the

Commission members to meet with the residents along the sedimentation basin.
Chairperson Hansen asked if there were any plans to meet with the residents along the
west side embankment Ms. Benna stated staff would be happy to do so.
Chairperson Hansen asked if the February presentation would be for what is presented to
the consultant or for the results of what the consultant comes back with. Ms. Benna

stated at that point it would be a discussion among staff and commission as to what
would be presented to the consultant although there would be contact with them prior to

the February meeting.
Chairman I-lansen then asked for public comment regarding Thunderbird Conservation
Park:

Mr. Allen DeFranco stated his first concern was the culvert trail. He reminded all in

attendance that in the minutes of June 14, 2004, the police told the Commission that there

were many safety concerns related to tunnels. Some other concerns were graffiti. lighting,
and vandalism. In addition to which, when the road project was going through for 59th
Avenue the residents were complaining about people walking through their backyards.
He said there is already enough trouble with people messing around in the sedimentation
basin. He said if you bring a trail through the culvert you are just asking for more trouble.
The people who already live along the base already have intruders. According to Ms.
Medler, there is discussion with Officer Joan Campbell regarding the culvert. He
questioned what her job title is. what does she do for the police department, and what

kind of discussions occurred. Ile felt they need to know these things. What do the police
say? Also, he is concerned with some fuzzy math. In the September 17, 2005 public
meeting, it was said there were 1700 vehicles entering into the park on a Sunday. Do the
math. He said that would be one car every 40 seconds. " Frequently Asked Question" # 5
reads now it is only 1250 on a Sunday with an average of 750 a day Monday through
Saturday. That is still a lot of cars. He questioned how and where these numbers were
received and shouldn' t they be questioned. The last concern is the reservation of
ramadas. " Frequently Asked Question" # 5 also states we got 3, 000 reservations. Is
everyone reading these questions and looking at the answers. There are a lot of other
questions that are not showing up in these statistics. He felt the questions need to be
answered and they need to be clear.
Mr. Larry Clark stated his main concern was the building of the educational facility that
started out as a 10, 000 square foot complex. He is familiar with the size of that building
and what all is involved with it. He says his children and grandchildren use the park. But

he believes they can receive their education about the geology and the wildlife and the
plants by other means such as videos or receive it at school. He suggested they visit the
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Rock Museum on 35th Avenue. Ile is very concerned about this as are many other
citizens. He said the park isn' t as large as you think and the facility would take away
from of the park. It will be very costly to provide utilities for the facility. Also, it will
need to have additional employees for safety and maintenance, additional costs. Consider
insurance costs for fire and liabilities. You must provide for repairs of replacement costs

such as plumbing. air conditioning, roof, electric, and improving roads and repaving.
Many neighbors are concerned about additional lighting in the area. Without lighting you
will not have security. Also, there is a problem with the toilet facilities. The more
buildings and toilet facilities that are there, the more problems that will take place. These

are all concerns that need to be considered in the planning process. Please consider that
children can receive their education at their schools via tapes, etc. or the rock museum.

Why not consider using displays such as those at the rest areas. The children are out of
school during the hottest months of the year from May through August or September.
Use canopies for shelter where they can be moved around for presentations. He said let
children get their education about the outdoors outdoors not inside a building. The
amphitheater is there and how often is that used? These are just some of the things that

are bothersome to some of the people that visit the park. He believes this item should be

removed from the plan as it is not practical. He said the majority of the people surveyed
so far are opposed to any changes taking place at the park. The vast majority of the
people do not want a building that large which will eat up the park. This is not a good
investment and the funds can be better used elsewhere.

Commissioner Long asked if his main problem is the tax dollars spent. Mr. Clark said the
funds allocated for the park could be used for other things such as trail improvement. He

felt the facility would not be utilized to its full extent. The costs will be passed on to the
citizens. A lot of security will be needed in the area. He felt the kids can get the same
benefits without constructing this building. The overwhelming input that he has received
support that no one is in favor of this facility.
Commissioner Klima said she felt perception is the problem. She would like everyone to

visit the City of Phoenix North Mountain Park facility. She believes the public thinks
there will be a big glass building in the park area that does not fit. The education for the
children is absolutely awesome. The outdoor area is also very awesome. It isn' t going to
be a big glass facility with parking all the way around it. The parking lot was even a color
of brown to fit into the mountain park. She believes it would deter the fire concerns for

the area.

Commissioner Kultala said this facility would also serve as a visitors' center for people
driving through the area wanting to know about the area.
Mr. Clark added increasing the traffic flow is not something that they wanted to see.
Although the center may work well at North Mountain Park, that does not mean it will
work for Thunderbird Park. Once the park has been nibbled away, you can never replace
it.

Chairperson Hansen said when he looks at the park he looks at it with a capital " C"

conservation. He felt the flatter areas are a little more delicate as far as the ecosystem is

concerned. He believes in the conservation principle too. He felt in some of the

presentations made by the consultant they have indicated these areas are trampled on
land. He thinks the area east of 56th looks like the area north of Jomax. He said the

biologist said he was going to relabel this area on their map.
Chairperson Hansen asked if the consultant has ever noted what would diminish wildlife.

Ms. Benny stated that she believes the consultant looked at the vegetation and staff

would review the information again. She said she would provide this information to the

Commission.

Chairperson Hansen asked if a police study had been done on the culvert. Ms. Benno
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said she believed there wasn' t a police study. Mr. DeFranco said in the June 14, 2004
meeting minutes, there was a comment from the police stating that the tunnels or culverts
were of concern. He asked if the police said they were concerned, why is this still being
considered. He said during the discussions regarding 59th Avenue the police department
stated their concerns with tunnels. A tunnel is a culvert and there is still concern.

Mr. Dale Woods stated his question is at the last meeting Ms. Medler referred to 751

4111
survey responses and gave some numbers of what they resulted in stating the highest
response was to do nothing. Mr. Woods represents an organization called Save the Park.
He said the organization felt bad that one half acre of virgin parkland was used to cover

the recent roadway project. He is now facing using 100 acres for the educational building.
He is requesting copies of the survey sheets which were received by the Parks
Department. In addition he would like copies of the emails receiving regarding this issue.
Ms. Benny stated that a public requests form may be needed but she would research this
issue.

Commissioner Jared said Officer Campbell should be invited to one of the Parks meeting.
Ms. Benny stated she appreciates the speakers' interest. She said as a park user, as the

Parks and Recreation Director, and as a resident of the community she also wants to make
sure that the park is protected and managed properly. Staff will continue to stay flexible
with the process and will continue to gather feedback and information for this very
important decision.

Chairperson Hansen also thanked those that spoke stating the Commission doesn' t
usually get public comments. He stated it is always good to get the viewpoints of those
using the park.

Commissioner Klima stated 13 of her relatives were here for the Fiesta Bowl and they
used the park at least four days out of seven.
Commission Comments

Commissioner Klima asked that the car count calculations be completed prior to the next

meeting. Ms. Benny stated that staff can provide this information to the Commission.
Commissioner Socaciu felt that the citizens need to get an idea on what the education

center would look like. He said they do not have a reference point.
Commissioner Long asked for a video from the North Mountain Visitors Park. Ms.
Benny stated staff would check into this.

