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1
Introduction

Setting

The Hayward Area Recreation and Park District (HARD) encompasses
64 square miles within the Eden and Washington townships of Alameda
County. The District is located 25 miles southeast of San Francisco, 14
miles south of Oakland, 26 miles north of San Jose and 10 miles west of
the valley communities surrounding Pleasanton. Map 1 - Project Vicinity
(page 2) shows the District in relation to the San Francisco Bay area.
HARD provides park and recreation services to the City of Hayward, as
well as the major unincorporated areas of San Lorenzo, Ashland,
Cherryland, Castro Valley and Fairview. Fifty-five per cent of the
District’s population is comprised of the City of Hayward, which is
centrally located in Alameda County. Map 2 – Hayward Area Recreation
& Park District Boundaries (page 4) shows the District boundaries and
the neighborhoods that make up the District.
An extensive network of freeways and bus lines, as well as three Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations (Hayward, South Hayward, and
Castro Valley), and an Amtrak station serve the District.
The jurisdictions contained within the District contain a diverse group of
urban and suburban areas. From turn-of-the century Victorians and
Craftsman homes, to 1960's apartments and new subdivisions, the
District includes a wide range of housing. The central part of the District
is highly urbanized, represented by the communities along Highway 580
and Highway 880 corridors. Many of these communities are nearly built
out and/or experiencing redevelopment. The west District boundary is
comprised of a large area of relatively undeveloped Bay shoreline,
flanked on its eastern edge by large-tract industrial uses. To the east, the
District boundaries extend well into the hills north of Castro Valley, the
Hayward Hills and the Palomares Hills.
Major new housing developments on vacant land in rural and suburban
parts of the District have been recently built, are under way or in the
planning process. In the more urbanized areas, there are several planning
studies underway for in-fill, multi-use development using high-density,
transit-oriented models. Working with the Alameda County Housing and
Community Development Department, BART is participating in one of
these transportation-oriented studies for Castro Valley. Additional
studies are also underway for the Hayward BART and South Hayward
BART stations.
Like most of the Bay area, communities within the District are
experiencing rapid change, not only in the numbers, ages and interests of
the people who live and work here, but also in the public opinions and
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policies that determine just what form communities will take in the
future. While many of the District’s parks and recreation facilities are
located in already built out or in established neighborhoods, the pressures
for change are nonetheless significant. Based on ABAG projections for
Alameda County, and the number of pending projects currently under
consideration, much of the future development within HARD’s
jurisdiction will take place in the urban infill areas of the unincorporated
redevelopment areas of Castro Valley / Eden Hospital and San Lorenzo
Village, as well as redevelopment areas in the City of Hayward including
the Cannery, Highland Hills, and the Mission Blvd. Corridor. Other areas
that will likely include significant growth include the industrial corridor
in the City of Hayward and the La Vista Quarry site in the
unincorporated hillside area just east of City of Hayward. There will also
be some development in the suburban hillside areas of Castro Valley and
Palomares Canyon, although this development will be more restricted
than in the past due to the passage of Measure D.
At the same time, the population is changing; the City of Hayward’s
population, which represents the majority of the District, has grown by
25 percent in the last ten years, at almost double the rate of both
Alameda County and the Bay Area. This density is also represented in
the unincorporated areas of the District with Cherryland (11,859/persons
per square mile) and Ashland (11,284 /persons per square mile) ranking
respectively as the third and sixth most densely populated areas of the
Bay area.
Within the urban areas of the District, no single racial or ethnic group
constitutes a majority of the population. Hispanics now comprise 34
percent of the total population, with Whites at 29 percent, Asians and
Pacific Islanders totaling 20 percent, and African Americans at 11
percent. A new category, Two or More Races, accounts for almost 5
percent of the population. This cultural diversity extends throughout the
District. For example, in City of Hayward neighborhoods, a single
population group forms a majority in only seven neighborhoods (two
have a majority of Whites and five have a majority of Hispanics). Major
population increases of these ethnic groups (in terms of percentage) since
1990 are the school-age group (5-19), the “baby boomers” (35-54) and
the seniors (75 and over).
This setting provides unique opportunities and challenges for meeting
current and future parks and recreation needs. The District will continue
to face an increasing demand for more varied and quality outdoor
experiences including, trail and bikeway opportunities, community
facilities and recreational programming for all age groups. Therefore, as
new development areas are planned and constructed, the District will
need to work with their agency partners to promote continued park
development, preservation of open space and affordable recreation
services for a highly diverse, and increasingly dense population.
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This directive, given the current economic and regulatory situation, will
require practical solutions. Any new facilities and services must be
balanced with aggressive and workable solutions for ongoing financial
support and management.

Historical
Context

HARD was established in
1944 as a Special District
to provide recreation
facilities and services to
the residents of the City of
Hayward, as well as the
unincorporated areas
surrounding the City.

District Establishment
In 1944, representatives of the City of Hayward, various school districts,
and local civic organizations developed a proposal for establishment of
the Hayward Area Park, Recreation and Parkway District. When an
initiative was placed on the ballot, the residents voted overwhelmingly
for the creation of this Special District. A Special District, as defined by
the State of California is "a legally constituted governmental entity,
which is governed neither by the city or county and is established for the
purpose of carrying on specific activities within defined boundaries." As
a Special District, their established purpose was to carry out specific
activities relating to the provision of recreation facilities and services for
the residents of the City of Hayward, as well as the unincorporated areas
surrounding the City.
The actual operations of the District commenced in September 1945
under the governorship of the first Advisory Board, which was appointed
by the Alameda County Board of Supervisors on January 23, 1945. They
began the monumental task of organizing the Hayward Area Park,
Recreation and Parkway District.
Ten years later, residents recognized the need for greater autonomy for
the District and voted to elect a five-member Board of Directors as its
administrative and policy-making body. At this time, the District
officially changed its name to the Hayward Area Recreation and Park
District (HARD). This governing structure, initiated in 1958, continues
today with each of the elected Directors representing constituents from
the area at large. Directors are elected for four-year terms.
Board Directive and Services
As a Special District, the elected District board members govern HARD
independently within the limits provided by the State's constitution and
laws. The Board determines the policies, rules, regulations, and
ordinances necessary for the governing of the District. This governing
board has the ability to tax, determine the types of services to provide,
sell bonds to finance capital improvements, and establish their own
administrative structures. The Board also rules on all matters relative to
fiscal expenditures, acquisitions, development, improvement, and
maintenance of park and recreation facilities and programs.
The District's initial activities centered on recreation programs at school
playgrounds for the 43,125 residents of its community. Since its
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inception in 1944, the District has experienced a continual increase in
program registrants, participants and spectators. In 2000, HARD had a
total attendance of 5,819,300. This included participants at programs and
parks, as well as spectators at District activities and facilities. Today
HARD’s Board of Directors governs over 100 facilities and 1,684 acres
of parklands serving more than 270,000 residents.
Planning Updates
HARD Board members have updated their initial master plan three times
since 1958; initially in 1967 and again in 1974 and 1990 to order to
target their services to reflect changes in their District. This 2005 Master
Plan represents the fourth update in a continuum in the planning
processes that the District has used to accurately represent their
constituents.
Advisory Committees
The Board established the first Citizens’ Advisory Committee in 1963.
These residents, representing a cross-section of community members,
assisted in the study of projects and programs operated or contemplated
by the District. Their suggestions and recommendations helped the Board
meet the community's increased recreational and park requirements.
Additional Ad Hoc Committees are established, as needed, to assist the
Board of Directors and staff in all matters related to District activities.
All advisory committees report directly to the Board of Directors.

Purpose &
Organization

Purpose and Function of this Master Plan
This Master Plan Update reflects changes in land use planning,
legislative mandates, and Special District allocations from the State over
the last 15 years. In this way, this Master Plan presents a visionary and
pragmatic approach for managing the District for the next fifteen years,
while providing specific policies and standards to guide the day-to-day
actions. The Master Plan has two basic components: data collection and
data utilization. The primary goal of this plan is to allow the District to
make both short-term and long-range decisions regarding their park
facilities and recreation services based on researched facts, which
eliminates or greatly reduces the impact of personal bias or special
interests.
Using the 2000 census data as a base, projections of park and facility
needs have been made with regard to a number of demographic trends.
Using these trends as a guide, a wide range of strategies have been
developed for acquiring and developing new recreational facilities,
managing existing and new facilities, and continuing with, or adapting
programs to meet current and future needs.
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Organization of the Master Plan Document
This master plan has been organized into seven sections as described
below.
1

Introduction
This introductory chapter presents the context, goals and
findings of the Master Plan study.

2

Existing Park Facilities & Recreation Programming
Chapter 2 defines the types of park facilities and recreation
programs that the District manages and provides strategies for
meeting the District’s service objectives and maintaining District
facilities to a safe standard.

3

Recommendations for Meeting Recreation Facility & Service
Needs
Chapter 3 provides a discussion of, and recommendations for: 1)
providing recreation services equitability on a District-wide
basis; 2) reaching out to the community to maintain HARD’s
name recognition; 3) encouraging participation by all members
of the District; 4) staffing, maintaining and operating the
facilities and programs to maintain the District’s high quality of
parks and services; and 5) maintaining existing, and establishing
new partnerships.

4

Recommendations for Augmenting Existing Parklands &
Facilities at the Community Level
Chapter 4 describes the parklands that are currently available in
each of the communities in the District and pending projects that
could impact the District’s facilities and services. This chapter
also provides recommendations for augmenting existing District
parklands and facilities through a variety of techniques
including: 1) development fees; 2) maintenance of existing, and
establishment of new partnerships; 3) expanding existing park
sites through rezoning and acquisition of adjacent parcels as
opportunities arise; and 4) participation in planning of new
“smart growth” communities in older neighborhoods undergoing
revitalization.

5

Assessments of Recreation Demand Used as Framework for
Developing Parkland & Recreation Service Recommendations
Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the four analysis techniques
that were used to determine the demand for parks, trails,
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programs and services over the next 15 years. These include: 1)
household surveys; 2) park categories - park acreage / population
standards; 3) level of service - park facility type / population
standards; and 4) park / recreation service area -accessibility –
travel distances.
6

Implementation Plan
Chapter 6 provides a prioritized implementation program for
meeting the District’s parkland, programming, outreach,
maintenance and management needs so the District can to
continue to provide the level of service that their constituents
have come to expect.

7

References & Participants
Chapter 7 provides a list of references utilized and acknowledges
participants who helped to define the content of this master plan
document.

These chapters are supplemented by several appendices, which provide
more detailed information and / or technical data supporting information
provided in each chapter.

Plan Vision

This plan is not intended to be a static document, but rather an evolving
“road map for the future” to guide the decision-making process. It has
been developed to provide a strong framework for development, while
allowing for changes in the demographic make-up of the area and
changing recreational needs. It will also allow the District to respond to
new opportunities as they arise. Additionally, it is detailed enough to
provide other agencies such as the City of Hayward, Alameda County,
private developers and citizens a clear picture of the park standards and
policies HARD will follow.

District-wide
Goals

Over the years, the District has established a guiding philosophy, which
shapes every decision it makes, from major directions for the future to
day-to-day matters. These may be summarized in nine general goal
statements.
1

Recreation Opportunities
Provide a variety of accessible and affordable recreation
facilities and services to meet the active and passive leisure
needs of District residents, regardless of age, gender, ethnicity,
geographic location, economic status or disability, within the
District’s means.
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2

Quality of Service
Continue the current level of high quality recreation services and
maintenance and to strive toward enhancement of these qualities
over the years.

3

Management
Provide facilities and services in an organized, logical fashion to
maximize the use of available funds and resources, and to
facilitate the establishment of priorities where necessary.

4

Cooperation
Cooperate with other agencies in providing an integrated system
of parks, trails, and recreation services, both within the District
and throughout the region.

5

Public Participation
Engage and maintain community support, maximize the
opportunity for public participation in major District decisions,
and facilitate public feedback on recreation needs.

6

Community Service
Encourage the pursuit of leisure activities among District
residents, and the increased use of available facilities and
services and promote community health and fitness through
leisure pursuits.

7

Preservation
Cooperate with other agencies in preserving, developing,
enhancing and interpreting unique cultural, aesthetic and
environmental resources within the District.

8

Community Image
Preserve and enhance the environmental, cultural and aesthetic
image of the District through the design and planning of
recreation facilities, recognizing their inherent urban design
potential.

9

Funding
Develop an implementation plan that determines the scope of
public park improvements to be funded, the responsibilities of
the public and private sector participants, and the methods of
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financing the improvements that limit the District’s reliance on
property taxes.
It is from these general goals that the discussion and formulation of
polices and strategies in this Master Plan extends.

Overview of
Findings

The preparation of this master plan included an evaluation of the existing
District facilities, and programming, maintenance and budgeting
patterns. It also included an analysis of existing and projected trends in
demographics, land use/development patterns and park/recreation
revenues sources. From this analysis, the nine key actions were
developed to provide the direction that the District will need to pursue,
not only to survive, but to thrive, over the course of the next fifteen
years. These actions are set forth below.
Action 1
Prioritize improvements by focusing on maintaining, and
expanding upon, existing facilities within existing and
developing neighborhoods over acquiring new facilities.

While there is a
significant deficiency in
parkland acreage, it is
important to remember
that District residents
strongly support
maintaining existing
facilities over acquiring
new facilities.

Overall most of the neighborhoods within the District are well served in
terms of being within relatively close proximity to a local or community
park. Moreover, the 2005 HARD Public Opinion Survey indicates that:
•
•

HARD residents give HARD parks, facilities and programs a
positive rating overall
HARD residents strongly support maintaining existing facilities
over acquiring new facilities.

However, many of the existing parks, which are already of less than ideal size,
are in areas that will experience densification through redevelopment over the
next fifteen years. Additionally, many of the existing recreation sites are
school parks. Many of these sites experience extensive wear /overuse as
combined school/park sites and in some cases increased in student enrollment.
Additionally, some schools have experienced a reduction in available play
areas where portables classrooms have been located on school grounds to
address overcrowding and/or a need for more classrooms to accommodate
mandated reductions in classroom enrollments. Therefore, as the District
prioritizes future park improvements, they must work to maintain, and build
upon, the current support of their residents by focusing on:
•

•

Maintaining and enhancing existing parklands and recreation
facilities so as to retain the District’s current standard of care as
demands of intensification increase programming and
maintenance requirements
Expanding the acreage of existing parks / square footage of
community facilities to meet community park functions, which
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•

•

typically include use of athletic sports fields and courts and large
family-oriented picnics
Working with the District’s agency partners and private
developers on the variety of redevelopment and new
development projects to ensure that these projects meet the
additional demands for recreational facilities incurred through
increases in densification
Working with the Hayward (HUSD), Castro Valley (CVUSD),
New Haven (NHUSD) and San Lorenzo (SLUSD) Unified
School Districts in the design of new schools and retrofit of older
schools to maximize the efficiency of available acreage for
playgrounds and other open space.

Action 2
Maximize renovations focused on "tuning up" or "place
making", efforts within existing parks to create distinctive,
memorable features.
For parks to be successful
they must present a
pleasing aesthetic as
welcoming, well kept
community places that have
something to offer
everyone, from kids and
teens to the elderly; In this
way HARD’s presence will
be seen as a cohesive force
in a neighborhood.

While HARD residents give HARD parks, facilities and programs a
positive rating overall, the majority of HARD’s facilities were
developed/built in the 20 year period from 1961 to 1980. As a result, the
local parks and community parks/centers and accompanying
infrastructure and support buildings that make up the core system of the
District’s active recreational opportunities are 20 to 40 years old. These
facilities, while well maintained, have become dated and in some cases
obsolete in light of legislative actions over the last 10 years (e.g. ADA,
UBC, CEQA seismic requirements, etc.). For these facilities, to continue
to meet the District resident’s expectations and to upgrade HARD’s park
system to meet current codes and standards, the District will need to:
•

•

•

•

Develop design standards to ensure that parks are enhanced /
developed to a standard that is equitable throughout the District
no matter what the economic level of the associated community
Establish and maintain a “standard of care for local and
community parks” that keeps the facilities usable, and preserves
the District’s development investment, while striving to enliven
and integrate the design of the District’s local and community
parks to reflect the character of the surrounding neighborhood
community
Reflect community desires for parks that serve as community
places where social activities are encouraged and programmed
activities such as street fairs, artists’ venues, farmers markets,
musical performances and festivals as well as traditional playing
fields are accommodated
Reflect community desires to extend recreation opportunities and
health benefits into the neighborhood by working with local
developers to ensure that bike lanes and walking, hiking and
jogging trails are incorporated into new developments even
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•

within the urbanized areas of the District
Take image into consideration as existing parks are revitalized
and new parks are developed by recognizing, and building upon,
features that the community values such as welcoming, well
defined entries, “branding” through signage and way finding
information; unique features (e.g. historic buildings); and a sense
of the “natural” aesthetic environment including, landscape
features such as tree lined park edges, shady picnic areas, and
water features.