Next Meeting
The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for February 13, 2006, at 7: 00 p. m. in room B- 3
of the Municipal Office Complex.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 11 p. m.

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXCERTPS MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2006

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 3
5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 00p. m.  by Chairperson Ted Hansen,  with
Commissioners Chuck Jared, Michael Socaciu, Ruben Gutierrez, Raymond Kultala, Stanley Long, Sarah
Berry, and Loric Harding Representing city staff was Gloria Santiago-Espino, Becky Benno, RJ Cardin,
Shirley Medler, Roger Boyer, and Clyde Brown.

Members of the public were also in attendance.

Approval of Minutes

A motion was made by Commissioner Long to accept the minutes as written. Commissioner Kultala
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Public Comments

Chairperson Hansen asked for comments from the public.

Mr. Brian Brekke, Cactus District, stated that he was representing American Youth Soccer Organization,
which is a nation wide organization serving the youth of Glendale and Peoria for the last 20 years. He
stated the organization uses the fields at Sahuaro Ranch Park. He said the fields are deteriorating and are
n desperate need of attention. The fields have many rocks and the grass is gone. He said the annual
soccer tournament is held at Sahuaro Ranch Park and the Glendale Community College fields. This year
it will be held the first weekend in March and more than 80 teams will be participating in the tournament
with half of those teams coming from out of state. He said over 300 games will be played in two days. He
asked that the fields be attended to and offered his assistance.

Chairperson Hansen introduced the two newest student commissioners, Sarah Berry and Loric Harding.
Commissioners introduced themselves.

III. THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK

Ms.  Benno reviewed Thunderbird Conservation Park  ( TCP)  notebook that was distributed to the

Commission. The notebook includes: 2004 TCP public meeting minutes; studies completed by consultant
Logan, Simpson Design, Inc: the Biological Study, Cultural Study, Land Use Study, Soil, Slope and
Geological Study,  Visual Study,  and Watershed Analysis;  June 14,  2004 Parks and Recreation
Commission meeting minutes and the PowerPoint presentation;  on- site user surveys conducted in
September and October 2005; draft preliminary master plan maps; TCP web page information and FAQ
Frequently Asked Questions); December 12, 2005, Park and Recreation Commission meeting minutes;

park tours information;  on- site survey results;  meeting notes from the Persons With Disabilities
Commission held on November 15, 2005; September 14 and 17, 2005, TCP public meeting minutes; and
September 6, 2005, Public Focus Group meeting minutes. Ms. Benno stated she realized this is a lot of
information, but felt it was important for the Commission to have all the documents in one location. She

also stated the studies; several documents and information are also posted on the TCP web page.

Ms. Senna reviewed the action plan with the Commission regarding the progress of this project. She
stated that administrative, park maintenance, and ranger staff met on- site again to review the draft

preliminary master plan. The park staff also observed the use of the park' s parking lots from late
November through December 2005. One observation determined that the north parking lot( between

59th
th

and 67 Avenues) is not heavily used.
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Ms. Benno stated staff was reviewing current utilization of existing parking lots. She indicated it has been
proposed to take out some of the parking along the Wash. These may need to be relocated. One

th th

observation determined that the north parking lot ( between 59 and 67 Avenues) is not heavily used.
ih

Others, such as 1- 13, are heavily used. Also, the 67 Avenue parking lot is well used.
Chairperson Hansen asked for clarification on the location of the H3 Trail. Ms. Benny pointed it out for
him.

Ms. Bcnna stated staff has developed videotape of the similar park elements of other area mountain parks

and the Thunderbird Conservation Park. This video will be presented at the March Parks and Recreation

Commission meeting.
th

Ms. Medler provided an update regarding the on- site meeting that was held concerning the 59 Avenue
culvert. She stated she met with the Park Rangers and the Community Action Team Police Officers Ida
Trompeter and Juan Rivera and Police Department City Liaison Joan Campbell. If it is determined that
the culvert is a feasible connector, the suggestions provided included to add low sodium lighting,
maintain open landscape area round the culvert, make sure emergency vehicles are able to access the
culvert, install street signs to keep users from getting disoriented ( these types of signs are utilized at other
city parks), and to establish a resident pride of ownership during the design stage.
Ms. Penna stated that staff is also contacting other jurisdictions that have culverts in their parks. Feedback
will be provided to the Commission.

Ms. Benno continued with the next action step, which was to identify area school interest in the use of the
park. Staff is planning to meet with representatives in the next month. Staff is also planning to meet on-
site with residents that are adjacent to the sedimentation basin.

Deputy Director RJ Cardin stated he met with two representatives from the Arizona Game and Fish
Department. One of the Arizona Game and Fish representatives included an Urban Wildlife Specialist.

Part of his responsibilities is to watch for urban wildlife activities in the valley. Mr. Cardin said they
walked the entire sedimentation basin area and looked at the surrounding vegetation. They continued with
a drive of the entire park. Mr. Cardin said he would be providing Arizona Game and Fish the studies
completed by Logan Simpson and Design. Game and Fish will provide comments on the studies. The
representatives stated since the water for the sedimentation basin was effluent. no designations such as

wetland" could be attached. They did state that they were very impressed with this urban wetland. Ms.
Benno stated a study regarding the sedimentation in the lake should be completed end of February and
March.

Ms. Benny added although Logan Simpson and Design has provided much of the technical design and

studies, the city staff is taking the lead role in completing the master planning process.
Chairperson Hansen asked if there were to be changes recommended, will Logan Simpson Design make

those recommendations or will staff make recommendations to them. Ms. Benno stated that staff will

provide the change recommendations to Logan Simpson Design. The proposed changes will be reviewed

and discussed with the Parks and Recreation Commission.  Dates for public meetings will then be

determined. The original draft of the preliminary master plan and one with proposed changes along with
any estimated costs will be presented at the public meetings.
Ms. Benno also stated that staff will also meet with Arrowhead Amenities and the Arrowhead Lakes
Homeowners Association to discuss management and maintenance of the sedimentation basin.

The remaining action steps for completing the master plan process are still to be determined pending
completing review of the public input and additional information that is being collected.
Commissioner Gutierrez asked how many school districts would be contacted. Ms. Medler stated she
plans to contact one representative from each school district. She added that some members of the focus

group were affiliated with the school districts and she planned to contact them as well.
Chairperson Hansen asked if Ms. Medler would also be including the Glendale School District. Ms.
Medler said yes.

Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan Report

411City
of Glendale Page 220



Chairperson Hansen asked how many restrooms are located at Pinnacle Peak. Ms. Benny described the
facilities for the Commission.

Ms. Benna concluded her presentation and offered to answer any questions.
Chairperson Hansen opened the floor for public comment:

Mr. Mike Rupp addressed the Commission. He felt the planning process was out of control and
inconsistent with the wants and needs of the frequent users of the park. He expressed that his greatest

concern was the outdoor use area. He referred to his letter to the Mayor and City Council. He stated the
entire area between the mountain and Pinnacle Peak Road will be developed. Hc said the consultants did

many surveys, but had not conducted a user survey. This was completed by staff at the public' s request.
He said the most received response was to do nothing to the park.
Commissioner Long referred to an article in the Arizona Republic where Mr. Rupp was quoted. Mr. Long
stated he was concerned that Mr. Rupp was not reflecting accurate information in his article. Mr. Rupp
stated the consultants have been disinterested and unresponsive to the repeated recommendations that

have been made. He said after reviewing the Master Plan in September 2005, he was personally offended
by planning process. He said based on the survey results received by staff, the users of the park are not
interested in the changes proposed.