Action 3
Monitor demand for parks and services to ensure that they
meet changing the racial/ethnic/age composition of the
District.

It is important for the
District “know” their
clientele as the changing
racial/ethnic/age
composition of the
District will have
significant implications
for outdoor use
recreation patterns.

Increasingly, growth in the District is due to births and immigration resulting
in larger under-18 and over 55 segments of the population. As the ethnic
diversity, and the senior and youth customer base grows, the District must
work to accommodate their needs by:
•

•
•
•
•
•

Involving staff and the community in periodic use / program
assessments of individual facilities to determine their viability by
tracking variables such as frequency of use, time spent in parks
and/or attending programs, time of day when visits occur, day of
week, etc. and assessing satisfaction with HARD parks and
programs by asking visitors to rate the parks, recreation
opportunities and open spaces
Continuing to monitor trends and adjust youth programs as the youth
population moves from tots through tweens and teens
Addressing the needs of the “very active – over 55” population who
do not view themselves as “elders”
Addressing the needs of elderly persons with mobility limitations and
social isolation that may come with age
Addressing accessibility requirements of the physically challenged of
all ages
Developing a multi-lingual outreach program for those segments of
the population that do not speak English, or who may have a limited
command of the English language.

Action 4
Expand HARD’s multi-lingual outreach to the community to
meet the diversity of HARD residents.
While HARD currently has strong name recognition and is very
favorably rated by the community it serves, the composition of the
District is transitional with nearly 40 % of the City of Hayward’s
residents having moved into the City between 1995 and 2000.
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Additionally, an increasing number of these new residents (e.g. almost
20 % of the City of Hayward’s new residents) have immigrated from
outside the United States. For many of these immigrants English will
likely not be their first language. To address these demographic trends
and continue to leverage their name recognition, the District will need to:
•

•
•

•
•

Make every effort to reach all segments of the population by
developing forums / tools for conveying programming service
information in multi-lingual format
Update their outreach programs and information publications on
a periodic basis to target the diversity of district population
Promote public art, festivals and other special events that
celebrate the heritage or culture of HARD’s diverse community
or bring people together around special interests.
Seek publicity in local, multi-lingual news media to present the
high quality of District services.
Strive to provide multi-lingual staff at key points of contact (e.g.
reservations, on-site community center program staff).

Action 5
Say “yes” to land and facilities that enhance the serviceably of
the overall park system through the acquisition of key parcels
that will benefit the overall park function of the District.
Community parks and
gardens can bring
vitality to urban
neighborhood
enhancing the overall
quality of life in the
community.

Parks should be easily reachable from every neighborhood, and usable
by those of all abilities and income levels. Moreover, it is not enough to
measure access purely from the standpoint of distance. Significant
physical barriers such as uncrossable highways, streams and railroad
corridors, or heavily trafficked roads must also be taken into account. To
meet these accessibility objectives, the District will need to:
•

•

Create new models for developing / accepting /using park/open
space where conventional open parklands may no longer be a
viable option in highly urbanized areas. Look at smaller sites
(less than 3 acres) if they are easily reachable on foot by all
members of the population (e.g. a senior with a cane, a mother
pushing a stroller, or an eight-year-old riding a bicycle) and they
provide the potential to meet the surrounding neighborhood’s
community needs.
Work with District partners to add key parcels to existing parks
that will benefit the overall park function of HARD as
opportunities arise.
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Action 6
Say “no thank-you” to land and facilities that do not meet the
District’s recreation objectives and /or cannot be brought up to
District standards.

Development pressures
on limited land area will
increase demands on the
District to accept
parkland that cannot be
developed and/or
maintained to the
District standards for
care.

Establishment and use of parkland acreage/population standards has enabled
the District to exact parkland as a condition of development approval. While
this mechanism still serves as a good tool in acquiring land for recreation, the
area available for development is becoming more constrained in the District’s
urban and hillside areas. As a result potential parkland is often limited to:
•
•

Land that has been previously used and contaminated as a result of
that use
Undeveloped land that includes wetlands, or steep, erosive hillsides
with wildland fire hazards and /or environmentally sensitive areas
with endangered plant/animal species.

To ensure that future lands and facilities will meet the District’s recreation
objectives, the District will need to carefully evaluate each potential land
donation for it potential recreational value and:
•
•

Only grant park credit for those sites that meet the District’s
recreation objectives
Not accept the land where suitable area is not available to meet the
District’s recreation objectives.

As an alternative:
•

•

Accept in-lieu fees to be directed toward other types of parkland
that may be located outside the developer’s boundaries or toward
recreational facilities such as community/sports centers that may
serve a broader population base
Accept the land only after it has been restored or it has been
determined that it can be restored to suitable condition to meet
District objectives.

Action 7
Be pro-active in the preparation and implementation of new
development models - emphasize the “social capital” of District
parkland and recreation services.
By traditional views, urban parks merely provide recreation and other leisure
opportunities, and some landscaping improvements for public spaces. A new
view on urban parks, however, sees them as part of the broader structure of
urban and neighborhood development, including housing and commercial
redevelopment, workforce development, and environmental infrastructure.
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Renewal takes
leadership, vision and
time: with these
ingredients, the District,
the agency partners and
the community can work
together to ensure that
all neighborhoods have
high quality and
sufficient recreation
opportunities.

Over the next 15 years much of the development in the District will take place
in existing urban areas that are being developed according to “smart growth”
or “transit-oriented” development. For these developments to be successful,
and for the District to operate successfully, the District will need to:
•
•

•

Actively participate in the planning of these developments
Be involved in developing new models for parklands and recreation
facilities (e.g. supervised, one-stop, multi-activity, intergenerational
community sports centers)
Ensure there are adequate parklands and programs to meet the
increased density of these development concepts, and ensure that
these recreation opportunities are an integral part of these new
neighborhoods.

Action 8
Create a multi-year strategy for developing a “funding quilt”
comprised of many sources of income.
The District’s parks and
programs services provide
intrinsic recreation, aesthetic
and environmental benefits to
the community that will need
to be leveraged as the
District seeks new financial
opportunities for
maintaining, upgrading and
creating and their facilities
and services in an era where
traditional funding sources
have been diminished, first by
Proposition 13 and more
recently by ERAF.

Historically, Special Districts were able to fund new acquisition and
development, programs, operations and maintenance from a fairly stable
general fund generated primarily from property and parcel taxes.
Today, and looking toward the future, successful long-term park acquisition,
development and maintenance, as well as recreation programming will require
a mix of funding sources - a “funding quilt.” A funding quilt, as defined here,
is the combination of funding sources - state, local, federal and private - that
are brought together to help achieve recreation objectives. The relevant
funding sources needed to create new parks, or to implement the necessary
service and maintenance needs of the District, will vary based on the types of
projects that the District undertakes. While one funding source might be
appropriate for cleaning up a brownfield, another might be suitable for
construction of a trail, and a third might be used for acquiring and adapting an
existing structure for use as a community center. Central to the funding quilt is
the District’s role in:
•
•

•
•
•

Leveraging one funding source to take advantage of other funding
sources
Linking planning and basic maintenance with larger goals of public
involvement, safety, programs management and neighborhood
revitalization
Creatively “selling” the social, environmental and economic values of
the District’s green space
Developing multi-year capital, programming and maintenance
funding mechanisms such as grants
Developing strong partnerships, and rallying community support as
part of the overall long-term, cyclical, strategic fiscal plan.

15
HARD MASTER PLAN
CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

JUNE 2006

Action 9
Restore tax dollars lost to the State under Proposition 13 and
ERAF to the extent possible through the legislative or initiative
process.

In spite of prudent and
superior fiscal management,
it is difficult to adequately
predict the effect of, and plan
for, outside factors, which are
caused by unstable economic
conditions and increasingly
restrictive state regulations.

Viewing redevelopment as an
opportunity to direct capital
toward park and recreation
amenities that interconnect with
mixed use, higher density uses,
will result in the development of
communities designed for active,
pedestrian-oriented living,
thereby reducing auto related
trips, which will result in
improved air quality, lower risk of
obesity and associated chronic
health problems, and
enhancement of the overall
livability of the community.

Traditionally, Special Districts were funded and operated primarily from
property and parcel taxes. These income streams were fairly steady allowing
the District to budget capital projects, programs, operations and maintenance
by means of an annual budgeting process.
Today, however, the State of California's permanent annual shift of property
tax revenue from the District to finance public schools continues to severely
restrict both the District's day-to-day maintenance and its operations,
particularly in their Capital Outlay program. The total shift for the upcoming
Fiscal Year is projected to be 55% of property tax revenue. With the passage
of Measure Q in June of 1997, the District receives an additional $3.25
million in property tax revenue to partially offset the property tax transfer
loss. However, it is plain to see that the amount received is not even close to
the amount lost. The combination of the property tax shift, plus
redevelopment loss, along with increases in employee salaries and benefits
make budgeting a challenge. In simple terms the cost of doing business goes
up about 5% annually. At the same time revenues are increasing at only about
half that rate. The main causes of this never-ending game of catch-up are
factors that the District has no control over, namely the above mentioned tax
shifts to the State and to Redevelopment, the spiraling costs of Workers
Compensation and Health Insurance, and an overall downturn in the economy
which has triggered an increase in retirement costs through the Public
Employees Retirement System.
To alleviate the undue financial burden that Special Districts are carrying and
provide a stable funding source to help meet the rising cost of doing business,
the District will need to participate in legislative or initiative processes that
will:
•
•

Shift a greater portion of the annual property tax revenue back to
Special Districts such as HARD
Allow tax shifts to Redevelopment be used in part to fund park
facilities and program development, as well as ongoing
operations and maintenance.
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Golf at beautiful Skywest Golf Course

Swimming at the Hayward Plunge indoor swim facility

Existing Park Facilities & Recreation Programming

2

2

3

Existing Park Facilities & Recreation Programs

Introduction

The ideal park system for a community is made up of a hierarchy of
various parklands, each offering certain types of recreation and/or open
space opportunities.
The District’s core system of local parks and community parks /centers
provide the basic active recreational opportunities within the local
neighborhoods. The term "parks," as used in this document, refers to all
of publicly accessible lands, premises and school grounds held in trust by
HARD, which have been formally dedicated by the District and funded
for those purposes with HARD public funds. Under this definition,
“parks”:
• Provide permanent park or recreational purposes
• Are managed to cater to a diversity of public interests – sports,
cultural, historical, event-related or environmental
• Contribute in one way or another to the creation of a healthy, vital
and sustainable community.
HARD parklands typically include facilities such as ballfields, multi-use
turf areas, hard court areas and picnic and play areas, and are what
people generally envision when describing a park. Such areas are
normally granted a full 1:1 park acreage credit. Supplementing these core
facilities are: joint-use park-school facilities; specialized recreation
facilities; and trails and open space areas that serve the entire
community.
This chapter on existing park facilities and recreation programs includes:
•
•
•
•

A description of District program offerings
A description of each park type and its role in meeting the
requirements of program offerings
Maps that show the general location of each existing parkland
type
Corresponding tables that give the park name and location.

Table 1 - Summary of Park Types and Areas Served and Table 5- Major
Building Facilities provide additional information regarding the park
facilities and programs offered at each of the parks, community centers
and special use facilities.
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Table 1 - Hayward Area Recreation District !!!!
Summary of Park Type and Areas of District Served!!!!!
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District Wide

San Lorenzo &
Unicorporated
San Leandro

Fairview

Cherryland/
Eden Area

Castro Valley

Ashland

Hayward

Trail, Llinear
Park, or
Greenway
Opend Space

Areas of District Served
Special Use
Facillity

Community
Park
Community
Center

Local Park
School
Recreation
Site

Park Name
Hillcrest Knolls Park
Fairmont Terrace Park
Castro Valley Community Park
Parsons Park
Adobe Park
Castro Valley Swim Ctr
Kenneth C. Aitken Senior & Com.
Ctr.
Deerview Park
Greenridge Park
Bay Trees Park
Earl Warren Park
Palomares Hills
Rowell Ranch
Ridge Trail Park
Five Canyons Park
Lakeridge Park
Fairview Park
San Felipe Community Park
Sulphur Creek Nature Center
East Avenue Park
Laurel Park
Hayward Area Sr Ctr, Douglas
Morrisson Theatre & Japanese
Gardens
Carlos Bee Park
Cherryland Park
Bohannon Athletic Fields
Meek Estate Park
Ashland Park
Edendale Park
Hesperian Park
Fairmont Linear Park
Arroyo Swim Center
Mervyn Morris Park
San Lorenzo Community Park
Del Rey Park
McConaghy Park
Kennedy Park
Skywest Golf Course
Shoreline Intrerpretive Center
Longwood Park
Greenwood Park
Rancho Arroyo Park
Gansberger Park
Sunset Park/Swim Center
La Placita Park
Cannery Park
Centennial Park
Birchfield Park

Acres

Park Type

!
!
!
!
!

!
!

!

!
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Table 1 - Hayward Area Recreation District !!!!
Summary of Park Type and Areas of District Served!!!!!
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Ashland
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!

Hayward
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1
5.05
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10
6
2
31.32
1.4
2.96
16.66
4.78
10.66
0.49
1.03
2.6
10.17
5.57
1

Areas of District Served
Special Use
Facillity

Hayward High Swim Ctr
Old Highlands Park
Greenbelt Trails
Spring Grove Park
College Heights Park
Lewis Property
Canyon View Park
Jalquin Vista
Eden Greenway
Schafer Park
Eldridge Park
Weekes Park
Sorensdale Park
Southgate Park
Haymont Mini Park
Bechtel Mini Park
Nuestro Parquecito
Tennyson Park
Ruus Park
Matt Jimenez Community Center

!

4.2
2.55
31

Community
Park
Community
Center

51
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58
59
60
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64
65
66
67
68
69
69

Local Park
School
Recreation
Site

50

Park Name
Bret Harte Play Field
Admin Bldg/ Corp Yard/
PhotoCentral
Hayward Plunge & Memorial Park

48
49

Acres

Park Type

!
!
!
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Recreation
Programs

District program offerings include active league sports, fitness classes,
aquatics, senior programs, disabled programs, music, drama, golf
lessons, photography, arts, crafts, culture, dance and nature programs.
Recreational activities range from competitive team sports such as
softball, soccer, basketball, flag football and volleyball to individual
instructional programs such as aerobics, golf, tennis, martial arts and
gymnastics. Aquatics programs include learn-to-swim classes and adult
lap swimming, which are offered at five swim centers, one of which is
open year-round.
Age group activities provide opportunities for supervised recreation.
Youth activities are addressed in a variety of programs including sports,
crafts, tutoring, leadership and instructional classes. For example,
teenage activity centers offer informal programs such as pool, table
tennis, arts and crafts, and band practice. Senior centers also offer a
variety of services including, bingo, dances, and instructional classes.
Cultural programs include art, dance, drama, music and photography.
An extensive area of special interest classes such as computer
competency, culinary arts, money management and dog training are also
offered.
Environmental educational / interpretive programs and classes are
offered at the Shoreline Interpretive Center and Sulphur Creek Nature
Center. These programs and classes are augmented by Sulphur Creek’s
wildlife discovery center and animal lending library.
Day camps generally serve the elementary school-age bracket. There are
multiple day camps; a science-oriented one at the Shoreline center, Ward
Creek Day Camp for the disabled, and three that are nature camps. Other
day camps include specialized swim/tennis, theater, sports, and art
programs.
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Local Parks
Definition
Local parks are combination playground and park areas designed primarily for non-supervised,
non-organized recreation activities. At least fifty percent of the site should be level and usable for
both active and passive recreation.
These parks are generally three to ten acres in size and serve an area of approximately one-quarter
to one-half mile radius. However, to provide park equity in highly urbanized areas, the District
may consider smaller, local sites that compensate for size (e.g. less than 3 acres) and distribution
(e.g. number of parks) by being easily reachable on foot and bicycle without crossing major
arterials or other physical barriers.
Local parks should form an integral part of the neighborhood and create a sense of community by
providing not only a place to engage in informal sports and playground activities; but also social
gathering areas located in association with these park activities and other neighborhood amenities
(e.g. libraries, community centers). To encourage this connection with the surrounding
neighborhood, these parks should be highly visible from the adjoining street and have frontage
along the street that is adequate to accommodate local, neighborhood events that will draw people
into the park and shade trees that will create a sense of a “natural” aesthetic environment.
Typically, facilities found in a local park include a children’s playground with adjacent sitting
areas, individual family picnic areas, open grass areas for multi-generational, informal activities
such as kite-flying, dog walking, youth sports/activity areas, Frisbee tossing, bocce ball and
community gardening. Local parks should also incorporate pathways, seating and drinking
fountain(s) taking into account universal access standards. Parking and night lighting are
generally not provided, except as needed for security.
Signage and other park features should be designed to create an identity for the park and the
surrounding neighborhood.
Map 3 - Existing Local Parks shows local parkland owned and managed by HARD and local
parkland owned by others and managed by HARD. Table 1 - Existing Local Parks lists the park
facilities and provides the location of each of the parks.
Objectives
•

Meet the recreation needs of all age groups in the immediate neighborhood for
impromptu play, relaxation and socializing.