Chairperson Hansen asked if the most current preliminary master plan is displayed on the website. Ms.
Benno said yes. She indicated that the plan reflects what was presented to the public in September 2005.

Changes have not yet been made to that plan until the collected additional information has been reviewed

and completed. Once the changes have been determined, a revised plan will be developed and will be

presented along with the original draft of the preliminary master plan.
Mr. Larry Clark addressed the Commission. He expressed his concern with the proposed educational
facility. He says although he is in favor of education he is opposed to the development of this facility. He
said this is a one of a kind park and should be treated differently. Mr. Clark said the surveys should be
taken into consideration. Staff should listen to what the users say about the park. He added his concern
with the existing wildlife. He appreciates staff taking their time to review the entire master plan. He felt
that education can be provided by other means rather than having the children inside the proposed
building. He said there were unabtntsive method might be interpretive boards and that these would be
more cost effective. In closing, Mr. Clark felt that the original master plan guidelines should be followed
as that was the purpose of the master plan and the purpose is still applicable today.
Mr. Dale Woods addressed the Commission. He stated after reviewing the combined survey results the
most requested issue was that the bathroom facilities need repaired. He asked the Commission to take into

consideration what the people are requesting and make that a priority.
Mr. Allan DeFranco stated his biggest on- going concern was the culvert. He stated the residents nearest
the culvert expressed their concerns related to the culvert and changes were made and a meeting took
place confirming that the police department does have concerns. He felt the trail near the sedimentation
basin is unneeded and dangerous. He sad the lighting in the culvert might effect wildlife using the culvert.
He stated concerns about how access could be provided to emergency vehicles. He said the Audabon
Society has found 39 species in the sedimentation basin area. He said everyone believes in education,
however there are any means of providing education rather than constructing the 10, 000 square foot
building. He thanked the Commission for its time.
Commissioner Socaciu stated after reviewing the pictures provided to him, he wondered whether users
have seen how disturbed the area already is.
Chairperson Hansen referred to Fishhook Basin and questioned that the area is low habitat value. Ms.

Henna stated staff would verify this information with the consultant.
Commissioner Jared stated that he agrees with what is taking place and would like to see events return to
Glendale where they belong.
Commissioner Kultala suggested that the Commission hold a study session to discuss this item only.
Commissioner Socaciu questioned whether the definition of Conservation Park had been revised. Ms.

Benna stated the Parks and Recreation Department Master Plan provides definitions for each different

type of city park.
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Ms. Benno reminded the Commission that the square footage of the proposed education facility was part
of the draft preliminary plan presented to the public in September 2005. The square footage of such a
facility has not been determined.

V. DIRECTOR' S REPORT

Ms. Benny asked Parks and Recreation Project Coordinator Mr. Boyer to provide a brief update regarding
the trail maintenance in Thunderbird Conservation Park. Mr. Boyer stated the crew is in the park working
10- hour days. He explained the current crew is international members all coming from outside of the
United States. Mr. Boyer said the existing trails are being improved to state and national trail standards.
He explained the order that the trails would be improved. In addition, the Glendale Hiking Club also

assists in trail maintenance. The club and staff are working with the crew in order to obtain training as to
how to maintain trails once the crews are no longer on- site.

Ms. Benny added that publicity is expected on the trail maintenance.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 45 p. m.

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, MARCH 13, 2006

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 05p.m.  by Chairperson Ted Hansen,  with
Commissioners Chuck Jared, Michael Socaciu, Ruben Gutierrez, Raymond Kultala, Stanley Long, Sarah
Berry, and Lori Harding. Representing city staff was Gloria Santiago- Espino, Becky Benno, RJ Cardin,
Shirley Medler, Roger Boyer, and Clyde Brown.

Citizens were also in attendance.

Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Hansen had the following corrections to the February 13, 2006, minutes:
Public Comments: Please insert that the American Youth Soccer Organization will hold its annual soccer

tournament at Sahuaro Ranch Park and the Glendale Community College fields. This year " it will be held
the first weekend in March and ..."

Thunderbird Conservation Park:  Insert paragraph 3.  Ms. Benno stated staff was reviewing current
utilization of existing parking lots. She indicated the preliminary master plan proposed to remove some of
the parking along the wash and relocated them. One observation determined that the north parking lot

rh In lb m

between 59 and 67 Avenues) is not heavily used. Others, such as H3, 67 Avenue, and 55 Avenue and
Pinnacle Peak parking lot are well used.

Public Comment:

5 Please add the speakers' addresses. In this case Mr. Mike Rupp, Mr. Larry Clark, Mr. Dale Woods, and
Mr. Allan DeFranco. Also, a comment by Mr. Clark should be added. Mr. Clark stated there were
unobtrusive methods for park education could include interpretive boards and that these would be more
cost effective.

In Mr. Dale Woods' comments: Please add" combined" survey results the most requested issue
In Mr. DeFranco' s comments please add ... unneeded and dangerous. He said the lighting in the culvert
might affect wildlife using the culvert.  Ile stated concerns about how access could be provided to
emergency vehicles. He said the Audubon Society has found 39 species in the sedimentation basin area.
Mr. Allan DeFranco, Glendale, AZ, thanked the Commission for allowing him to speak this evening. He
stated he would refer to the Thunderbird Conservation Park as TCP. He said he is grateful that this item

has been on the agenda for the past few months. The preliminary master plan process has a very important
purpose. To keep TCP a very unique park and unique, something that the city of Glendale is always
striving for in everything that they do as we arc not Phoenix, Tempe, Mesa or any other city. He felt that
most everyone in the room can attest to that. He appreciates the time and effort that the Parks staff has
given as well as the members of the Commission. However, he believes now is the time to change the hat.

TCP needs to be looked at differently. This is a conservation park and is unique. He will not go into the
lengthy definition of a conservation park as he felt all in attendance have heard it many times. He asked if
anyone knew how unique TCP is. He said there is no other conservation park throughout the entire valley.
He felt this was unique and it needs to be preserved, protected, valued, but don' t destroy it. When the park
is gone, it is gone whether it' s one acre or one hundred. He reminded the Commission it took thousands

of years for what is now appreciated. He quoted artist Joannie Mitchell, The Yellow Taxi.  " They paved
paradise and put up a parking lot with a pink hotel, a boutique, and a swinging hot spot. Don' t it always
seem to go, that you don' t know what you' ve got `til it' s gone. They paved paradise, paved paradise and

i put up a parking lot." This evening' s presentation by the Parks and Recreation Department is of great
S
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interest for all who use TCP. Are they really listening to the public and have they made modifications to
the master plan. Many of us do not understand how this happened in the first place which began in
January 2004. He recapped each public meeting for those in attendance. He said those in attendance
repeated for a year for the park to be left as it is. Do we have to remind everyone here today about the
organization" Save the Park" and why it was started? He said here we are today looking at destroying the
park. He wanted to know if he was missing something with this picture. He was unsure. He said one

rt,

would think with all the public outcry of the 59 Avenue road issue regarding the destruction of the park,
staff would have cone up with an alternative based on what they were hearing.  Even when the
preliminary master plan was brought forth, there should have been some modifications. That seemed
logical to him. He said you asked for comments and concerns and why have you not listened. He hopes he
will be able to sit back during the presentation and feel better about the process. Please consider about not
comparing TCP to another park. Just because it works over there does not mean it will work at TCP.
Commissioner Socaciu clarified that public comment being heard currently should be for items not on the
agenda.

Chairperson Hansen stated that was the purpose of this time.

Commissioner Socaciu said people will have the opportunity to discuss items on the agenda as they
appear.

Chairperson Hansen stated that this time is for those wishing to comment on non-agenda items. He said
he would prefer to defer those comments until the particular agenda item is heard although he does not

wish to discourage anyone from speaking.
Commissioner Socaciu stated if this is the case each person will have two opportunities, totaling ten

minutes, to speak to their particular concern thus making a very long meeting. He stated this time of the
meeting is for citizens to speak to items not on the agenda.
Chairperson Hansen felt it made sense to him and asked if a motion needed to be made. He asked staff for
guidance.

Ms. Benny stated that any public comments not on the agenda can be heard by the Commissioners, but
cannot be addressed during the meeting. Ms. Benny stated that staff can obtain legal guidance regarding
public comment guidelines and return with information for the Commission at the next meeting.
Commissioner Gutierrez stated it would be more efficient for speakers to voice their concerns or

comments after their particular agenda item of interest is addressed by the Commission.
Chairperson Hansen stated he did not want to shortchange speakers and have them speak only I-% 2

minutes each time they have the opportunity.
Commissioner Socaciu clarified that his intention is not to limit public comment.

Chairperson Hansen stated at the City Council meetings there are two different speaker cards available to
the audience. He explained the purpose of the different colored speaker cards. One allows the opportunity

to speak to a specific agenda item while the other indicates a person is interested in speaking on an item
not on the agenda. He said the Parks and Recreation Commission meetings only have one speaker card
available. He thought they might want to take the City Council speaker card idea into consideration.
Chairperson Hansen asked that any individuals wishing to speak to non- agenda items, please speak at this
time.

No audience members were interested in speaking on non- agenda items.

V. THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN (TCP)

Chairperson Hansen explained that the TCP preliminary master plan was voted on at the Parks and
Recreation Commission June 2004 meeting. Also at that time, the completion of the design process for

th

59 Avenue Road improvement was being conducted, so the TCP process was delayed until that road
project design was completed. In the fall 2005, the TCP draft preliminary master plan item was brought
back before the Commission and the public for additional opportunities to provide more input. Each Parks

and Recreation Commission meeting since that time has discussed information for the public to review
and provide comments. He indicated that surveys also were conducted. This meeting is also to allow
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citizens the opportunity to provide comments as well as for staff to provide citizens accurate and up- to-
date information regarding the master plan.  This is for discussion purposes only.  He thanked the
interested citizens for attending.
Parks and Recreation Director Ms.   Benna began her presentation regarding updates on
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Thunderbird Conservation Park ( TCP). The presentation overview explained the action steps that have

occurred since September 2005, which were to collect additional public input and park information. She

stated the staff conducted an on- site user survey during the months of September and October in 2005; the
draft preliminary master plan was presented to the City Commission on Persons with Disabilities for
review and comment; additional on- site meetings were held at Thunderbird Conservation Park with park

rangers and maintenance staff to review the plan and to discuss ideas about the use of the park; periodic

observations of parking lot use in the park were conducted from the end of the month of November
through December 2005; the Commission and staff toured TCP and other parks to view design and park

th

elements; staff met on site with police and ranger staff and several residents to discuss the 59 Avenue

culvert area and contacted other organizations that utilize culverts for trail connection; site tours of the

park were conducted with the Arizona Game and Fish Department;  additional evaluation of the

sedimentation basin was also being completed; and meetings are being held with school representatives
regarding the interest in park use. Ms. Benny stated staff also continues to solicit public input and provide
updates to the Commission at its monthly meetings.
The 751 on- site user surveys that were collected in the fall 2005 indicated the most popular use was the
trails. Ms. Benno. reviewed where the trails are located in the park. She stated there are 12 designated

trails, which means they are assigned a trail designation. She reviewed each trail and its length. She
identified 10 undesignated trails for the Commission. These trails are also referred to as social trails and

not assigned as official trails, but have been created informally by users of the park.
Ms. Benny indicated through periodic observations of current parking lot use from November through

th th

December 2005, it was found that parking lots K ( located off of 67 Avenue), 55 and Pinnacle Peak
parking lot, A( parking lot located at H- 3 trail head) and F ( located at south end of wash located west of

th

59 Avenue) are consistently utilized and at times have been filled or exceeded capacity. Also, it was
rh th

observed that other parking lots such as B ( located at northeast end of the park between 67 and 59
h th

Avenues), J ( located in the northwestern portion of thepark between 67 and 59 Avenues, and G
h

located at the north end of the wash between 67 and 59Avenue) were used on a limited basis. She

suggested that directional signage and locations of trailheads should be considered to maximize use of

parking lots.
Understanding the trail use and locations are important since the trails are one of the major use
components of TCP.

Ms. Benne. asked Parks and Recreation Project Coordinator Roger Boyer to provide an update regarding
the TCP trail maintenance program. Mr. Boyer stated that the Parks and Recreation Department is

receiving trail maintenance assistance from the Arizona State Parks Department and the Federal Highway
Administration Recreational Trails Program through the American Conservation Experience group. He
said there is a supervised trail maintenance crew that is helping to repair the use and wear on the trails.
The intent is to improve the trails to meet state and national trail standards which include things, such as

having sufficient width for multi-use path users to pass safely along the trails and removing the
obstructions that create trip and fall hazards, Also being installed along the trails are water deflection
areas, which will move water off the trails as soon as possible so that the water will not wash away the
natural soil and leave rock trails again. The trail maintenance crew includes international representatives

from Korea. Belgium, Holland, Germany, England, Japan and Canada. They work a 4/ 10 schedule,
Tuesday through Friday. The Trail Assistance program will continue for approximately 12 more weeks or
until it becomes too warm to work. The crews have completed about one mile of trail and are beginning
preliminary work on another 1. 5 miles. They have divided the park into three work zones. They are

th fit

working on trails between 67 Avenue and 59 Avenue presently. A second zone is north of Pinnacle
th

Peak and the third zone is east of 59 Avenue. Staff has posted a public comment notebook at the

trailhead where work is being completed to record public reaction to this trail maintenance program. Mr.



Cardin provided the Commission with the locations and the length of time these notebooks have been
available to the public and he indicated over 90% were favorable comments.

Ms. Benne. then presented what staff has learned over the past several months as a result of collecting
additional public input and park information:  1)  Limit park improvements,  2)  repair and replace

restrooms, 3) providing drinking water, 4) provide a safe and clean park, 5) improve signage for parking,
ndes/ regulations, trail marker, interpretive/educational, 6) provide shaded areas, 7) provide picnic areas,

8) provide area for interpretive/ education discussions, 9) provide parking, but limit expansion,  10)
enhance and preserve wildlife, 11) maintain existing trails, 12) connect trails, 13) restore areas with native
vegetation, and 14) preserve vegetation and wildlife in the park.