Goals
•
•

Provide quality neighborhood-level recreation in accordance with established desirable
standards
Provide equitable distribution of local parks in serving all geographic areas of the
District.
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Table 2 - Existing Local Parks
Park
No.
1
2
3
4
5
8
9
11
12
14
15
16
17
18
20
21
23
24
26
27
28
29
30
32
33
34
36
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
50
52
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
74
75
76
79
80
81
82
84
85
87

Park Name
Hillcrest Knolls Park
Fairmont Terrace Park
Castro Valley Com Ctr
Parsons Park
Adobe Park
Deerview Park
Greenridge Park
Earl Warren Park
Palomares Hills
Ridge Trail Park
Five Canyons Park
Lakeridge Park
Fairview Park
San Felipe Com Ctr
East Avenue Park
Laurel Minipark
Carlos Bee Park
Cherryland Park
Meek Estate Park
Ashland Park
Edendale Park
Hesperian Park
Fairmont Drive Linear Park
Mervyn Morris Park
San Lorenzo Com Ctr
Del Rey Park
Kennedy Park
Longwood Park
Greenwood Park
Rancho Arroyo Park
Gansberger Park
Sunset Park/ Swim Center
La Placita Park
Cannery Park
Centennial Park
Birchfield Park
Bret Harte Play Field
Hayward Plunge & Memorial Park
Old Highlands Park
Spring Grove Park
College Heights Park
Lewis Property
Canyon View Park
Jalquin Viste
Eden Greenway
Schafer Park
Eldridge Park
Weekes Com Ctr
Sorensdale Center
Southgate Com Ctr
Haymont Mini Park
Bechtel Tot Lot
Nuestro Parquecito
Tennyson Park
Ruus Park
Stratford Village Park
Valle Vista Park
Silver Stars Vetrans Park
Twin Bridges Park
Stonybrook Park
Fairway Greens Park
Bidwell Park
Mt. Eden Park
Palma Ceia Park
Christian Penke Park
Alden E. Oliver Sports Park
Gordon E. Oliver Eden Shores Park
Campus Minipark

Address
150th & Van
Berkshire & Manchester
18988 Lake Chabot Rd
17570 Almond Road
20395 San Miguel
5780 Thousand Oaks
6108 Greenridge
4660 Crow Canyon
7050 Villareal
Bldr Canyon / Rancho Palomares Dr
Five Canyons Parkway
23333 Lakeridge Ave
2841 Romagnola
2058 D Street
3221 East Ave.
2652 Vergil Ct
1905 Grove
198 Grove
Boston & Hampton
1530 167th
16278 Ashland
620 Drew
Fairmont & East 14th
Nielsen & Grant
1970 Via Buena Vista
Bockman & Channel
19501 Hesperian
Leonardo & Reed
Eden & Middle
2121 Depot Rd
Kay & Calaroga
22100 Princeton
El Dorado & Sonoma
125 B St
24000 Amador
Santa Clara & Winton
1047 E Street
24176 Mission
26180 Parkside
25610 Spring
27020 Fielding
Hayward Blvd
Farm Hill & Daisy
28846 Bay Heights Rd
Evergreen & Flamingo
Hamric at Rieger
27182 Patrick Ave
275 Goodwin
26780 Chiplay
Collete & Luvena
399 Ross
East 10th at Jefferson
Panjon & Huntwood
Dickens & Folsom
Stratford Rd. at Canterbury
381 Valle Vista
685 Industrial Parkway
301 Arrowhead Way
Woodland & Vanderbilt
3050 Vanderbilt
175 Fairway St,
2451 W. Tennyson
27600 Decatur
Tahoe & Morningside
2580 Eden Park Place
2841 Seahaven Ct
Campus Drive opposite the trailhead

Location
San Lorenzo
San Lorenzo
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Fairview
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Fairview
Fairview
Cherryland
Hayward
Ashland
Ashland
San Lorenzo
San Lorenzo
San Lorenzo
San Lorenzo
San Lorenzo
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward

Note: Some parks are listed under more than one park type.
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School Recreation Sites
Definition
School recreation sites are facilities that are developed on school land and are available for use by
the recreating public. School parks may be jointly-owned and / or jointly developed. There are
four school districts within the Hayward Area Recreation District – Hayward, Castro Valley, San
Lorenzo, and New Haven.
Ownership and management of school parks within these school districts fall into three
categories. Some are owned and managed by HARD. Some are owned by the school and
managed by the District. Others are owned and managed by the school.
Public use of these school parks for recreational purposes is subject to use restrictions defined in
specific joint-use agreements between the HARD and one of the four school districts within the
HARD area boundaries. These areas supplement the active recreation areas available to HARD
residents. Typical facilities may include active facilities such as turf ballfields for organized
sports, swimming pools, gymnasiums and hard courts (e.g. basketball, tennis courts).
Facilities on school land will only be included as part of parkland credit if the park school site is:
• Wholly owned and operated by HARD
• Designed to ensure public access to the facilities during and after school hours.
Facilities on school land will not be included as part of parkland credit toward the requirement for
park land dedications, fees, exactions, if the facilities on school land do not belong to the
Hayward Area Recreation and Park District and are subject to the management of the school
districts, which could make these facilities unavailable for public recreation.
Objectives
•

Meet the recreation needs of all age groups in the immediate neighborhood for
impromptu play, relaxation and socializing.

Goals
•
•
•

Continue to maximize cooperative arrangements with each of the school districts for
augmenting HARD sports facilities
Provide quality, neighborhood-level recreation in accordance with established, desirable
standards
Provide equitable distribution of recreation services to all geographic areas of HARD by
augmenting school sites to provide public recreation services that meet neighborhood
needs in underserved areas and in association with new development.
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Community Parks
Definition
Community parks are larger than local parks and provide a wider variety and higher intensity of
recreational uses. The focus is on more active and structured activities for larger segments of the
community. In general, community park facilities are designed for organized activities and sports,
although individual and family activities are also encouraged. Their service area is roughly a two
to three mile radius. Map 5 - Existing Community Parks shows community parkland owned and
managed by HARD. Table 3 - Existing Community Parks lists the park facilities and provides the
location of each of the parks.
A community park should be located on a minor collector road or higher, while being easily
reachable on foot and bicycle. Access to a community-wide trail system is desirable to connect
neighborhoods to the park. Where there are major arterials or other physical barriers, the travel
routes that connect nearby residential areas should have continuous pedestrian and bicycling
facilities (e.g. sidewalks, bike lanes, trail) and incorporate appropriate safety measures (e.g.
pedestrian and bicycle activated signals, security lighting under overcrossings, etc.).
There should be well conceived, multiple entrances that allow people to come in from all sides of
the surrounding neighborhood. Similar to local parks, these larger parks should be visible from
the adjoining street and provide a connection with the surrounding neighborhood including, a
connection with other neighborhood amenities (e.g. libraries, community centers); and by having
frontage along the street that is adequate to accommodate: local, neighborhood events that will
draw people into the park; and shade trees that will create a sense of a “natural” aesthetic
environment.
The community park should have a distinctive design theme that provides a compelling identity
that is not only associated with the park but, with the surrounding neighborhood and the District
as a whole. This theme could be a significant natural or man-made aesthetic amenity such as, a
lagoon, natural area, fountain, public art, etc. and / or and programmed activities such as, street
fairs, artists venues, farmers markets, musical performances and festivals, as well as traditional
playing fields. This theme should be carried throughout the park, using signage and other
signature park features.
Typical facilities found in a community park include: a children’s playground with distinct areas
for preschool and older children, along with adjacent sitting areas; water play under controlled
conditions as appropriate; shaded group picnic areas (including shelters); athletic fields (e.g.
soccer, softball) and courts (e.g. basketball, tennis and bocce ball). In addition, community parks
often provide storage/office/concession building(s), restrooms, pathways, spectator and/or group
seating areas and drinking fountains. Along with the developed sports fields and courts, there
should also be opportunities to engage in informal activities and socialize with other park
participants. To accommodate these active and passive large and small multi-generational group
functions, at least fifty percent of the site should be flat and usable. Parking and night lighting are
provided as needed to meet City and County criteria.
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Objectives
•

Provide a large area of open space and parkland for use by individuals and groups for
active sports practice and competition, social events, recreation programs and special
events, as well as impromptu recreation.

Goals
•

Provide equitable distribution of quality Community Parks throughout the District in
accordance with established, desirable standards.
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Table 3 - Existing Community Parks
Park No.
3
15
18
20
26
33
36
50
62
63
80
84

Park Name
Castro Valley Community Park
Five Canyons Park
San Felipe Community Park
East Avenue Park
Meek Estate Park
San Lorenzo Community Park
Kennedy Park
Hayward Plunge & Memorial Park
Weekes Park
Sorensdale Park
Mt. Eden Park
Alden E. Oliver Sports Park

Address
18988 Lake Chabot
Five Canyons Parkway
2058 D Street
3221 East Ave.
Boston & Hampton
1970 Via Buena Vista
19501 Hesperian
24176 Mission
27182 Patrick Ave
275 Goodwin
2451 W. Tennyson
2580 Eden Park Place

Location
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
San Lorenzo
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward

Note: Some parks are listed under more than one park type.
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Community Centers
Definition
The District’s community centers are focal points of the recreational programming aspect of their
services, providing space for classes, meetings and special events. The service area is roughly a
two to three mile radius. Map 6 - Existing Community Centers shows the community centers
owned and managed by HARD. Table 4 - Existing Community Centers lists the park facilities and
provides the location of each of the parks. Table 5 – Major Building Facilities provides a
breakdown of the building layout for each center.
Community centers in traditional neighborhoods should be located on a minor collector road or
higher. They should be visible from the adjoining street, and include frontage along the street.
Pedestrian and bicycle access should be provided from the adjacent neighborhoods served to
encourage access by bicycle or foot. Access to a community-wide trail system is desirable to
connect neighborhoods to the park.
In newer, transit-oriented, high density developments that offer a mix of uses (e.g. commercial,
residential and office space, and a variety of housing types), it may be appropriate to develop a
community center as a focal point in conjunction with plazas, libraries and post offices, all of
which should be located within walking distance of the transit station area. If these activity nodes
are created as multi-functional zones by multiple partners, there can be flexibility to respond to
individual neighborhood needs. Such flexibility may allow for creative community center
planning that would take into consideration areas for recreation/ supplemental schooling
programs/ internet access sites, multi-use public meeting spaces, public art display space, and
community garden space, as well as the traditional classes and programs now offered.
While there is no specific standard regarding the number of community centers that HARD
should provide, the District has established guidelines relating to site requirements for community
centers. Community Center buildings should provide 10,000 square feet of usable space for
classes, meetings and special events. There should be one main entry, though all other entries
should be clear and identifiable. These guidelines should be used for Community centers that are
located in traditional neighborhoods, as well as Community centers that are located in newer,
transit-oriented, high-density developments that offer a mix of uses.
Indoor amenities should include, at a minimum, one multi-purpose room with a stage, high
ceilings and storage areas. Other features may include a mini-gym for basketball, volleyball,
badminton; and fitness /exercise facilities for activities such as dance, yoga, Pilates, spinning, and
kick boxing, preferably with wood floors and adjacent lockers/changing rooms.
Associated outdoor amenities commonly found with a community center include an outdoor
amphitheater/performance/classroom space, small tot lot, picnic area and informal turf play areas
(100-foot square minimum).
Objectives
•

Provide quality community centers equitably throughout the District for District and
rental use.
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Goals
•
•
•
•
•

Enhance existing community centers equably throughout the District
Provide additional community centers, where appropriate, to improve their use for
continuing and future programs
Provide additional community centers as population and user demands dictate
Promote health, fitness, and quality of life in an environment that is as accommodating,
accessible and barrier-free as possible
Maintain a level of service equal to or better than current service levels.
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Table 4 - Existing Community Centers
Park No.
3
7
18
27
33
62
64
69

Park Name
Castro Valley Com Ctr
Kenneth C. Aitken Senior & Com. Ctr.
San Felipe Com Ctr
Ashland Com Ctr
San Lorenzo Com Ctr
Weekes Com Ctr
Southgate Com Ctr
Matt Jimenez Community Center

Address
18988 Lake Chabot Rd
17800 Redwood
2058 D Street
1530 167th Ave
1970 Via Buena Vista
27182 Patrick Ave
26780 Chiplay
28200 Ruus Road

Location
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Hayward
Ashland
San Lorenzo
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward

Note: Some parks are listed under more than one park type.
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18988 Lake Chabot Rd
17800 Redwood
2841 Romagnola
2058 D Street
North Third & Crescent
1530 167th Ave
1970 Via Buena Vista
27182 Patrick Ave
275 Goodwin
26780 Chiplay
Dickens & Folsom
28200 Ruus Road
175 Fairway St

CV
CV
F
F
H
A
SL
H
H
H
H
H
H

4901 Breakwater Dr

H

52
52
54
65
58
59
57
56

8,959
13,500
775
8,856
11,500
5,631
8,236
10,092
23,846
6,376
900
20,000
17,250

1
3

3
4

1
1

1
3
1
1
1
5
1

3
6
3
2
3
13
4

1
1

3
3

3
12

1
1

1
2

1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

1

1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1
1
1
1

2
1
1
1
1
2
1

1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1

4,180

1

3

F
CV
F

3,335
7,431
15,996

1
3
2

2
6
2

35 McConaghy Mansion & Carriage House 18710 Hesperian Blvd
26 Meek Mansion & Carriage house
17365 Boston Road
275 Industrial Parkway
Mission
Hills
of
Hayward
Clubhouse
West
73
80 Mt Eden Manison
2451 W. Tennyson
Skywest Golf Course, Clubhouse,
37 Maintenance Bldg, Cart Shed,
1401 Golf Course Rd
49 Photo Central
1099 E Street

SL
H

9,702
11,902

H
H

4,712
4,400

3

H
H

10,499

1

1
1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1
1

1

1

2
1

1

1

1

1
2
2

1
1

1
1

1963
1988
1963
1972
1976
1984?
1968
1963
1954
1979
1966
2004
1963

1

1
1

1

1963
1886
1868

34

34

1

69

7

12

1

1

15

11

11

2

1

1

1

23

4

1

1999
1929
1

4

2

1995

Expansion/
Remodel

Built

Storage

Tot-time room

Stage

Shower Facilities

Restrooms
(1=mens +
women)

Patio Area

Parkinig

Meeting/
Multipurpose
room

Gym

Kitchen
1
2

1

19 Sulphur Creek Nature Center (2 bldgs) 1801 D St
5 Adobe Art Center (4 bldgs)
20395 San Miguel Ave
22 Douglas Morrisson Theatre
23211 No. 3rd St.