Commissioner Berry asked what the widths of the trails that are being improved. Mr. Boyer stated each
trail that is being improved will be approximately three feet wide.
Chairperson Hansen asked if the social trails would be removed. Ms. Kenna stated that the social, or

undesignated, trails are being reviewed and the trail maintenance crews are working with staff to
determine if those should remain or be filled. Staff will return before the Commission and provide

recommendations.

Ms. Medler stated she, Chairperson Hansen and Commissioner Long are completing meetings with the
school districts. Chairperson Hansen stated that based on the public input received, people have stated

that they are for education and he felt that the preliminary master plan had a box that said " EC" possibly
to represent an education center. He was curious if schools would visit the park if it had such a center. He

felt it was worth the time to see if schools would use the education center if one was provided in the park.

Chairperson Hansen stated he wanted to know what the educators would want if a field trip were taken to

the park. He said Commissioner Long and Ms. Medler have attended three meetings with Mountain Ridge
High School, Legends Springs Elementary, and Copper Creek as well. There is a plan to visit one middle
school and Deer Valley High School as well. Ms. Medler stated meetings may also be held with Glendale
Unified School District, as well as Tolleson School District, and Peoria School District.

Chairperson Hansen said to date, they found that the three schools they' ve spoken to have indicated if
they are taking a field trip, when they get off the bus, they want to stay out in the field and get" hands on"
experience and not be placed into a classroom. They would like to have a place to sit down and have a
discussion with a ranger or instructor and would like shade, water, and restroom facilities.

Commissioner Berry suggested they meet with the athletic directors in addition to meeting with the
educators. Chairperson Hansen felt this was a good point.

Commissioner Jared stated he was thinking along the same lines. He said the cross- country meets used to
take place at the Thunderbird Conservation Park. He suggested bringing the meets back to the park.
Chairperson Hansen stated the districts were concerned about balancing their needs against the other users
of the park. They need to meet the standards of promoting conservation education and would appreciate
any assistance.

Commissioner Harding asked if it was discussed with the principals and the teachers to place a survey
into the school newspapers in order to obtain student input.

Chairperson Hansen said no, but a good idea to consider.

Chairperson Hansen announced that a video of park tours would be shown. This video shows various park

elements and designs, and the pros and cons of amenities located in different valley parks as well as TCP.
He asked if anyone would like to speak prior to the video.

Ms. Barbara Huber, of Glendale, stated that she is within walking distance of the park and does not use
the parking lots. A master plan for Thunderbird Conservation Park - she understands that the park needs
to be managed, but the most profound statement she heard was to better utilize the existing park. It is a
conservation park. She hopes the wildlife would be enhanced and preserved, restore areas with native

vegetation, and do not add picnic areas. With regards to the education center, does it have to be here and

is a building needed? She said she doesn' t understand how this park can be improved upon. Please leave
the pavement elsewhere.

Mr. Larry Clark, of Glendale, recapped the history of the park for all in attendance. Mr. Clark stated the
three concerns he has which appear to violate the intent of the park master plan concept and the
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forefathers that were so determined to preserve this park for future generations are as follows: 1) the

education center— although he is in favor of education, a building of that magnitude is not needed; 2) the
improvement of the culvert would involve intensive development; and 3) a welcome center located in the

park would also require intensive development. These things would not fit well with what our forefathers

envisioned for the park. How did we get so far off the beaten trail with big schemes? What does the word
intensity mean? Things previously spoken of should be maintained. The Commission and the City
Council arc in a fiduciary capacity to do just that. He hopes that the Commission will think before they
act on any intensive development ideas or concepts.
Mr. Jeff Altenbach, of Glendale, stated he loves the park, the way it is and would suggest to minimize the
modifications that are made. He said he likes the existing amphitheater and does not understand why it is
not being used. He says some of the best experiences he has had outdoors is related to music. He
suggested music in the park on an afternoon for a couple of hours. He suggested an acoustic guitar

musician. This might attract more people to the park.

Council member Phil Lieberman, of Glendale, speaking as a citizen stated he began to use the park in
1963. He provided some of his previous park experiences for the audience, staff, and Commission.

Council member Phil Lieberman stated he also represents the citizens of the Cactus District. He suggested

that a reasonable conclusion be reached and a plan which will allow all residents to use the park. He

thanked everyone in attendance for coming to tonight' s meeting.
Ms. Patricia Woods, of Glendale, stated that it is essential that this park remain a conservation park. She

would like to be able to hear the sounds of the park. She would welcome the constituents of Mr.

Lieberman or Mr. Goulet to come enjoy the park in its natural beauty. She felt the Commission and the
Council could either go down in infamy by destroying the park or go down in history by saving it.
Mr. Allan DeFranco, of Glendale, thanked all in attendance. He does not understand why Council
member Lieberman believes this is a north- south battle. He said we do need to educate our children.

Children do not want to go from a classroom to a classroom. A field trip is called a field trip, because they
want to be out in the field. Mr. DeFraneo stated that the City of Glendale 2002 Master Plan clearly states
that the city is short 150 acres of conservation park. Where is the city going to get this acreage?
Chairperson Hansen asked if there is a set limit of conservation park that the city should have. Ms. Henna
stated the Parks and Recreation Department Master Plan guidelines for the number of neighborhood park,

community parks, regional parks, etc that should be located within the city. Staff reviews this information
each year to determine areas of growth. Mr. Cardin added that the New River area is currently being
reviewed by staff as potential park land. There are two areas of Glendale that touch along New River. The
city has entered into an intergovernmental agreement with the Maricopa County Flood Control District to
provide trails along those reaches of the river corridor which will connect to trails in Phoenix and Peoria.
Staff does actively look to add or partner with others to provide open space areas for the public.
Ms. Henna then presented the video of park elements and design features that featured different types and

themes of signage, viewed different types of shade structures, various entry points, restrooms, use of
various materials,  lighting features,  gates,  and trash receptacles.  The parks examples included:
Scottsdale' s Pinnacle Peak Park, Deer Valley Rock Art Center, Phoenix' s North Mountain Preserve Park
and TCP.

Commissioner Gutierrez asked how the Pinnacle Peak parking spaces were maintained. Ms. Benny stated
she did not have that information on this item, but would obtain it.

Commissioner Socaciu asked about the tree cutting in the sedimentation basin shown on the video. Ms.
Henna stated that staff did not cut down the trees. She did not know why the trees were being cut down.
She said the staff needs to determine how it will manage and provide education to the community about
the vegetation around the area. Mr. Cardin stated he has spoken with the Arrowhead Lakes Homeowner' s

Association President and is planning a meeting with those residing along the sedimentation basin to talk
about the area.

Commissioner Gutierrez asked if there is any signage in this area. Mr. Cardin stated there are signs that
state " No Trespassing".
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Commissioner Socaciu stated that in the future if there are any more videos shown; comments from the

public should be taken after the video. A lot of people spoke and left and did not see the video which may
address their concerns and questions.

Chairperson Hansen again opened the meeting for public comments regarding Thunderbird Conservation
Park.