HARD MASTER PLAN
CHAPTER 2 – FACILTITES PROGRAMS

Game Room

Activity/ Class
room

Office

Sq Footage

Address

OLD MP #

Facility
Community Centers/ Senior Centers
3 Castro Valley Com Ctr
7 Kenneth C. Aitken Sr & Com. Ctr.
17 Fairview Com Ctr
18 San Felipe Com Ctr
22 Hayward Area Sr Ctr
27 Ashland Com Ctr
33 San Lorenzo Com Ctr
62 Weekes Com Ctr
63 Sorensdale Center
64 Southgate Com Ctr
69 Ruus Com Ctr (portable)
69 Matt Jimenez Com Ctr
79 Bidwell Community Center
Other Special Interest Facilities
38 Shoreline Interpretive Center

location

Facility Number

Table 5 - Major Buildings Facilities

comments

1999

2002
2004
1999
2003

Weightroom, library,
computer lab

lending library &
1994 nature center
Art studio/ exhibit
1991 250 seat theater
1998 14 room mansion
1998 24 room mansion
pro shop, lunchroom,
2002 garage
14 room mansion
matinenace shop, cart
storage
2003

12
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Special Use Facilities
Definition
Special Use Facilities are unique public recreation amenities that play a significant role in the
range of recreational opportunities provided by HARD. Some of the uses that fall into this
classification include: special population group facilities such as, senior centers and recreation
facilities for the disabled; cultural facilities such as theaters, auditoriums, and botanic gardens;
single purpose sites that are used for golf, field sports, aquatics or other activities; and sites
occupied by a special use building, such as, historic structures. The size and location of these
special use facilities depends on its function. Similarly design criteria depends upon the type of
facility (e.g. sports field, theater, etc.) and type of activity (e.g. league play, children’s theater
programs) that occur at the site. Significant site variables include land area, building, landscaping
and parking requirements.
Map 7 – Existing Special Use Parks, Open Space & Trails and Table 6 - Existing Special Use
Parks, Open Space & Trails identify the location of the District’s Special Use Facilities.
Additionally, Table 1- Summary of Park Types & Areas Served gives acreage, location and areas
served for each of the special facilities within the District. Appendix 1- Summary of Sports
Facilities augments Table 1 providing a breakdown of the number of sports facilities at each park
site.
Objectives
•

•

Meet the wide range of special recreation needs for all sectors of the District by providing
facilities specifically oriented to one or more interests, as part of a local or community
park, or at a separate site, as feasible according to demand and design them appropriately
for their intended use
Continue to take advantage of opportunities to meet unique recreation needs throughout
the District for a wide range of interests and needs including active sports and recreation;
cultural preservation and enhancement; and facilities for specific age groups or needs.

Goals
•
•
•

Enhance existing Special Use Facilities, where appropriate, to improve their use for
continuing and future programs
Provide additional Special Use Facilities that promote health, fitness, and quality of life
in an environment that is as accommodating, accessible, and barrier-free as possible
Take advantage of opportunities that may arise for future development of major
recreation facilities with the District to maintain a level of service equal to or better than
current service levels.
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Table 6 - Existing Special Use Parks, Open Space and Trails
Park
No.

5
6
7
10
13
17
19
22
22
25
26
31
35
36
37
38
43
48
49
49
50
51
63
69
69
73
78
80
83
84
85
90

Park Name

Adobe Park
Castro Valley Swim Center
Kenneth C. Aitken Senior & Com. Ctr.
Bay Trees Park
Rowell Ranch
Fairview Park
Sulphur Creek Nature Center
Douglas Morrison Theatre
Japanese Gardens
BonhannonSchool Play Field
Meek Estate Park
Arroyo Swim Center
McConaghy Park
Kennedy Park
Skywest Golf Course
Shoreline Interpretive Center
Sunset Swim Center
Bret Harte Play Field
Admin Bldg/ Corp Yard
Photo Central
Hayward Plunge & Memorial Park
Hayward High Swim Center
Sorensdale Center
Ruus Park
Matt Jinenez Community Center
Mission Hills Golf Course & Driving Range
El Rancho Verde
Mt. Eden Park
Mt. Eden Swim Center
Alden E. Oliver Sports Park
Gordon E. Oliver Eden Shores Park
Sun Gallery

Address

Location

2451 W. Tennyson
2300 Panama
2580 Eden Park Place
2841 Seahaven Ct
1015 E St

Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward

20395 San Miguel
19400 Santa Maria Ave
17800 Redwood
19855 Cull Canyon
9711 Dublin Canyon
2841 Romagnola
1801 D Street
North Third & Crescent
North Third & Crescent
800 Bockman
Boston & Hampton
15701 Lorenzo
18701 Hesperian
19501 Hesperian
1401 Golf Course Rd.
4901 Breakwater
22100 Princeton
1047 E Street
1099 E Street
1099 E Street
24176 Mission
1633 E Ave
275 Goodwin
Dickens & Folsom
28200 Ruus Road
275 Industrial Parkway

Trails, Linear Parks & Open Space
7 Kenneth C. Aitken Senior & Com. Ctr.
17800 Redwood
13 Rowell Ranch
9711 Dublin Canyon
19 Sulphur Creek Nature Center
1801 D Street
20 East Avenue Park
3221 East Ave.
30 Fairmont Drive Linear Park
Fairmont & East 14th
38 Shoreline Park
4901 Breakwater
50 Hayward Plunge & Memorial Park
24176 Mission
53 Greenbelt Trails
Ward Creek Canyon
56 Lewis Property
Hayward Blvd
59 Eden Greenway
77 Taper Park
End of Yeril way
82 Challenge Easement
Skyline Blvd
Note: Some parks are listed under more than one park type.
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Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Castro Valley
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
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Hayward
San Lorenzo
San Lorenzo
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
Hayward
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Trails, Linear Parks and Greenways
Definition
Trails and greenways are non-traditional parklands that are identified as areas that are linear in
nature, and provide a significant connection within the District between parks, schools,
neighborhoods, business, and shopping areas. HARD’s trails form part of a comprehensive
regional trail system being developed by, and in conjunction with, several other agencies
including East Bay Regional Park District, East Bay Municipal Utilities District, the City of
Hayward and Alameda. County.
Greenways are linear parks or recreation ways, which preserve natural habitat or cultural features
through urban areas or open, undeveloped lands. These corridors may traverse natural canyons,
creeks and ridgelines. They also may be constructed as part of newly developing areas or areas
undergoing revitalization, especially transit-oriented development or enhancement of former,
major travel corridors converted to recreational use. Such travelways may include abandoned
railroad right-of-ways, canals, scenic roads or other routes. In addition, there are many types of
rights-of-way, which can be explored for greenway uses, including utility corridors. They can
provide non-vehicular options for travel throughout the District by providing linkages to parks,
schools, recreation facilities and neighborhood centers.
Typical features of these areas include, off-street trails designed to provide walking, bicycling
and other non-motorized recreational opportunities, open lawn areas, benches for relaxing,
interpretive exhibits, pieces of public art, restrooms, picnic areas, community gardens, and
children’s play areas, as well as street frontage with landscaped parkways.
Trails, linear parks and greenways can by designed for a single or multiple types of users. The
trails and greenways emphasized here are those that are recreational and multiple use in nature.
On-street bike routes with more emphasis on transportation are not included in this definition.
Linear park/linkage of less than fifty (50) “useable” feet should be avoided and narrow corridor
sections kept to a minimum. One hundred foot corridor widths and wider give flexibility in
design and are encouraged wherever possible.
Facilities should include, at a minimum, identifiable entry points at key street junctions, seating
areas, drinking fountains, signage, minimum eight-foot wide trails and adequate landscaping to
provide a pleasant environment.
The ability to receive credit, and the amount of credit given, will be determined by HARD on a
case-by-case basis dependent upon: recreational value, accessibility and potential benefit to the
local community; and the benefit generated to the District as a whole. Park credit for nontraditional trails, linear parks and greenways may only be granted where provisions are included
to ensure that the credited lands or facilities retain their intended credited use on a long-tem basis.
Objectives
•

Meet the District’s needs for recreational travel within the District, and enjoyment of the
region’s amenities, by providing pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian linkages between
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District parks and connecting regional trails (provided by others), in a cooperative
relationship with the City of Hayward and Alameda County and other agencies.
Goals
•
•
•
•

Promote walkable and bikeable neighborhoods by creating pedestrian-friendly places that
offer opportunities for walking and biking
Incorporate greenways and linear recreation ways as integral parts of future development
to increase recreation opportunities and preserve valuable open space
Consider acquisitions and development along San Lorenzo Creek as needed to meet
multiple objectives of improved water quality, flood protection and public recreation
Increase public awareness of bicycling and walking routes.
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Open Space
Definition
Natural open space is defined as undeveloped land primarily left in its natural environment with
recreation uses as a secondary objective. Open space may or may not have public access. This
type of land often includes wetlands, steep hillsides or other similar spaces. In some cases,
environmentally sensitive areas are considered as open space and can include wildlife habitat,
stream and creek corridors, or unique and/or endangered plant/animal species.
Emphasis on acquiring or accepting open space as part of the District's parklands should be on
those areas offering unique features or habitat corridors within open space areas that can augment
the District’s function as a recreation provider. Improvements should be kept to a minimum, with
a focus on the natural environmental, interpretive exhibits, outdoor education and trail
connections to regional open space and /or community trails and greenways. Design and
management of these areas should be oriented toward providing non-motorized access, a sense of
open space / solitude, and environmental protection of sensitive resources.
Non-traditional parklands may be granted partial credit towards meeting the parkland requirement
of the 3 acres per 1000 population standard for regional parks, if they provide some form of
recreational value. Here ”recreational value” is defined as a measure of public accessibility and
recreational improvements. This may mean bike paths along creekways, opportunities for
walking, picnicking, etc. A credit ratio range of 5:1 and 10:1 may be given by these lands, only
after the active (traditional) recreation needs of the community have been met.1
The ability to receive credit, and the amount of credit given, will be determined by HARD on a
case by case basis dependent upon: recreational value, accessibility and potential benefit to the
community; and the benefit generated to the District as a whole. Park credit for non-traditional
park lands may only be granted where provisions are included to ensure that the credited lands or
facilities remain in their intended credited use on a long-tem basis.
________________
1

A credit ratio range of between 5:1 and 10:1 means that 1 acre of park credit may be granted towards
meeting the park land requirements for every 5 to 10 acres of accepted non-traditional park land.

Objectives
• Continue to take advantage of opportunities to meet unique recreation needs throughout
the District by preserving natural open space features for viewing and access, as
appropriate, relative to the sensitivity of the resource.
Goals
•
•

Provide open space corridors for public access and preservation of habitat links
Provide places that offer opportunities for contemplation and a sense of solitude in a
natural setting.
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Shoreline Park
Definition
Shoreline Park and Interpretive Center meets the District’s needs for regional parks. This 1,627acre park provides open space for hiking, bicycling, picnicking, and nature interpretation. It is
buffered from developed areas and has natural, scenic and environmental value including 400
acres of salt, fresh, and brackish water marshes and seasonal wetlands that comprise one of the
largest restoration projects on the West Coast. Parking areas have been incorporated into the site
design at five separate trailheads. This park also includes segments of the 400-mile regional Bay
Trail and the three-mile San Lorenzo Trail.
Objectives
•

Continue to enhance the recreation/ interpretation value of the Shoreline Park and
Interpretive Center taking advantage of opportunities to preserve, enhance, protect and
interpret the District’s unique natural and cultural amenities, and to provide special
natural recreational opportunities associated with the San Francisco Bay and shoreline.

Goals
•

Continue to upgrade Shoreline trails and maintain levees and resource management
program at the shoreline with the East Bay Regional Park District

•

Continue to explore partnership opportunities for long-term opportunities and
maintenance of Shoreline Park.
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Mission Hills of Hayward Driving Range

The main entrance to the Hayward Plunge

Recommendations for Meeting Recreation Service Needs

3

3

Recommendations for Meeting Recreation
Service Needs

Introduction

Overall, the District has been very responsive in providing desired
programs and developing the necessary staff and resources to offer
quality programs. The District’s objective in providing these services is
to:
Meet the wide range of interests and diverse needs of
District residents by offering unique health, fitness and
cultural recreation services.

Tighter funding
constraints, aging
infrastructure and
increasing demand
of a growing
population will
challenge the
District’s ability to
maintain the current
level of service.

According to the Public Opinion Survey of District Recreation
Resources, November 2004 (refer to Chapter 5 - Assessing Recreation
Demand), the District is succeeding in meeting this objective as the
survey reflected a high rate of interest and, even more importantly,
participation in the recreation programs offered by the District among
District residents.
However, tighter funding constraints, aging infrastructure and increasing
demands of a growing population will challenge the District’s ability to
maintain the current level of service over the next 15 years. In response,
the District will need to:
•
•

•

•

•
•

Monitor demand for parks and services to ensure that they meet
changing the racial/ethnic/age composition of the District
Be pro-active in the preparation and implementation of new
development models - emphasize the “social capital” of District
parkland and recreation services
Say “yes” to land and facilities that enhance the serviceably of
the overall park system through the acquisition of key parcels
that will benefit the overall park function of the District
Say “no” to land and facilities that do not meet the District’s
recreation objectives and /or cannot be brought up to District’s
standards
Create a multi-year strategy for developing a “funding quilt”
comprised of many sources of income
Work with the State legislature to stabilize funding for special
Districts such as HARD.

This chapter provides recommendations for meeting recreation service
needs at the District-wide level to meet these challenges. While the
overall quality of District services is comprised of the whole of its parts,
this chapter provides a discussion of each of the components that will be
needed to maintain and enhance, as appropriate, the quality of services
for the District as a whole.
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These components are:
•
•

Programming
Community Outreach

•
•

Maintenance and Operations
Staffing and Partnerships

Planning and Facility Development are also touched upon in this chapter,
but are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4 - Recommendations for
Augmenting Existing Parklands & Facilities at the District-wide &
Community Level.

District-wide
Program
Recommendations

HARD should seek to
accommodate the
interests of their growing
and increasingly diverse
population by addressing
the type and number of
recreation programs
provided in increasingly
densely populated
communities within the
District.

Intergenerational Programming - Family Group Recreation
Programs
The District’s racial/ethnic/age composition will continue to grow and
change over the next fifteen years by becoming increasingly diverse both
racially and ethnically, with no one group having a significant majority
of the population. Additionally, the younger (0-19) and older segments of
the population (55+) will continue to increase. These factors will have
significant implications on outdoor recreational use patterns. In response,
the District should seek to accommodate the interests of these
demographic changes by addressing the type and number of recreation
programs provided in increasingly densely populated communities. One
of the ways that the District can respond to the population composition of
its residents is to expand on the number and types of intergenerational
and family group recreation programs they offer. These programs may be
especially important for the 20 - 29 age group, which is dropping in
terms of overall population percentage, but increasingly may become
responsible for their elders and children simultaneously.
Examples of intergenerational and family group recreation programs and
facilities may include:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Expanding opportunities for intergenerational activities for
tots/teens/seniors at community centers and schools
Incorporating fitness and sports programs for younger and more
active seniors into intergenerational settings
Developing “Sports Clubs” that house exercise / fitness
programs such as yoga, Pilates, tai chi, spinning and kickboxing
Including day care facilities at community centers/”sports clubs”
to accommodate tots while adults participate in recreation
programs and classes
Expanding performing arts to the neighborhood level, using
programs that encourage intergenerational participation
Expanding arts and crafts programming to the neighborhood
level by providing classes that encourage intergenerational
participation within the same facility
Developing family aquatic facilities / features oriented to
recreation swimming with play features such a slide and/or
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splash feature and lap pool for lap swimming during all
recreation swim times.
Youth Programs
Recognizing that there has been a boost in the young population in the 09 and 10-19 age ranges, the District will need to continue to develop
strategies for addressing the needs of the ethnically and culturally diverse
young members of their population as they transition from tots, to young
elementary children, tweens, and young teens over the next 15 years.
Additionally, this growing young population is creating a critical need
for licensed, consistent care as the result of a significant increase in
women in the workforce and rising numbers of both dual income and
single-parent households.
Examples of the youth-oriented programs that should be considered
include:
•
•
•
•

•

Development of programs that address the needs of youth and
families during after school hours
Programs and playground programs that take into account youth
in year-round school programs
Outdoor education / programs such as backpacking, hiking,
environment and recreation
Skate parks and other “adventure recreation” facilities that
appeal to youths captivated by more extreme sports than tennis
and softball
Active organized fields sports (e.g. especially soccer) to augment
school district programs that are being reduced or eliminated.

Special Interest Classes and Activities
To meet the wide range of interests and diverse needs of its residents, the
District should continue to:
•

•
•
•
•

Expand recreation programs for a range of age groups and
disabilities, and expand public awareness and support of
HARD's disabled programs
Incorporate trail facilities into the programming agenda (e.g.
“community health – walk for fitness”)
Offer culturally appropriate special interest classes that are not
offered elsewhere
Support the expansion of cultural facilities and amenities such as
the Adobe Art Center, and the Douglas Morrisson Theatre
Promote public art, festivals and other special events that
celebrate the heritage or culture of HARD’s diverse community
and bring people together around special interests.
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Expand / Modify Schedules to Reflect Demand

The District will need to
be flexible to capture
adult residents with
increasingly complex
and demanding
schedules, and youth’s
undirected, and often
unsupervised time, most
notably the time between
3 and 6 pm.

According to the Public Opinion Survey of District Recreation
Resources, November 2004 (refer to Chapter 5 Assessing Recreation
Demand “being too busy/having no time” was one of the most common
responses for non-participation. While the actual number of people who
gave this answer is small, the implications of these results are reflected in
larger nationwide trends associated with declining disposable leisure
time. Additionally, a growing number of District households will be
comprised of multi-lingual, single parent and dual wage-earning parent
families with children that may require outside support systems.
From the District’s perspective, this trend could create an increase in
demand for recreational activities and community services close to home.
In response the District should:
•

•

•

Continue to monitor demand for programs, especially in those
areas that are currently underserved, and target the special
recreation needs of District residents including teens and the frail
elderly - adjust offerings accordingly, while avoiding duplication
Provide flexibility in scheduling to open centers to capture peak
visitation opportunities (e.g. Adobe Art Center) anticipating
adult work schedules and year-round school programs
Provide before and after–school programs directed toward youth
that need tutorial and recreation activities while parents are at
work.

Strive to Maintain Affordable Recreational Programs

The District should seek to
provide affordable
recreation programs to
encourage participation by
of all segments of the
population, especially
those that increasingly
need a variety of types of
assistance beyond income
support.

The median household income in the City of Hayward (representing the
largest population in the District) has not kept pace with the Bay Area.
Moreover, the percentage of households in the “Above Moderate”
income category is decreasing while the percentage of households in the
“Low” and “Very Low” income categories is increasing. Additionally,
economic prosperity in much of the greater Bay Area has had negative
impacts on mid to lower income households as home prices and rents
have increased dramatically along with the costs of food, clothing and
transportation. This has led to an increase in the numbers of working
poor needing a variety of types of assistance beyond income support. In
response, to encourage participation by of all segments of the population,
the District will need to continue:
•
•
•

Their policy of identifying and making special arrangements for
those unable to afford recreational program fees
To seek opportunities to partner with other agencies and seek
grants to develop and sustain affordable recreation programs
To evaluate opportunities to provide family rates for crossgenerational activities.
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District-wide
Outreach
Recommendations

Maintain and Enhance Name Recognition
According to the 2004 Public Opinion Survey, HARD has very strong
name recognition and is very favorably rated by the community it serves.
As HARD continues to serve it residents over the next 15 years it will be
important to recognize that the neighborhoods that the District serves are
very transitional with nearly 40 % of the City of Hayward’s residents
having moved into the City between 1995 and 2000.
Therefore, as HARD continues to maintain their strong “brand image”
and expand its outreach programs, it should make every effort to reach
all segments of the population by:
• Continuing to provide service information to current residents
• Providing opportunities for newcomers to become acquainted
with District services and facilities.

The District will need to
continue to expand their
image recognition out
into the community in
order to reach the influx
of new residents, many of
whom may not speak
English as a first
language.

The District can use its “brand” to actively reach out to the
community using a variety of techniques, many of which are already
in place, including identity signing and direct mailings. Other tools
that are being used to maximize access of programs to public, but
may be expanded upon, include:
•
•

•
•

Using the Internet to disseminate information, and conduct
program registration, and handle reservations and ticketing
Showcasing what HARD does though fairs, and the media,
focusing on quality of life benefits that extend beyond
recreation and explaining how the community can give back
to HARD (e.g. by supporting bond measures, participating as
a volunteer)
Providing outreach services to major employers
Expanding local/ neighborhood involvement in planning
programs Publicizing existing trails, linear parks and
greenways by developing and distributing maps to promote
bicycling and walking.

Communicate the Benefits of Recreation and Leisure
The parklands and the recreation services that the District has to offer are
increasingly viewed as a necessity for the overall vitality of a community
and the quality of life of its residents. In fact, the most common reasons
why people believe parks and open space are important include: 1) parks
are places to spend time with friends, 2) parks are places to get together
with family, and 3) parks are places for children to play. Therefore, the
District should continue to upgrade and expand the District’s public
outreach programs to communicate the benefits of HARD’s recreation
and leisure facilities and programs including:
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The District should expand
their outreach program to
communicate the benefits
of parks and recreation
facilities as places that are
integral to the residential
and business community
for gathering with friends
and family, to picnic, walk,
play and relax.

•

•

•

•

Increased health/fitness of participants through use of the
District’s parks, trail/greenway facilities, recreation programs /
fitness equipment and community services
Increased community benefits associated with knowing one’s
neighbor’s through recreational activities and through using
parks and greenways as places to gather and interact with family
and friends
Increased community safety, crime reduction and increased
property values through proximity association with the District’s
park, and trail/greenway system
Enhanced life quality for seniors utilizing the District’s
retirement preparation / leisure living program offerings.

Develop Outreach Tools to Reflect Demographic Trends
Increasingly new residents (e.g. almost 20 % of the City of Hayward’s
new residents) have immigrated from outside the United States. For
many of these immigrants English will likely not be their first language.
To address these demographic trends and continue to leverage their name
recognition, it is important that the District continue to review and update
their outreach programs and information publications on a periodic basis
to target the diversity of district population.
Tools that may be used to accomplish image enhancement and
recognition include:
•
•

•

•

District-wide
Maintenance &
Operational
Recommendations

Standardizing information (e.g. trail maps)
Revising the program brochure design and content format to
reflect changes in categorizing programs (e.g. age based) and
identify increasing opportunities to register on-line
Developing forums / tools for conveying programming service
information in multi-lingual format
Seeking publicity in local, multi-lingual news media to present
the high quality of District services.

Standard Level of Care - Paramount to Quality of Service
HARD’s local and community parks and facilities are well-maintained,
and provide a high quality of services, which has brought the District
well earned public support for their existing facilities.
Responsibility for park facility operations and maintenance occurs
through a variety of agreements. HARD, acting as the primary provider
of recreational facilities in a diverse area encompassing several
communities, has many differing arrangements under which they operate
these facilities. The District owns some parks outright; others are leased
from the City of Hayward or any of the four school districts. Other
arrangements include easements from agencies such as PG&E. In most
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cases, HARD bears the primary responsibility for managing all of the
District facilities, while some maintenance assistance is provided by
school districts and recreational groups such as Little Leagues who have
responsibility for maintenance of the facilities they use. HARD also
offers a limited number of programs at facilities that are owned and
operated by other agencies.
Maintaining and enhancing a pleasant open space atmosphere should
continue to be a priority for the District to assure safe, clean, and orderly
facilities compliant with current codes. This will become more of a
challenge, as increases in household density, especially in areas that are
already underserved, will have the potential to create a significant
adverse impact on:
•
As HARD reaches out to
new partners and new
funding sources to assist
with maintenance, it will
become essential for the
District to establish and
maintain a “standard of
care” that keeps the
facilities usable, and
preserves the District’s
development investment.

•

Maintaining and staffing existing facilities to the current
standard of care now provided by the District as facilities are
increasingly overused
The ability of the District to continue to meet the demands for
the high level of service in programmed activities such as
organized sports league play, classes (e.g. yoga, art, swimming,
etc.) and programs (e.g. day camp) currently offered by the
District.

To keep the facilities usable, while preserving the District’s development
investment can be challenging when there are multiple “facility keepers”
with different missions and budgetary goals and obligations. Therefore,
the District should establish and maintain a “standard of care for local
and community parks” that keeps the facilities usable, and preserves the
District’s development investment.
This standard of care should strive to enliven the District’s local and
community parks by attracting desired uses and discouraging nuisance
activity through facility design and upkeep. It should also include a
record keeping system that integrates use of centralized personal
computers for monitoring maintenance needs and routine maintenance
performance of playground equipment and athletic fields in local and
community parks.
In developing a standard of care, the District should:
•

•

Use American Standards Testing Materials, Customer Product
Safety Commission Standards, and league play standards as a
baseline to ensure compliance with current safety and
accessibility codes
Reassess use where facilities no longer serve community needs
or partnership agreements have been voided (e.g. school
swimming pools) and close parks where quality services cannot
be guaranteed.
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In addition to establishing and maintaining a “standard of care for local
and community parks” the District should develop standards of care for
their specialized use facilities focusing on their unique aspects
maintenance requirements.
As an example, a “Golf Course Standard of Care” should be established
to organize and analyze priorities for routine golf course maintenance
and large capital renovations. These guidelines should serve as a tool for
improving current golf course management techniques and provide a
long-range improvement plan to restore good playing conditions. Factors
that will need to be addressed, for example, at Skywest Golf Course
include: a lack of drainage and inadequate irrigation coverage; and a
need for developing continuous cart paths and improving existing tees.
District-wide Capital Maintenance Program
The District needs to
develop a District-wide,
strategic maintenance
upkeep plan to address
their aging parkland
system. This plan should
forecast and prioritize
custodial upkeep; as well
cyclical maintenance
program needs requiring
significant capital funding.

The District’s local parks and community parks /centers provide the core
system of active recreational opportunities within the local
neighborhoods. These parklands typically include facilities such as
ballfields, multi-use turf areas, hard court areas and picnic and play
areas. Most of these parklands were acquired, and the facilities within
them constructed, 30 to 40 years ago.
The District needs to address this aging parkland system by developing a
“District-wide Strategic Maintenance Upkeep Plan” to forecast and
prioritize routine custodial upkeep, as well as establish cyclical
maintenance program needs (e.g. asphalt replacement program, facility
upgrades, playground upgrades, tree replacement).
As this plan is developed, the District will need to take into consideration
opportunities to improve efficiency and provide cost reductions wherever
possible, while recognizing that HARD must address several factors that
have significant cost implications. These factors include:
•

•

•

•

Legislative directives that will result in significant capital
investments to maintain / upgrade existing facilities (e.g.
Americans with Disabilities Act access compliance)
Changes in building codes that could result in loss of existing
structures when cost benefit analyses are considered for
upgrading existing facilities (e.g. seismic upgrades reflecting
1997 State revised seismic provisions of Uniform Building
Code)
Development of storage for maintenance supplies and equipment,
and safety features for handling hazardous materials (e.g.
emergency eye wash /showers) that meet OSHA compliance
requirements
Night lighting in parks; along paths of travel (e.g. parking lots
walkways, around buildings) as areas urbanize to encourage use
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•

•

in evening hours, enhance security, and make the parks a more
integral part of the communities they serve
The costs vs. benefits of installing synthetic turf on athletic fields
as they reach their carrying capacity to reduce wear and tear on
natural fields and lessen the associated maintenance
requirements for District staff
Ongoing maintenance costs associated with special training,
licensing, and certifications required to operate facilities and to
run programs (e.g. pesticide, playground safety, and lifeguard
certifications).

Using this strategic maintenance upkeep plan, the District should develop
a multi-year, capital maintenance program for repairing, upgrading, or
replacing aging facilities and infrastructure, as appropriate. This capital
program should prioritize:
•

•

Provision of parklands and recreation services where other
development activities can be synergized with park and/or
community/sports facility development
Development of a strategy for balancing cost recovery with need
to provide subsidized services to balance the budget, while
meeting District objectives (e.g. when should revenues be
directed to benefit the system or a specific park).

District-wide
Staffing
Recommendations

Staffing - Maintaining the Current Quality of Service Facilities and
Programs

As the District anticipates a
growing population base that
will seek HARD services they
need to develop a Districtwide staffing strategy to
anticipate turnover of longterm staff, which represent a
significant portion of the
current staff.

In response, HARD must address current staffing requirements and
future needs in anticipation of turnover of long-term staff (which
represent a significant portion of the District’s staff) over the next 15
years. To ensure that the current quality of service can be maintained in
the coming years, the following recommendations are provided for
addressing current and future staffing roles and responsibilities:

Over the life of this master plan there will be an increasing demand on
existing facilities, and desire to provide new facilities, services and
programs to accommodate the District’s expanding and changing
population, as well as the expanding development area.

•

•

Prepare a staffing assessment plan that evaluates current needs
and projects future staffing levels and cost implications (e.g. a
recent evaluation of staffing levels at Skywest Golf Course by
the United States Golf Association indicated that this golf course
was understaffed to meet the District’s established standard level
of care)
Record historical institutional knowledge of District park
facilities, programs, partners, funding sources, etc. in
anticipation of large turn-over of long-term staff
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•

•

Leverage expertise of HARD staff by providing a staff presence /
staff supervision at existing and new Community / Sports
Centers to oversee programs provided by multiple partners and
build a sense of community within a neighborhood (e.g. Ashland
Center)
Use technology to standardize information to run the recreation
and park system more efficiently within the District and
extending out to agency partners.

Role of Technology in Assisting with Staff Functions

The District needs to
anticipate technological and
equipment advances that will
affect recreational customer
service requirements in
unforeseen ways.

Recent technological and equipment advances are affecting recreational
customer demands and customer service in ways not foreseen even ten
years ago. As a result, there is a growing reliance by staff on several
technologies to perform their work more efficiently and reach out the
community more effectively.
One of the factors that the District should consider as they evaluate
current and future technological needs, is the growing reliance of staff on
electronic equipment including laptop computers, electronic mail, and
cell phones to communicate with other staff, and to reach out to the
public. Some of the ways technology can be used to run the District more
efficiently include:
•
•
•
•
•

District-wide
Partnership
Recommendations

Announcing meetings and classes
Offering “instant” reservations (e.g. recreation classes,
weddings, group picnics, theater performances)
Providing class and program information
Monitoring league sign up
Increasing recreation program and class offerings (e.g.
“Photoshop”, digital photography workshops, etc.).

Park Ownership – The Importance of Partnerships
Of the 42 local parks in the District, 21 are owned by another entity and
managed by HARD. The majority of these leased facilities are located
within the City of Hayward on lands owned by the City. Within the
unincorporated county communities of Ashland and Castro Valley, most
of these leased facilities are owned by the school districts and managed
wholly, or in part by HARD. In all, HARD manages 28 school park sites
totaling 142 acres that are owned wholly or in part by one of the four
school districts within HARD’s jurisdiction, as well as 403 acres that
owned wholly or in part by HARD’s other agency partners.
These long-standing City and school district partnerships offer a
significant contribution in meeting neighborhood and community service
needs. Therefore, it is important for HARD to continue to maintain an
ongoing dialog with their service partners to ensure that they understand
the importance of these recreation services as an essential component of
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the overall quality of the community, and the health and fitness of its
residents.
Maintaining and
enhancing existing
partnerships and
developing new
partnerships will
continue to be an
essential component of
the District’s operational
strategy.

A reference guide illustrating the breadth of these partnership agreements
is provided in the following maps and tables. Map 7 – Existing Special
Use Parks, Open Space & Trails and the accompanying Table 6 Existing Special Use Parks, Open Space & Trails identify the parklands
owned and managed by HARD, as well as those park facilities that are
owned by the District’s park partners and managed by HARD. Appendix
1 - Hayward Area Recreation and Park District – Park Facilities lists the
park facilities, and provides the acreage, location and ownership of each
of the parks.
To ensure that the current quality of service can be maintained in the
coming years, a number of recommendations are provided for
maintaining and enhancing existing partnerships and developing new
partnerships. These recommendations follow.
Enhancing /Strengthening Partnerships
The District should continue to develop park partnerships that assist in
providing services, and that can assure a sustained, District-wide
commitment to capital and operational goals by:
•
•

Enhancing revenues to support the District’s parks budgets
Assisting in securing grants and raising private funds to match
grants for capital, service and maintenance programs.