Ms. Cathy Podolsky, of Glendale, stated she supports the comments made earlier regarding minimizing
destruction of the park. She stated the presentations have been very informative. She has not seen any

n

signage regarding " No Smoking" posted along 59 Avenue. She was very concerned about the fire that
occurred last year. She stated the survey conducted regarding parking was completed during the months
of November and December. She stated these may be the most popular months. She stated parking varies
from month to month.

Mr. Karel Podolsky, of Glendale, suggested conducting parking surveys during the months of July or
other months. He complimented staff on the meeting and added this is his first time attending. He stated
he likes the idea of non-paved parking lots. However, the dust from 55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak
parking lot is too much for the valley. He would like to minimize pollution although he does not want to
see if paved. He asked the Commission to research alternative solutions.

Ms. Benny stated staff will try to post the video onto the TCP webpage.
Commissioner Socaciu commented on the idea of having music in the park. He stated based on previous
presentations by staff that there is a concern of the location of the current amphitheater and the parking
issues related to it. He added there are sound limitations so that music will not be blaring throughout the
park. He said he understood how someone could feel that there is a " north— south" issue related to the

park. He said those near the park are very concerned with the parking and do not want any additional
parking. Most of the citizens of Glendale would have to drive to the park. He added that dust is a big issue
where there is gravel and heavy usage. he suggested different types of asphalt that would incorporate
surrounding materials which would create a more natural look. He described the asphalt in Sedona,
Arizona where the red rock material is incorporated which gives the asphalt a more natural color rather

than black.

Commissioner Kultala said he and his wife visited the park on Sunday and spoke with other users. He
stated only one person they chatted with was from Glendale.
Chairperson Hansen thanked all those in attendance.

Ms.  Benny stated she also appreciates the citizens that attended tonight' s meeting as well as the
Commission' s commitment to this process.

Chairperson Hansen questioned whether the Thunderbird Conservation Park item should remain on the

agenda each meeting or only when new information is presented.
Chairperson Socaciu suggested it should be listed under" Staff Update".

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 56 p. m.

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

EXCERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, APRIL 10, 2006

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 05 p. m.  by Chairperson Ted Hansen with
Commissioners Michael Socaciu, Ruben Gutierrez, Raymond Kultala, Stanley Long, and Eric Simon.
Representing city staff was Becky Senna', R7 Cardin, Shirley Medler, Roger Boyer, Clyde Brown and
Larry Broyles.

Several citizens were also in attendance.

Chairperson Hansen read the mission of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Commission is to advise the City Council on policies,
rules, and regulations referring to planning, acquisition, deposition, operations, use, care and
maintenance of parks and recreation facilities. The Commission is also responsible for development

of a continuous master plan for the city parks system and its recreation programs.

Chairperson Hansen introduced the newest Park and Recreation Commissioner representing the Barrel
District. Commissioner Eric Simon thanked the Chairperson and provided his background information.

Chairperson Hansen explained that the agenda has been revised to provide the opportunity for citizens to
comment on " non- agenda" items following the meeting agenda items.   He also explained the green
speaker card would need to be completed by anyone wishing to speak to an agenda item and the yellow
comment card would need to be completed by anyone wishing to speak on an item not on tonight' s
agenda.

I. Approval of Minutes

Commissioner Socaciu asked that staff indicate which set of minutes are draft and for review and which
are revised minutes from previous meetings.

Commissioner Socaciu referred to page 10 stating that his comments in paragraph three should read that
he suggested different types of asphalt that would incorporate surrounding materials which would create a
more natural look.   He described the asphalt in Sedona,  Arizona where the red rock material is
incorporated which gives the asphalt a more natural color rather than black.

Chairperson Hansen referred to page six, first paragraph stating that the last line reads that Mr. Cardin
indicated a majority of the comments received were positive.  He suggested that the sentence state that
90% of the comments were favorable.

A motion was made by Commissioner Long to accept the minutes as amended.  Commissioner
Socaciu seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
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II.       THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN

Becky Benno, Parks and Recreation Director, stated that staff would provide an update regarding the
Thunderbird Conservation Park Master Plan.  She stated that staff has worked diligently to complete the
Action Plan in collecting additional information and public feedback regarding the park.  Ms. Henna
stated that within the last month Chairperson Hansen. Commissioner Long, and Ms. Shirley Medler have
completed meetings with additional school organizations.  She asked the Chair to provide an update.

Chairperson Hansen stated the group visited more schools, Deer Valley High School, Canyon Elementary
School, Copper Canyon High School, Hillcrest Middle School, as well as the Glendale Union High

School District.  In general, previous comments were echoed stating that having to get students to and
from the park in one class period' s time would be difficult.  He said, high schools may not see much
benefit as far as curriculum is concerned.  There were a lot of clubs and extra curricular groups that could

111
make use of the park and education amenities that may be provided.  The Canyon Elementary School
representative stated that they could typically take a one and a half to three hours for a field trip.  The
instructors of the younger-aged classes stated they would need the assistance of the park rangers for
hands- on instructions.  The three main themes heard from those visited are conservation education, desert
education or desert survival education, and that the sedimentation basin could be used as for wetlands

instruction.  One of those interviewed stated that a classroom would be nice, but a field trip should take
place in the " field".   At the request of Commissioner Berry, schools were questioned regarding the
interest of having cross-county meets at the Park. All were interested.

Commissioner Kultala stated he has attended meets at the park in the past and they have worked well.

Commissioner Long said he was pleased with the positive reception from the schools especially from the
elementary schools.   He indicated that instructors wanted to verify the safety and well being of the
children. They wanted to be sure the children would be sheltered from severe heat or cold weather.  They
also wanted to ensure the children would have a place to sit and possibly write or draw comfortably.  The
instructors liked the ideas of rangers speaking to the children.

Ms. Benna stated that a meeting was held at the sedimentation basin on Saturday, April 1, 2006.  This
meeting was coordinated with the Arrowhead Lakes Homeowners Association and city staff The
Arrowhead Amenities representatives that manage the lake water were also in attendance as well as

representatives from Arizona Game and Fish. Ms. Benny stated Chairperson Hansen was in attendance as

well as Ken Reedy, Deputy City Manager with the City of Glendale.  Mr. Reedy provides background
information and history regarding the sedimentation basin and lake. Mr. Cardin stated that staff reviewed
as-built plans, which indicated the basin was construction in the mid- eighties.  Mr. Reedy, informed the
group that the construction actually was completed in 1984. The survey company had divided the lake
into grids and had taken depth measurements of the lake.  He said it was discovered that the silt level

ranged from as little as six inches to 2 72 feet.  Mr. Reedy indicated the primary function of the lake was
to filter the water and settle the sediment before it went into the rest of the Arrowhead Lake system.  He

1110 felt the lake has far exceeded its original purpose.   He stated there are currently no major concerns
regarding the basin.  Mr. Reedy suggested the basin should be monitored after large storm systems have
passed.