Park / School Cooperatives
At present, HARD works collaboratively with each of the boards of
education of the four school districts (Hayward, San Lorenzo, Castro
Valley, and New Haven). Together they work to combine park and
school functions regarding the use of playgrounds and play fields. Many
of the District’s athletic fields are located on school property and are
maintained by the school districts wholly or in partnership with the
HARD maintenance staff. Through the joint-use agreements between the
schools and the District, many school district play fields have been made
available to the general public during after school and weekend hours,
providing a significant increase in recreational facilities and
opportunities for residents. Similarly, agreements between HARD and
the Hayward Unified School District regarding surplus school sites have
also provided increased park and recreation space and facilities over the
past ten years.
This collaboration is in keeping with the District's initial recreation
objectives, which focused on providing recreation programs and
activities at school playgrounds. However, these partnerships can be
challenging when there are multiple “facility keepers” with different
missions and budgetary goals and obligations. To facilitate ongoing
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relations, and ensure quality services are provided to HARD residents,
the District will need to:
•

•

•

Establish a standard level of care for maintaining these joint
school-parks to ensure that the facilities are of suitable quality to
be usable for District purposes and that the District’s investment
is preserved intact.
Work with partner agencies including the City of Hayward,
Alameda County and each of the school districts to examine the
feasibility of implementing additional after school or summer
childcare services and recreational activities at school park sites
and City and County facilities
Recognize the role of schools as community centers.

Programming Partnerships
Over the next fifteen years the lands within the District will be
experiencing a significant amount of change in the form of urban
infill development and hillside development. To ensure adequate
provisions are made for meeting parkland facilities demands and
enhancing the quality and quantity of recreation services and
programs that the District offers, while making the best use of funds
and staffing resources, the District must:
•

•
•

•
•

•

Maintain an ongoing dialog with existing partnership
agencies (e.g. City of Hayward, Alameda County, school
districts, East Bay Regional Park District, utility districts)
Explore new partnership opportunities (e.g. redevelopment
agencies, health care providers)
Support and enhance services offered by other nonprofit
recreation providers such as Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, 4-H,
and other local providers
Continue to enhance the District’s excellent level of
volunteer involvement
Expand upon opportunities to offer recreation-related
leadership training to other community services providers in
the District
Work with District partners to develop a strategy for
balancing rental use (revenue generation) by community
groups with need to provide classes and programs that meet
the District’s objectives.

Acquiring and Developing Parklands and Greenways with
Partner Agencies
For parks to truly be neighborhood serving, the District will need to
address the parklands values of their communities including, but not
limited to: real and perceived feelings of overcrowding in parks; and
the desire for urban landscapes that actively engage people, while
maintaining sense of a “natural” aesthetic environment. The District
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will best be able to accomplish this by working with partner agencies
including the City of Hayward, Alameda County and the four school
districts, as appropriate to:
•

•

•
•

•

•
•
•

Ensure that the impacts of new development are addressed, and
that appropriate mitigation measures are established to promote
vibrant and viable neighborhoods that encourage community
involvement and investment in HARD
Encourage incorporation of design features in new construction
or rehabilitation of existing facilities that can accommodate
potential community programs and activities
Continue to partner with churches, and the private sector to
expand joint use of facilities through cooperative agreements
Continue to provide access to public facilities such as play fields,
gymnasiums, and recreation centers for groups that meet
recognized community needs
Encourage mixed use zoning that supports a pedestrian-friendly
environment that integrates housing, jobs, schools, childcare, and
incorporates suitable recreation parklands, community centers,
and recreation services in close proximity so as to promote
walking and bicycling and encourage use of park and facilities
by those with constraints on time and/or mobility
Encourage local transit authorities to consider recreation
destinations in planning routes and expansions
Protect the permanence of open space designations
Link park and greenway development to natural resource
management objectives for those lands along creeks and rivers,
within sensitive hillside areas, and the Bay shoreline where
parklands can be developed to serve multiple objectives
including recreation, habitat preservation, water treatment and
flooding protection.

Maintaining Parks through Partnership Agreements
Increases in household density, especially in areas that are already
underserved have the potential to increase usage of existing parks. This
could have a significant adverse impact on the District’s ability to
maintain these existing facilities to the standard of care they now
provide. Challenges associated with maintaining parks that are routinely
overused include greater wear and tear on the park amenities and shorter
facility life spans requiring higher operational requirements and more
frequent capital expenditures to replace worn out equipment and
facilities.
Partnership agreements are one tool that the District can use to meet
these challenges. Partnership agreements can come in many forms and be
used to assist with routine maintenance and park oversight, as well as to
obtain funding for periodic capital expenditures needed to replace worn
out equipment and facilities.
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To encourage these partnerships, the District should involve their
existing and potential recreation providers in the development of multiyear budget cycles that addresses collective goals of all District
recreation providers. Opportunities that may result from agreements with
HARD partners may include:
•

•
•
•

Maintenance of future parks and recreation lands and facilities in
a consistent manner throughout the District and increased
neighborhood involvement in park maintenance
Minimizing duplication of equipment, storage and maintenance
through agency partnerships
Maintenance and improvements of school facilities through
school districts partnerships
Maintenance of future parks and recreation lands and facilities
through developers/business, homeowner association
partnerships and community assessment districts.
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Barn owl and handler at Sulphur Creek Nature Center

Recommendations for Augmenting Existing
Parklands & Facilities at the Community Level

4

4

Recommendations for Augmenting Existing
Parklands & Facilities at the District-wide & Community Level

Introduction

There are six distinct areas served by HARD. These areas include the
City of Hayward, which comprises the majority of the District (55% of
the District’s population lives in the City), as well as five major
unincorporated areas in Alameda County; Ashland, Castro Valley,
Cherryland, Fairview, and San Lorenzo. Refer to Map 8 - HARD
Neighborhood Districts for the location of the City of Hayward and the
five unincorporated communities contained within the District
boundaries.
This chapter describes the communities of the City of Hayward, as well
as the major unincorporated areas and provides recommendations for
enhancing and augmenting HARD’s parklands and recreation facilities
within this context. Information contained within this chapter includes:
•

•
•

•

District-wide
Strategies for
Meeting Future
Recreation Needs

District-wide strategies for meeting the recreation needs of the
District as a whole, as well as enhancing recreation opportunities
for residents of existing, redeveloping and new neighborhoods
within HARD’s jurisdiction
A description of the setting for the City of Hayward and each of
the major unincorporated communities in the District
A summary of proposed development projects within each of the
communities, and the demands they may place on District
resources, as well as their potential to augment District parklands
and enhance recreation services
Recommendations for the individual communities within the
District to meet park facilities and recreation services needs by:
1) adding parkland acres; 2) acquiring or developing facilities to
provide recreation services; and 3) developing partnership
agreements to ensure that the District’s initial investments will
be protected and that they will operated and maintained for the
public’s benefit.

This section summarizes existing development conditions and trends
associated with parklands and recreation facility development and
provides district-wide strategies for meeting HARD’s objectives.
Recommended District-wide Strategies
Use / Program Assessments
The District is rapidly becoming a very diverse, urban area comprised of
several distinct communities within the City of Hayward and the
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unincorporated areas of the County. Given these changes, it is important
that the District’s aesthetic character and recreation functions reflect the
District’s residents’ demographic make-up and preferences. To monitor
changing demographics the District should:
•

Conduct use / program assessments of individual facilities to
determine: 1) the viability of existing local park sites; and 2) the
need for modernizing, upgrading and enhancing existing facilities
and programs for each of the District areas – Ashland, Castro Valley,
Cherryland, Fairview, Hayward and San Lorenzo.

Refer to Appendix 2- Park and Recreation Participation Trends Used as
Framework for Developing Parkland & Recreation Service
Recommendations for a discussion of emerging demographic and
recreation participation trends.
Upgrading Existing Parks and Activity Areas
A “Sense of Place” for Physical Activity and Socialization. The diverse
community represented within HARD’s jurisdiction will likely mirror
national trends in urban park design. As such, they will tend to favor
parks that create a sense of community by providing, not only a place to
engage in sports and playground activities, but also social gathering areas
located in association with these activities. Factors that will help create
this “sense of place” include:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Developed parklands with family-oriented recreation areas that
can accommodate larger social groups
Places where young and old can be in each other’s presence, but
not in each other’s way
Diverse recreation facilities directed toward younger people who
have highly varied interests and the highest frequency of
participation
An increase in recreation facilities with high quality amenities
and accessibility for active older adults
Areas for fitness walks, lunchtime destinations and after school
pick up games
An increase in educational and interpretive programs
Urban landscapes that maintain a sense of the “natural” aesthetic
environment.

To create this sense of place and to provide and maintain regional-level,
athletic facilities that meet the needs of a growing population, the
District should upgrade existing parks by implementing the following
strategies:
•

Using the use / program assessments as guidelines, modernize,
upgrade and enhance the identity of existing parks within the
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•

•

•

context of the recreation needs and aesthetics preferences of the
surrounding community
Pursue adaptive reuse of existing facilities taking into account
universal access standards for active use areas, children’s play
areas, restrooms and picnic facilities
Modernize and upgrade existing athletic fields by expanding and
improving access (e.g. expand hours of play and mitigate
mobility constraints) to playfields to meet community needs.
Consider acquiring land and developing and/ or maximizing
cooperative arrangements for a District-wide athletic facility to
provide active sports facilities of sufficient design and
maintenance quality to meet the changing demands for outdoor
sports by the District’s diverse population.

“Placemaking” Design Standards. As older parks are revitalized and new
parks are developed HARD should develop design standards that will
create a unifying image and attract people to use District throughout the
year. These design standards should recognize, and build upon, features
that create an overall aesthetic or ambience that the community values.
These include:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

Welcoming, well conceived multiple entrances that allow people
to come in from all sides of the surrounding neighborhood
Signage that: creates an identity and image for the park and a
unifying image for HARD; communicates rules and a way of
finding information; and provides a “sense of place” and local
pride by incorporating historic or cultural details
Flexible design features that can simultaneously accommodate a
variety of multi-generational informal activities such as
picnicking, kite-flying, dog walking, youth sports/activity areas,
Frisbee tossing and bocce ball
Attractions and destinations throughout the park where social
activities are encouraged, and programmed activities such as
street fairs, artists’ venues, farmers markets, musical
performances and festivals, as well as traditional playing fields
can occur
Bike lanes and walking, hiking and jogging trails that follow
natural circulation routes to encourage pedestrian traffic
throughout the interior of the park, provide connections between
the various amenities, and create recreation opportunities and
health benefits in their own right
Widening sidewalks to accommodate public events, like a
farmer's market or art shows and providing shade trees edges
along the perimeter of urban parks to yield the multiple benefits
of: 1) calming vehicle traffic; 2) creating lively pedestrian places
that make people want to stay and linger; and 3) attracting a
broader clientele into the park
Signature attractions that provide a compelling identity that is
not only associated with the park but, with the surrounding
neighborhood and the District as a whole
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•

Artfully placed amenities such as public art, benches or movable
chairs, or a small fountain along walkways and within gathering
areas to act as focal points and encourage social interaction and
activity throughout the park.

Aquatic Facility Model. Typically, deep-water swimming and diving are
being phased out of newer facilities due to the associated liability and
changing use trends. The current design trends for swimming facilities
are oriented towards a clientele with lower skill levels and more familyoriented amenities such as: 1) “zero depth beach entry” that allows for
water play at the water's edge; 2) stepped entries that provide a place for
young children to learn to swim in a safe environment; and 3) special use
features that offer opportunities for all age groups. Facilities that extend
beyond the water’s edge and increase time spent at the center are also
becoming more common. These include concessions, such as a small
café, and event rooms that can be rented out for parties.
Other activities that can help to round out an aquatics program and
increase revenues include stroke clinics, water polo, scuba diving
courses, lifeguard courses and youth and master swim teams. However,
these programs can also require a significant amount of pool time that
can infringe on “general public recreation pool time.”
To provide and maintain aquatic centers that meet the needs of a
growing population the District should:
• Establish a long-term action plan for existing and future aquatics
centers to increase usership, taking into consideration a variety
of options for providing a comprehensive aquatics program
including swimming lessons, swim team, open recreation swim,
water play centers, water exercise, aquatic therapy and splash
parks.
• Reconsider existing use agreements with existing partner
agencies to ensure adequate pool time to meet District
objectives.
Accommodating New Community /Fitness Center Models
Traditional Community Centers. The District provides a very extensive
and diverse selection of programs, activities and special events, but the
existing community centers in the District vary greatly in their
architectural style and functionality.
District staff have indicated a desire to expand programming, but
frequently are limited by:
• A lack of space to meet demand
• Floor plans that are not flexible enough to meet multiple needs
• A lack of on-site staff
• Competition from the lessees who bring revenues into centers
• Limited hours of operation due to lack of funding.
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Fitness Centers/Sports Clubs. These recreation facilities are an emerging
trend in recreation facility development. They are typically being created
with flexible floor plans that can accommodate a variety of exercise /
fitness programs such as yoga, Pilates, tai chi, spinning, and kickboxing.
Often these “clubs” are being structured as staffed; intergenerational,
“one-stop” facilities that allow families to participate simultaneously in
multiple activities tailored to individual preferences. In some cases, these
clubs may also incorporate “adventure recreation” activities oriented to
youth (e.g. skateboarding, climbing walls) who are captivated by more
extreme sports.
To address traditional community center and fitness centers/sports club
functions, the District will need to consider a variety of facility retrofits,
acquisitions, and service approaches to meet their expanding and
increasingly diverse population including:
•

•

•

•

Evaluate and renovate, upgrade and expand existing Community
Centers to better serve the community and meet changes in
population / center capacity (e.g. Castro Valley) and recreation
trends over the life of the facility
Using a “one – stop”, intergenerational, indoor sports fitness /
multi-activity center with on-site supervision during regular
operating hours (e.g. Ashland Community Center)
Consider acquiring land and developing and/ or maximizing
cooperative arrangements for additional, regional-level
gymnasium/ fitness facilities to meet the needs of present and
future populations in newly developing areas and areas
undergoing neighborhood revitalization.
Consider incorporating new fitness, cultural and sports
programs, as well as community services for younger, as well as
the more active over 55 population into intergenerational
settings, while continuing to provide low impact recreation
programs and community services that address the needs of
elderly persons with mobility limitations.

Special Use Facilities Supplementing HARD’s Parks and
Community Service Facilities
Supplementing these core facilities are specialized recreation facilities
that serve the entire District. Size and location of these facilities depends
on the function of the facility. Similarly, design criteria depend upon the
facilities and activities that occur on the site. Therefore, there is no
specific standard regarding the number or type of special use facilities
that HARD should provide. However, it is important to include these
facilities in a discussion of services provided by the District as they serve
a need for District residents and represent a significant outlay in capital
spent, maintenance required and in some cases potential revenues
generated.
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To provide and maintain facilities to house specialized programs and use
trends that meet the needs of a growing population the District should:
•
•

Evaluate opportunities to develop an indoor/outdoor wedding
facility to accommodate 300 – 500 guests
Improve the current golf course maintenance techniques at the
District’s Public Golf Courses to improve course conditioning
and efficiency of operations.

Opportunities for Adding District Parklands
Adding Parkland through New Development and Acquisition. To
provide park equity throughout the District, HARD, will need to enhance
the parks and recreation program opportunities throughout the District,
but most notably in the areas most underserved due to a deficit of park
acreage and/or significant physical barriers such as major highways, rail
corridors and/or heavily trafficked roads by:
•

Continuing to strive to provide parks and facilities in accordance
with the HARD park acreage standards to meet the needs of
present and future populations in newly developing areas, and
areas undergoing neighborhood revitalization

•

Continuing to encourage the City of Hayward and Alameda
County to require dedication of parkland or in-lieu fees for each
new housing unit it approves under the Quimby Act provision of
state law

•

Partnering with developers and public agencies /special districts
to jointly use land and /or target key parcels to create larger park
parcels for future parkland expansion by modifying zoning in
park deficient areas to accommodate acquisition of potential
parkland parcels as land becomes available for development in
the future

•

Creating new models for developing / accepting /using park/open
space where conventional open parklands may no longer be a
viable option in highly urbanized areas including, looking at
smaller sites that compensate for size (e.g. less than 3 acres) and
distribution (e.g. number of parks) by being readily accessible. In
other words, local park and recreation programs should be easily
reachable on foot by all members of the local community
regardless of their physical abilities, residential location or
financial resources. By way of measurement, the District should
consider whether a senior with a cane, a parent pushing a
stroller, or an eight-year-old riding a bicycle could safely and
conveniently access the park within 10 minutes.