Mr. Reedy stated that there was a concern with an arca in front of the sedimentation basin, commonly
referred to as " dragon' s teeth". There was a misconception that the teeth were designed to slow sediment;

however, the original purpose is to slow the water down and dissipate the energy of the water.  Sediment
has settled into the teeth.  If a large storm system comes through the teeth are designed to be self-cleaning
and will clean themselves. In addition, there is currently a large amount of vegetation.  This vegetation is
helping to keep silt from entering the lake.
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Ms. Benno. stated that staff walked the park with the American Conservation Experience ( ACE) trail

maintenance crews to review the park' s designated trails and undesignated trails.  She stated the crews

have done a wonderful job.  In addition, the crews have provided information to staff on how to maintain

the trails.  The crews will be on site until May.  She suggested the commissioners visit the trails to see
how the trails have been improved.

Ms. Benny provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the proposed conceptual changes for the
Preliminary Master Plan. The recommended changes have been developed by Parks and Recreation staff
as a result of the past seven months of additional review and analysis process.

Commissioner Long asked when the consultants would be asked to get involved.  Ms. Benne. said staff
will utilize the consultants for their technical expertise as needed.

Ms Benno continued with a review of the approach to conceptual changes.  Staff considered studies and

surveys conducted by the consultant and staff prior to September 2005. Public input has been utilized and
park information has been collected from September 2005 to date.  Toight, staff will be seeking the
guidance from the Commission to regarding proceeding with changes to the preliminary master plan.

Ms. Senna reviewed the general proposed improvements to the Thunderbird Conservation Park.  She
stated consistent maintenance and design standards are needed for all park trails, trailheads, trail nodes.

signage, trash cans, ramadas, picnic tables, drinking fountains, equestrian hitching posts and troughs,
restrooms, parking, and lighting to the park. Staff needs to determine surfacing and marking standards for
parking lots and roads both paved and unpaved.  If not already identified, park property boundaries should
be marked along the entire perimeter.   Also,  mileage indicators for all trails should be provided.
Standards and procedures for park special uses and requests should be identified. A community education

outreach program regarding park wildlife, vegetation, geology, and other natural areas in the park should
be developed.

55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road

11111
Ms. Benny reviewed the proposed conceptual changes to the master plan beginning with the SS` h Avenue
and Pinnacle Peak Road area.  She discussed the proposed main park entrance for this area at the traffic

light at 55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road.  A secondary entrance east of the parking lot is proposed to
allow for loop access for emergency vehicles.  The existing parking lot which includes 68 parking spaces,
should remain and is proposed to be extended to the west and east adjacent to Pinnacle Peak Road, with

the number of spaces to be determined.  Two linear parking spaces are proposed for buses.  Update and
extend the existing accessible trail and interpretive signage should be provided along the trail.  Resting
benches along the accessible/ interpretive trail are proposed.  The existing trailhead at the west end of the
parking lot is proposed to be upgraded to include a restroom and drinking fountain.  Also proposed is the
addition of 3 single use ramadas and 2 optional single use ramadas on the south side of the Parking Lot

for shade and resting.  An outdoor shaded interpretive area that accommodates 60- 100 persons ( one of
two location options) should be considered.  The two existing single use ramadas located west of the
traffic light along the H- 1 trail should remain and he upgraded.   The native vegetation in the areas
affected by last year' s fire need to be restored.  Two natural water guzzlers at the southeast wildlife
habitat area should be provided.  A few other options noted are future parking spaces and one single use
ramada; consider option for maintenance storage area on the east end of the property; consider extending
a current undesignated trail that leads to viewpoint located on the east side of the park that overlooks the

valley east of the park; and resting benches and signage at the top of H- 2 trail should be added to identify
mountains and foothill areas.
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Sedimentation Basin Area

Ms. Benne. noted improvements proposed for the sedimentation basin area such as to improve the existing
13- 1 trail that leads from 515` Avenue to 55th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak to meet state and federal trail

standards.  Also, interpretive signage should be provided along the trail and at the viewing blinds located
north of the sedimentation lake.  Last, the plan should address vegetation restoration in the sedimentation

lake area.  She touched on the use of a land bridge north of the sedimentation basin and stated that would

be the best form of a connection.

59th Avenue and Amphitheater Area

Ms. Benny stated the Parking Lots A, B, C, D, E, and H, should be retained for a total of 91 parking
spaces.  Parking Lots F and G located in the wash should be removed for a loss of 38 parking spaces.
Two linear parking spaces for buses should be provided at Parking Lot E.  A trailhead and trail and an
information kiosk should be added to the south end of Parking Lot B. Also, Parking Lot B to help relieve
the parking demand on Parking Lot A.  Also Parking Lot B is proposed to be expanded and parking
should be added for the ranger/ information facility.  In addition, the ranger/ information facility propose,
should include a restroom facility and a drinking fountain.  There are currently three restrooms and seven
ramadas located within the wash.  These facilities should be removed.  A large group ramada is proposed
at the base of the amphitheater area, which should include a drinking fountain, restroom, and two single
use ramadas.  A single use ramada should be added near the existing ramada # 1.  The restoration of the
existing amphitheater is proposed. Commissioner Simon suggested adding a bike rack at this area.

67th Avenue Park Entrance

Ms. Benno said the undesignated trail located along the north border fence line is proposed to be
identified as a designated trail.  The gate, located at the west end of the road between the 67th Avenue

Parking Lot K and Parking Lot J, proposed to relocate the gate to the east road entrance and Parking Lot
J.  Parking Lot K, which includes 20 parking spaces, should remain.  An equestrian corral is proposed to
the south end of Parking Lot K.  The existing trailhead at Parking Lot K should be upgraded and an
information kiosk, and drinking fountain should be provided.  Parking Lot J would remain and has 39
parking spaces.  The roadway is proposed to be improved to allow for two-way traffic and a sewer line
installed that leads to a restroom at Parking Lot J.  Three are proposed ramadas should be added to
Parking Lot J; two currently exist at this location.  A new trailhead and information kiosk proposed at
Parking Lot J. The existing restroom needs upgraded or replaced at Parking Lot J and a drinking fountain
should be provided.  The restroom at Parking Lot H needs repaired or replaced and the existing three
ramadas should be upgraded. Revegetation of the area will be planned as needed.

Ms. Benno concluded the presentation with a review of the upcoming public meeting dates.  That will be
held on Wednesday, April 26 at 6: 30pm in the Deer Valley High School cafeteria. A second meeting will
be held at the same location on Saturday, April 29 at 9am.

No audience members were interested in speaking at this item.

The Commission Chair, Ted Hanson, provided staff direction to proceed with refinement of the

proposed conceptual changes to the Preliminary Master Plan.

Hi.      CITIZEN COMMENTS
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Chairperson Hansen called for citizen comments.

Chairperson Hansen opened the floor public for public comments on the proposed conceptual changes.

There were no public comments.

VII.     Next Meeting— Monday, May 8, 2006 at 7pm in Room B-3 of the Municipal Office Complex.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 46 p. m.

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA
EXCERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMISSION

HELD MONDAY, MAY 8, 2006

GLENDALE MUNICIPAL OFFICE COMPLEX, ROOM B- 3

5850 WEST GLENDALE AVENUE

The meeting was called to order at approximately 7: 00 p. m.  by Chairperson Ted Hansen,  with
Commissioners Michael Socaciu, Ruben Gutierrez, Raymond Kultala, Morris Russell, Sarah Berry, Loric

Harding, Stanley Long, and Eric Simon present.  Representing city staff included Becky Benna', Shirley
Medler, Clyde Brown, Raul Daniels, Bob Rhodes, and Gloria Santiago- Espino.