Parkland Acquisition through Community Redevelopment. Opportunities
for adding to the existing District parklands may come from a variety of
redevelopment opportunities. To ensure more park and recreation
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opportunities are incorporated into areas that contain large numbers of
high-density residential dwellings, HARD should serve a prominent role
in redevelopment programs for these neighborhoods as represented by
the Eden Redevelopment Area (Cherryland, San Lorenzo), Castro Valley
and the City of Hayward. Current redevelopment projects that have the
potential for HARD to serve a prominent role include those that are
summarized below.
Redevelopment Zones. Much of the land within HARD’s jurisdiction is
substantially built out. These lands include central Hayward and the
communities of Ashland, Cheryland, Castro Valley (downtown area),
Fairview and San Lorenzo. In these areas HARD should look for ways to
increase the size of the park system in “all built out” areas through reuse
of a variety of land use areas as these sites are redeveloped.
Redevelopment projects now in the planning phases that will have: 1) a
need for park and recreation services; and 2) the potential to incorporate
additional parklands include:
• E. 14th and Lewelling Business District Revitalization, Ashland
• Ashland and Cherryland Business Districts
• Cannery Area, Hayward
• Castro Valley Central Business District Strategic Plan Area
• Eden Hospital, Castro Valley
• Hayward BART Station – Downtown Hayward
• Hayward Highland Infill Area – Walpert Ridge/Stonebrae Area,
Hayward
• Hayward Industrial corridor, Hayward
• Holland Oil Site, Ashland
• Mission Blvd. Corridor/South Hayward BART Station, Hayward
• San Lorenzo Village Center
• Valle Vista site near Mission (proposed for a community center
as well), Hayward.
Identify Key Parcels to Augment Existing Parks. There are several
existing parks that have the potential to serve an expanded area and/or
improve the vitality of the neighborhood in which they are located. This
could be accomplished through the acquisition of a key parcel or parcels
of land currently blocking access physically and/or visually. Examples of
parks where the acquisition of key parcel(s) would benefit overall park
function include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cannery Area (Water Tower Park and new Cannery Park)
Eden Hospital
Castro Valley Library
Holland Oil Site
Stanton Site, Castro Valley
Sites adjacent to Fairmont Terrace and Ashland Parks.

Recommended strategies for taking advantage of these redevelopment
opportunities at the District-wide level include:
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•

Partner with developers and public agencies /special districts to
jointly acquire and develop new parks and expand existing,
undersized parks to meet neighborhood needs in underserved
areas, newly developing areas and areas undergoing
neighborhood revitalization. Use these lands to create larger park
parcels to meet the standards of HARD, the City of Hayward and
Alameda County

•

Require developers to meet criteria established for accepting
open space lands when proposing dedications of land easements.
As a second step, require the developer to install trail
improvements and trailhead facilities to facilitate use of
dedicated open space lands.

As these parcels are developed, the District has opportunities to expand
the available parklands by working with a variety of partners (e.g.
redevelopment agencies, transit providers, developers). The following
section provides: 1) A description of the proposed redevelopment
projects listed above; 2) the challenges they will bring to the District; and
3) recommendations for participating in the planning of these projects to
ensure sufficient, quality recreation facility, programming, and
maintenance resources to serve District residents.
Linear Greenway Opportunities. The District maintains several
greenways acquired when subdivisions were developed (e.g. Eden
Greenway, a linear space that lies beneath the PG&E power transmission
lines that traverse the city in an east-west direction).
As the District becomes more urbanized, these linear greenways will
create additional opportunities to recreate and provide non-motorized
transportation links between and through existing, redeveloping and new
neighborhoods within HARD’s jurisdiction.
Recommended strategies for taking advantage of these linear greenway
opportunities at the District-wide level include the establishment of
several community/agency /park partnerships as follows:
•

Institute a trails task force and partner with the East Bay Regional
Park District, the City of Hayward and Alameda County to prepare
an interjurisdictional trails, linear parks and greenways master plan
that will: 1) set goals to meet specific recreation trails needs in the
District, 2) establish a “green backbone” for the City and County as
they plan for redevelopment, new schools and neighborhood
housing; 3) establish criteria for evaluating/ accepting trails / linear
corridors; and 4) establish maintenance and funding strategies to
implement the trails and greenways master plan
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•

Work with the City of Hayward, Alameda County Flood Control
District, East Bay Regional Park District, the Bay Trail Project and
the shoreline resource agencies to stabilize levees and improve the
shoreline trail system

•

Work with the City of Hayward, East Bay Regional Park District, the
Bay Trail Project and the Bay Conservation and Development
Agency to incorporate Shoreline Park into the regional Bay Water
Trail network.

Hillside Areas - Opportunities and Open Space Liabilities. The eastern
boundary of HARD ‘s service area includes hillside areas that bring a
different set of challenges. These areas are located in the unincorporated
areas of Castro Valley, Fairview and the eastern portions of the City of
Hayward. Within these areas, the District owns several open space
parklands acquired when subdivisions were developed. These sites (e.g.
Taper Park) have historically overburdened the District with little benefit
to the District residents. Future dedications of open space should be
carefully considered and should only be accepted by the District where
the recreational benefit can be ensured (e.g. where it is feasible to
connect the open space to the East Bay Regional Park’s trail system). As
a second step, trail improvements and trailhead facilities should be
developed at these sites to encourage recreational use.
Recommended strategies for taking advantage of these open space
opportunities at the District-wide level include:
•

Institute an open space task force and partner with the East Bay
Regional Park District, the City of Hayward and Alameda County to
prepare a specific plan for open space that will: 1) identify recreation
opportunities (e.g. trails); 2) establish a fire management plan; 3)
provide resource protection – endangered species management
strategies; 4) establish criteria for evaluating/ accepting open space /
linear corridors; and 5) establish maintenance and funding strategies
to implement the open space specific plan.
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City of Hayward

Setting

Hayward’s population, which represents the largest portion of the
District, has grown at almost double the rate of both Alameda County
and the Bay Area to its present population of 146,027 (per the City of
Hayward’s Department of Finance estimates, January 1, 2005) with no
single racial or ethnic group forming a majority. This population resides
in approximately 46,333 occupied housing units (per the City of
Hayward’s Department of Finance estimates, January 1, 2005). At full
build out, and based on existing General Plan policies, the population of
Hayward can be expected to reach 165,400 (per ABAG Projections 2005
population estimates for the City of Hayward) with an additional 6,240
units with an average household size of 3.105 (per Department of
Finance estimates, January 1, 2005).
HARD is the primary provider of parks and recreational programs in the
city. Currently HARD manages 41 parks in the City of Hayward. Of
these parks 19 are leased by HARD. Neighborhood parks, school parks
and playgrounds provide for the more frequent needs of local residents,
while community parks are larger in size and provide a greater variety of
facilities.

Planned City
Development
Projects

The City of Hayward anticipates development activity in a number of
areas located throughout the City. A description of several major projects
the City expects to be developed over the next fifteen years follows. Also
Refer to Map 9 – Hayward’s Potential Change Areas for the location of
some of the City of Hayward’s anticipated revitalization areas.
Hayward Highland Infill Area - Walpert Ridge /Stonebrae Area
(New Developments)
In addition to infill development within the Highland’s area, two other
major subdivisions have been approved and / or constructed. The
Stonebrae Country Club comprises 556 homes, a golf course and a
combined elementary / park site. Nearby, Bailey Ranch includes 135
units.
Eden Shores
The Eden Shores project proposes to develop an additional 261 homes in
its next phase within the South of Route 92 Specific Plan area.
Hayward BART Station – Downtown Hayward
The Hayward BART Station is a pedestrian and transit-friendly
development and is serving as a catalyst for community revitalization.
The area includes a pedestrian promenade which links together the
BART station with a nearby retail center, City Hall and numerous
townhouses and condominium developments. Mission Blvd and Foothill
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Map 9 – Hayward’s Potential Change Areas
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Boulevard serve as the gateway to this downtown area. Much of this area
has been developed over the last five years, though the potential exists
for some additional development to occur in the future.
Mission Blvd. Corridor / South Hayward BART Station

HARD will need to work with
the City of Hayward to
ensure that new park and
recreation facilities are
incorporated into Hayward’s
redevelopment areas as these
projects could result in an
increase the District’s
population by up to 19,000
new residents by 2025,
thereby significantly
increasing the demand for the
District’s services.

The South Hayward BART/Mission Boulevard Concept Plan
revitalization area extends along the portion of the Mission Blvd.
Corridor located between Harder Road and Industrial Parkway. Existing
land uses include a mix of residential and commercial land uses in
structures of varied age and condition. The planning effort currently
underway for this area may take into consideration a range of mixed uses
such as, new high-density housing, resident-serving commercial
activities, and auto dealerships, as well as streetscape improvements,
including undergrounding of utilities. With the adoption of the plan,
which will entail amendments to the City’s General Plan, there will be
the potential to create up to 1,4000 more housing units around the South
Hayward BART station area at full build out than is envisioned in the
City’s existing General Plan, and up to 2,850 more units that what exist
in the area today.
One of the goals of these improvements is to provide sufficient
incentives to invest in upgrading public transit systems so as to reduce
auto-dependency as housing density increases. This will require the
development of neighborhood-serving amenities within walking
distance. One of the greatest challenges to the Mission Blvd. Corridor is
to create a healthy balance between high-density housing and
commercial endeavors, as well as, provide recreational and social
amenities, so as to assure a high quality of life along this mixed-use
corridor.
Mission Boulevard Foothills
Two sites are anticipated for residential development in this area. The La
Vista Quarry development site, approved in July 2005 for 179 units is
located on the western slope of the hills east of the City of Hayward,
approximately 700 feet east of the intersection of Mission Boulevard and
Tennyson Road. This project would form an extension of the Mission
Corridor development.
Approximately three-fourths of a mile to the south of the La vista site is
the Garin Vista site, proposed for development of 126 units.
These sites are both in the unincorporated area of Alameda County. Any
development approved by the City for these sites would be subject to the
sites being annexed into the City of Hayward to be served by City
infrastructure / services.
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Cannery Area
The Cannery site is located on a large piece of land near the Hayward
BART station. This 73- acre site is envisioned as a new neighborhood
with a mix of housing, a new school and expanded park. This site could
see the addition of up to 1,074 new residences just west of the downtown
area. As of December 20, 2005, the City Council has approved three
applications for the Cannery Area totaling 740 units, with an application
for an additional 166 units anticipated to be submitted soon. There are
anticipated, per the Cannery Area Plan, an additional 168 units
anticipated at full build out.
Hayward Industrial Corridor

Hayward is anticipating that
the employee density will
increase to 19 to 30 employees
per acre in the Industrial
Corridor amounting to
approximately 47,000 – 75,000
employees. According to City of
Hayward General Plan
policies, this could translate to
a need for up to 750 acres of
neighborhood serving parkland
for employees in the revitalizing
industrial corridor alone.

The Industrial Corridor comprises over 3,500 acres of land along the
western and southern edges of the city. There are three distinct
geographical sub-areas. The western portion consists of the area north of
Route 92; the southwestern portion is the area between Route 92 and I880; and the southern portion includes the area east of I-880.
Approximately 2,500 acres are currently devoted to industrial uses,
including the industrial park on leased land at the Hayward Executive
Airport and the South Hayward BART maintenance yards. Another 600
acres are presently devoted to commercial, residential, or public and
quasi-public uses, including the Hayward Executive Airport and other
public utility facilities. About 400 acres are classified as vacant land. The
Hayward General Plan identifies the Industrial Corridor as a major
change area and is seeking to promote the transition from a
manufacturing-based economy to an information-based economy in the
industrial areas by:
•

•
•

Implications of
Proposed
Developments
on District
Parklands/
Services

Considering adoption of multiple zoning districts that provide for
concentration of similar types of uses such as manufacturing,
warehouse/distribution, or research and development/office uses
Identifying specific sites or opportunity areas for highly
desirable uses that enhance the tax base
Considering adoption of an ordinance that would require new
commercial and industrial development to either provide on-site
recreational facilities or contribute in-lieu fees for park and
recreational facilities that benefit employees.

The proposed developments could result in significant increases in the
number of residential units (and information based businesses) in the
City, which could intensify the demand on existing parklands and
recreation services unless new facilities are developed in conjunction
with these projects.
Some of this new demand may be offset by regional open space
preservation, new school development and redevelopment projects. For
example:
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Much of the new development in
Hayward will be comprised of
revitalization and densification of
older neighborhoods. To provide
sufficient recreation services within
this growing City, HARD will need
to continue to maintain their strong
partnership with the City of
Hayward from the planning phase
through construction and future
operations.

•

•

•

•

Existing Parklands &
Community Centers

Over 1,000 acres of additional parkland will become part of the
East Bay Regional Park system preserving important near-intact
natural ecosystem habitat along Walpert Ridge as part of the
Stonebrae Development
A public school, which will be developed as a joint use facility
with HARD, and private golf course at Stonebrae will also be
developed
Some additional neighborhood serving parkland may be acquired
as older neighborhoods are revitalization
Additionally, if changes are made to the Quimby legislation to
require recreation in lieu fees for developments in industrial
areas that are being converted to Research and Development
Campuses, the City may see the benefit of additional parklands
within the Industrial Corridor.
Existing Parklands and Community Centers

Existing District Parkland

Most of the City Hayward is
well served in terms of most of
the residential neighborhoods
being within relatively close
proximity to a local or
community park. Moreover, the
City has a significant amount of
regional parklands, and special
use facilities that provide
community-wide benefits.

Most of the City Hayward is well served in terms of most of the
residential neighborhoods being within relatively close proximity to a
local or community park. Parklands within the City include
neighborhood serving parklands (including playgrounds and playfields),
greenways (e.g. Nuestro Parquecito and Eden Greenways) and regional
parkland (Shoreline Park and Garin Regional Park).
Moreover, the District has a number of specialized recreation facilities
serving the entire community that supplement the core neighborhood and
community park serving facilities. These include:
•
•
•
•

3 Swim Centers (1 open year-round)
Mission Hills of Hayward Driving Range and Golf Course
Skywest Golf Course
Cultural and Historic Structures and Gardens.

Refer to Table 1 – Summary of Park Types and Areas Served for a listing
of parks serving the City of Hayward by name, acreage and park type.
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
There are currently three community centers that serve residents of the
City of Hayward. These are the Southgate Community Center, the
Weekes Community Center and the Malt Jimenez Community Center.
The Bidwell School site, which functioned as a community center for a
number of years, was relinquished to the Hayward Unified School
District in 1999 for use again as an elementary school site. The former
Sunset High School site also functions as a community center in many
respects, as well as serving as the location for the Adult School. The
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Hayward Senior Center provides meeting and activity space, but serves
primarily the senior members of the community.
Currently the Matt Jimenez Community Center, Sunset Adult Center and
the El Rancho Verde school site are the only locations with gymnasiums,
with another planned at Stonebrae. However, as the District moves
toward using structures to house “sports clubs” or intergenerational
community facilities to serve community recreation /service needs, they
should develop guidelines for each of these neighborhood serving
facilities. These guidelines will help ensure that appropriate facilities are
developed to meet the anticipated densities and demographics of the
local redeveloping neighborhood that they are being designed to serve.
Refer to Table 5- Major Building Facilities for a listing of community
centers serving the City of Hayward and information regarding the
building locations, uses and square footage.

Recommendations

Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the City of
Hayward
The following strategies are recommended to meet parkland and
recreation services objectives in the City of Hayward.

As the District develops strategies
for modernizing, upgrading and
enhancing existing facilities and
programs they will need to work
with the City of Hayward on a
variety of redevelopment and new
development projects to meet the
additional demands for
recreational facilities incurred
through increases in
densification.