Several citizens were also in attendance.

Chairperson Hansen read the mission of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Commission is to advise the City Council on policies,

rules,  and regulations referring to planning,  acquisition,  deposition,  operations, use.  care and
maintenance of parks and recreation facilities. The Commission is also responsible for development

of a continuous master plan for the city parks system and its recreation programs.

Chairperson Hansen stated there were Citizen Comments Cards located outside of the door of room B-3.

He asked that anyone wishing to speak or submit comments please complete the appropriate cards.

Chairperson Hansen introduced the newest Parks Commissioner, Mr. Morris Russell.   Commissioner

Russell provided his background information and stated he was glad to be part of the group.

I. Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Hansen called for approval of the minutes. He asked that his name be corrected on page 6.

A motion was made by Commissioner Socaciu to accept the minutes as amended.  Commissioner
Long seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Chairperson Hansen introduced former Parks and Recreation Commissioner Chuck Jared and presented

him with a plaque of appreciation for serving on the Commission for two full terms.

II.       THUNDERBIRD CONSERVATION PARK MASTER PLAN

Ms. Becky Benno, Parks and Recreation Director, stated that staff would provide an update on the public
meetings held on April 26 and 29, 2006 that presented the Thunderbird Conservation Park Revised
Master Plan and proposed changes.  She also distributed public comments received after the April 29

meeting.  She explained the approach to the Master Plan and informed the Commissioners of the changes
to the plan.  She provided a PowerPoint presentation that displayed examples of park elements such as:

outdoor seating areas, resting benches, signage, parking areas, ramada and park information facilities.
She also reviewed the Executive Summary for the plan, which explained the proposed changes to the
plan.
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In response to a question from Chairperson Hansen regarding funding for completing the plan' s
recommendations,  Ms.  Benny stated there are existing funds available to begin to implement the
recommendations, and future funding is planned to complete the recommendations.

Ms. Benno stated City Council will meet in workshop on June 6, 2006 and staff would like to present the
plan and proposed changes.  Staff will update the Commission on the results of workshop at the June 12
Parks Commission meeting.  She encourages the Commissioners to attend the City Council Workshop if
they were available.

Commissioner Berry questioned why the equestrian trail does not connect. Ms. Benno stated that the trail
will connect to H5 and be a designated trail as currently it is undesignated.

Chairperson Hansen opened the public hearing.

Mr. Allan DeFranco, 5710 West Melinda, stated his comments this evening were with regard to the
ranger station.  He distributed a drawing showing a ranger station and approximate size of 1, 200 square
feet.  He felt this would be plenty of area to house a ranger, park information, emergency phone, and
storage area.

Ms. Benny stated she would discuss the proposal with staff and ranger staff to ensure that the location and

size would be suitable and functional.

Mr. Darwin Huber, 5555 West Melinda Lane, stated that he wished to address the Commission regarding
a Salt Cedar.  Mr. Huber provided results of information he has collected and stated there is Salt Cedar

growing on the shores of the Thunderbird Conservation Park Sedimentation Basin.   There has been
discussion that Salt Cedar is a bad plant.  His study was conducted to investigate and report the findings
to the City of Glendale and the Parks and Recreation Department.  He stated that Salt Cedar is an invasive
exotic plant that is well established in the southwestern United States.  It is incredibly aggressive, causing
serious ecosystem problems and can grow 12 feet in a single season.  A single Salt Cedar plant consumes

200 galloons of water per day.  Its extensive taproot system can extent 60 feet choking stream beds.  Salt
cedar increases soil alkalinity.  A single salt cedar produces seeds, which are widely dispersed by wind
and water, which quickly germinate in moist areas.  Salt Cedar re- sprouts vigorously if its top portion is
damaged or removed.   The drought- deciduous nature of Salt Cedar contributes to a heavy fuel load,
increasing the frequency of fires.   He provided the Commission with information on government

legislation.  He also explained various ways of eradicating the Salt Cedar. Mr. Huber concluded that Salt
Cedar is an invasive exotic plant that is incredibly aggressive and destroys ecosystems.  He said many
states have taken serious action against salt cedar.  He stated that permanent removal of Salt Cedar is the

only solution.

111
Commissioner Long inquired about the square footage of the proposed ranger/park facility.  Ms. Henna
stated that staff would review the square footage to ensure it could be functional.

A motion was made by Commissioner Simon to accept the Executive Summary and directed staff to
move forward with the changes to the Preliminary Master Plan and for staff to proceed with it' s
presentation to City Council Workshop on June 6, 2006.  Commissioner Marshall seconded the
motion. The motion carried unanimously.
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C.9 Commission on Persons with Disabilities Meeting

EXERPTS FROM MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF

COMMISSION ON PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES
GLENDALE MAIN PUBLIC LIBRARY BOARD ROOM
5959 WEST BROWN STREET, GLENDALE, ARIZONA

NOVEMBER 15, 2005

6: 30PM

Members Present:      Robert Steiger Katherine McKinney
Elliot Abramowitz Clarence Schanlaub

Kathe Neyer Camille Donley
Vickie Loya, Chairperson Jo Ann Canfield, Vice Chairperson

Members Absent:      Robert Duncan, unexcused David O' Connell, excused

Lynn Simon, excused Ricki Ray, excused

Staff Present:    Allison Eckert,  Human Resources Department,  and Diana Figueroa,

Recording Secretary

1. Call to Order and Welcome

The meeting was called to order at approximately 6: 30pm.  A quorum was present.

Chairperson Loya asked that everyone present introduce themselves.

8.       New Business

Chairperson Loya introduced Ms. Becky Benno, Parks and Recreation Director, Shirley Medler,
Deputy Director, and Jackie Keller, Logan Simpson Design.  She explained that they would be
providing the Commission with background information regarding the Thunderbird Conservation
Park draft preliminary plan for the proposed park renovations specifically as they relate to trails
for the disabled.

Ms. Keller provided an overview of the preliminary plan.  In addition, she explained the trails
which would be available for different types of users.  She indicated that approximately 80% of
the proposed trails would be wheelchair accessible.  She explained the material used would be

decomposed granite providing a solid surface where a wheelchair could be maneuvered easily.

Ms. Benno asked if the Commission had any suggestions relating to the preliminary plan.
Chairperson Loya suggested signage which would be pleasing to the surroundings.   She also
suggested that a legend should be provided at the entrance of the park indicating where the trails
were located as well as important facilities such as the restrooms and drinking fountains.

The Commission asked that the Parks staff return to a Disabilities meeting in order to provide the
Commission with an opportunity to comment on the construction plans.

Chairperson Loya thanked Parks staff for their presentation and their time.
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Ms. Eckert passed around a thank you card to the Commission from Commissioner Canfield.

Also, Ms. Eckert stated that information regarding employment opportunities were available for
review at this meeting.

Commissioner Schanlaub asked for a 2006 meeting schedule.  Chairperson Loya asked that Ms.
George provide this information to the Commission.

10.      Adjournment

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7: 55pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Diana Figueroa, Recording Secretary
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