H-1. Work with the City of Hayward to evaluate adoption of an
ordinance that would require new commercial and industrial
campus development to either provide: 1) on-site recreational
facilities, or 2) contribute in-lieu fees for park and recreational
facilities that benefit employees. The rationale for such a
requirement would recognize that the continuing increase in
employment densities may be creating additional demands for
recreational facilities that are not always being met on-site or
through nearby existing facilities.
H-2. Strengthen the partnership with the Hayward Unified and New
Haven Unified School Districts to ensure that HARD is
involved in the design of new schools and retrofit of older
schools to maximize the efficiency of available acreage for
playground and other open space in order to:
a. Meet the physical fitness / health benefits that school
children must have to help combat the obesity/health crises
that is affecting youth in increasing numbers
b. Address the concerns of cumulative maintenance and
modernization needs associated with the existing aging
facilities
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c. Create a better learning environment and improve the
overall aesthetic appearance of the site.

To ensure the vitality of the
HARD’s school parks, HARD
will need to work with the
Hayward and New Haven
Unified School Districts in the
design of new schools and
retrofit of older schools to
maximize the efficiency of
available acreage for
playgrounds and other open
space.

As the District considers
moving toward using structures
to house “sports clubs” or
intergenerational community
facilities to serve community
recreation /service needs, they
should develop guidelines to
ensure that these types of
facilities are incorporated into
redeveloping neighborhoods.

To ensure that park and
recreation facilities are integrated
into the redevelopment of the
older industrial, commercial and
residential areas, the District will
need to work with the City of
Hayward and private developer
partners as they plan and develop
these projects.

H-3. Work with the Hayward Unified and New Haven Unified
School Districts as they evaluate the possibility of:
a. Reopening school facilities on various sites now used for
other purposes
b. Acquiring adjacent parcels to expand existing sites to
ensure school park sites meet local neighborhood needs.
Similarly, should the school districts make the determination that
a school site should be closed, discuss the possibility of HARD
acquiring them for recreation purposes.
H-4.

Partner with the Hayward Unified and New Haven Unified
School Districts in seeking funds to develop school park sites
so as to leverage funds and maximize the benefits that the
public receives. For example, Cisco Systems recently
committed $3.8 million for a new technology-oriented high
school. This new site could also provide school park benefits.

H-5.

Work with the Hayward Unified and New Haven Unified
School Districts to evaluate opportunities for providing
alternative recreational facilities that would enable schools to
enhance their function as community centers and increase
after-school use of school facilities.

H-6.

In accordance with the City of Hayward General Plan, look for
additional opportunities to work with developers in evaluating
the feasibility of providing off-site recreational facilities,
community centers or other facilities and amenities.

H-7.

Continue to work with the City of Hayward to incorporate
neighborhood serving parklands and community centers at new
development sites and as part of the revitalization of older
neighborhoods, (e.g. La Vista Quarry site, Cannery area,
Mission Blvd. Corridor/South Hayward BART Station area).

H-8.

As new parklands and / or community/sports centers are proposed
on former industrial / commercial sites such as the Cannery, La
Vista Quarry, Mission Blvd. Corridor/ South Hayward BART
Station area and the Industrial Corridor consider entering into
agreements with non-profits such as the Trust for Public Lands
(TPL) and regulatory agencies such as the Environmental
Protection Agency to share their skills and knowledge pertaining
to park creation on brownfield sites, including site acquisition,
funding for brownfield clean up and funding for park
development.
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H-9.

Work with the City of Hayward to enhance the aesthetic and
recreational values of open space corridors within the urbanized
area by: 1) preserving creekside environments through
maintenance or reestablishment of native trees; 2) establishing
development setbacks from creek slopes; 3) developing sensitive
flood control designs; and 4) incorporating trails within these
corridors to encourage walking and cycling.

H- 10. Continue to develop the Eden Greenway, a linear space that
lies beneath the PG&E power transmission lines that traverse
the City in an east-west direction. Much of this land has
already been developed by HARD as a linear parkway with
limited recreational facilities. However, there are still portions
that have not been improved. Some portions are located in
neighborhoods that are presently underserved in terms of the
amount of parkland. Other portions are located adjacent to
areas that are planned for residential uses and could be
improved as amenities for future housing developments.

Continue to provide high quality
services and programs offered at
the District’s special use facilities
and monitor trends and
technological advances so
programs will attract future
generations of users.

H-11. Continue to maintain and upgrade the special use facilities within
the City of Hayward to provide a variety of community services,
recreational activities, and cultural amenities to meet the needs of
the composition of the population served.
H-12. Continue to develop Kennedy Park as a children’s park with large
and varied play opportunities.
H-13. Continue to monitor technological and equipment advances that
affect photography at HARD’s Photo Central facility to meet
customer demands.
H-14. Expand performing arts to the neighborhood level at HARD’s,
Douglas Morrisson Theatre using programs that encourage
intergenerational participation.
H-15. Continue to develop Sorensdale Recreation Center as a special
use facility for disabled users focusing improvements on deferred
maintenance (e.g. paving), safety (e.g. outdoor lighting) and code
compliance (ADA).
H-16.

Continue to partner with the Hayward Area Historical Society and
/or other organizations to provide upgrades to the Meek Estate
and surrounding park so that it can be maintained as a special use
facility focused on cultural/ historical and horticultural
environmental events that can be enjoyed by the local community,
as well as the regional area.

H-17. Continue to develop the Japanese Gardens as a cultural and
horticultural special use facility.
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H-18. Study the potential for new active and passive uses for the Rowell
Ranch Rodeo Grounds that would augment the rodeo facilities
and emphasize the site’s natural features.

Ashland

Setting

The unincorporated community of Ashland occupies the triangularshaped area bounded by Hesperian/ Bayfair on the west, San Lorenzo
Creek on the south, and I-580 on the east. Ashland is one of the ten
densest places in the Bay Area, with an estimated population of
11,284/persons per square mile. In 2000, Ashland had a population of
about 19,000. Over the past ten years the ethnic composition of the
community has changed significantly as the Hispanic population has
more than doubled and the Asian population has also grown
substantially.
The Ashland community is mostly residential, comprised of older and
newer developments, with homes ranging from century-old cottages to
recent subdivisions. Ashland also has several large pockets of higher
density housing dating from the 1960s that are located east of East 14th
Street between 159th and 165th Avenues, and along Ashland Avenue and
San Lorenzo Creek. The quality of this housing is extremely variable and
safety and security issues have arisen at some of these properties.
Commercial uses in Ashland are generally located along East 14th Street
and Lewelling Boulevard and a few light industrial uses are located
along the Union Pacific Railroad Corridor. Some of these commercial
properties are vacant or underutilized and have been identified by the
County as candidates for redevelopment.
The Ashland area also includes San Lorenzo High School, a small
number of elementary schools, parks and public uses. Currently HARD
manages the Ashland Community Center and Park and Edendale Park in
the unincorporated community of Ashland.

Planned
Projects

Alameda County Land Use Plan
Long-range plans for Ashland call for revitalization of the East 14th and
Lewelling business districts, rehabilitation of substandard housing, and
streetscape improvements along major thoroughfares.
The County’s land use plan designates the two-mile East 14th Corridor
southeast of Bayfair as “General Commercial or Medium/High Density
Residential.” This designation allows either residential, commercial, or
mixed use development, with densities of up to about 40 units per acre.
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All of the proposed
development within the
community of Ashland
will be comprised of
revitalization and
densification of older
neighborhoods that are
currently underserved.

The Ashland-Cherryland Business District Specific Plan
The Ashland-Cherryland Business District Specific Plan (1994), provides
for mixed uses along transit corridors and/or high density residential
adjacent to commercial uses. This Specific Plan includes standards and
an action plan to finance and build specific public improvements within
the East 14th Corridor. The Ashland Business District is also contained
in a ”Joint City-County Redevelopment Project Area” that extends into
San Leandro along East 14th Street.
Holland Oil Site
For the first time since its inception HARD has the opportunity to acquire a
sizeable 1.65 acre parcel of property in the Ashland area. This acquisition
will create the first green open space fronting a heavily traveled
thoroughfare and allow the District to link the property with other existing
recreational spaces, namely the Ashland Little League Field, Edendale Park
and the grounds of Edendale Middle School. A grant from the Urban Park
Act has made the acquisition possible and will be used to acquire the
property and complete Phase I development of the site, which will include a
jogging track, skate park, new baseball fields, picnic areas, a dog run,
drinking fountains, lighting, benches and parking facilities.

Implications of
Proposed
Developments
on District
Parklands/
Services

All of the proposed development within this community will be
comprised of revitalization and densification of older neighborhoods that
are currently underserved (Refer to Map 10 - Alameda County
Redevelopment Project Areas). Based on long-range plans now proposed
for the Ashland area, ABAG projects that Ashland will add about 290
households during the next 20 years (about a four percent increase). Most
of this development will occur as infill on underutilized sites. No major
changes in land use patterns are expected, although more intensive use of
property along East 14th Street may occur. In addition, the AshlandCherryland Business District Specific Plan could incorporate an
unknown number of new high-density residential units. These
redevelopment projects would increase the demand on existing parklands
and recreation services unless new facilities are developed in conjunction
with these projects. Some of this new demand may be offset by the
improvements that HARD has recently made to the Ashland Community
Center and the acquisition of the Holland Oil Site.
Due to the fact that this community is largely built out, new park sites
will be limited to revitalization efforts such as those proposed in the
Alameda Land Use Plan, the Ashland-Cherryland Business District
Specific Plan and other future redevelopment projects. Additionally,
since development in this area will be minimal, development in-lieu fees
that the District can anticipate receiving will also be minimal. As a result,
community will face significant challenges in financing new facilities
and services. Therefore, it may be more appropriate to seek built sites
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Map 10 - Alameda County Redevelopment Project Areas
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that can be adapted to meet the community’s recreational service needs
and parkland acreage such as the Holland Oil Site that can be leveraged
to increase the overall effectiveness of existing parkland in this and
adjacent communities.

Existing Parklands &
Community Centers

Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland

Ashland residents are
generally within relatively
close proximity to a local or
community park. However,
limited park acreage and
physical barriers result in
this community being
underserved due in part to
the fact that Ashland is one of
the highest-density residential
neighborhoods in the District.

The unincorporated community of Ashland has one local parkland Ashland Park. While Ashland residents are generally within relatively
close proximity to Ashland Park and/or local parks in neighboring
communities, this community is underserved in terms of overall acreage
provided, especially given that Ashland has one of the highest residential
densities in the District. Additionally, pedestrian access to parks for
people residing in the rectangular area bound by 159th Ave. and 162nd
Ave., the BART line and Hwy 580 is constrained by the barriers created
by the major transportation corridors of the BART line and Hwy 580.
Therefore, the addition of the Holland site will be of great benefit to this
community.
Refer to Table 1 - Summary of Park Types and Areas Served for a listing
of parks serving the Ashland community by name, acreage and park
type.
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
There is currently one community center that serves residents of the
Ashland. This is the Ashland Community Center. This structure contains
activity and multi-purpose rooms, but no gymnasium facilities. Recent
staffing and programming initiatives serve as a role model for
community center operations for the District as they have greatly
increased the services and efficiency of the center. However, the facility
is too small to adequately serve the local community’s needs.
Refer to Table 5- Major Building Facilities for a listing of community
centers serving the Ashland community and information regarding the
building locations, uses and square footage.

Recommendations

Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of Ashland
The following strategies are recommended to meet parkland and
recreation services objectives in the community of Ashland.
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With limited development
opportunities anticipated in the
community of Ashland, the
District will need to coordinate
with Alameda County to study the
potential for providing downtown
urban parks and recreation
facilities. Strategies should
include by pursuing adaptive
reuse of facilities and targeting
key parcels for future expansion
of parks within and adjacent to
the Ashland community.

A-1.

Pursue adaptive reuse of facilities that could meet community
park/ community center standards as opportunities arise,
especially in the rectangular area bound by 159th Ave and
162nd Ave., the BART line and Hwy 580 where it may be
difficult to acquire parkland.

A-2.

Explore the possibility of combining community center space
with other community partners to expand and concentrate
recreation services and gymnasium/ fitness facilities to meet
the needs of present and future populations.

A-3.

Coordinate with Alameda County to study the potential for
providing downtown urban parks and recreation facilities as in
conjunction with the revitalization of the East 14th and
Lewelling Business District.

A-4.

Continue to require developers to contribute land for parks and
funds for their development to ensure public parks are
provided along walkable corridors that connect transit bus
stops and the BART station to Ashland residential areas.

A-5. Target key parcels for future expansion of parks within and
adjacent to the Ashland community by modifying zoning to
accommodate acquisition of potential parkland parcels as land
becomes available for development.
A-6.

Partner with Alameda County, local developers and other
public agencies /special districts to jointly use land to create
new and/or larger park parcels as part of the revitalization
efforts proposed in the Alameda Land Use Plan, the AshlandCherryland Business District Specific Plan and other future
redevelopment projects.

Castro Valley

Setting

Castro Valley is located east of Oakland and just north of Hayward,
approximately 25 miles southwest of San Francisco in Alameda County.
Primary access is from the I-580 corridor and BART. Castro Valley is
the largest unincorporated community in the state with a population that
has grown by 13,000 between 1990 and 2000 to about 57,300 persons
residing in 22,400 single-family detached homes, and multi-family
housing units. From 2005 to 2025 Castro Valley is projected to add 4,700
people or 1,900 households at 2.6 people per unit (Castro Valley General
Plan – Community Meeting March 31, 2005). The ethnic make-up is
predominately White (64%) with Hispanics (12%) and Asians (13.5%)
comprising the majority of the remainder of the population.
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Palomares Canyon is an unincorporated area that lies, generally, west of
the East County Area Plan and east of the cities of Oakland, San
Leandro, and Hayward. It is encompassed in the Eden Planning Unit and
the Castro Valley Plan components of the County’s General Plan. It is
located outside the Castro Valley Urban Boundary Area. Palomares
Canyon is comprised primarily of rural, open-space. When backers of
County Measure D conducted a poll prior to the election in 2000, they
found that voters countywide rated the Canyonlands as the area with the
highest priority for open-space preservation.
HARD manages ten neighborhood-serving parks in the unincorporated
community of Castro Valley / Palomares Canyon. These include the
Castro Valley Community Center, Kenneth C. Aitken Senior/Community
Center, and Adobe Art Center. In addition, this unincorporated,
suburban community includes Willow Park Golf Course, an 18-hole
course, and Cull Canyon Regional Recreation area, which provides
seasonal swimming and open space/trail opportunities.

Planned
Projects
Castro Valley, the largest
unincorporated community
in the District, is
undergoing major study of
their downtown core,
which could have impacts
on the District’s programs
and facilities.

Castro Valley Strategic Plan
The study area for the Castro Valley Planning Area (refer to Map 11 Castro Valley Specific Plan Area) extends west to the Eden Area, north
and east to Alameda County’s edges, and south to the City of Hayward.
This new plan will provide a framework for decisions relating to growth
and development, provision of public services and facilities, and
protection and enhancement of the natural environment.
The objectives of this Specific Plan are to create:
•
•
•

A downtown where people want to go and spend time
An environment that will support economic vitality
A pedestrian-friendly main street atmosphere.

In addition to guiding development and land use decisions, the new plan
will address issues of concern to residents such as traffic circulation,
community character and quality of life, cultural facilities, and open
space and recreation.
Eden Hospital Campus
The Eden Medical Center has plans to construct a new medical facility
on the hospital site. Having a hospital as a partner is a natural fit for
HARD as they look for ways to promote a healthy lifestyle and a healthy
community. Opportunities that should be pursued through this
partnership include, but should not be limited to: 1) the development of a
shared community room where HARD can offer fitness classes; and 2)
an outdoor children's play area.
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Castro Valley Library
Alameda County is planning a new library in Castro Valley, which is
projected to open in 2009. The Library will be located at 3600
Norbridge Avenue. The 41,000 square foot design will include a 2,000
square foot meeting room with seating for 180. Working in partnership
with the County the District should pursue opportunities to install a
children's play area adjacent to the new Library to expand the usability
and the vitality of the library site as a community asset.
Stanton Site
The Stanton site, also known as the Redwood Filtration Lands, is located
at intersection of Carlton and Stanton. While HARD does not have the
capital to purchase this parcel, they should monitor future development,
and work with Alameda County and the developer to receive land and inlieu fees for construction of a park.
Measure D Initiative

The Measure D, initiative
redesignates the hillside
areas of Castro Valley as
Resource Management
(100 acre minimum parcel
size), which will curtail
future development in these
areas.

Implications of
Proposed
Developments on
District
Parklands/Services

The existing Castro Valley Area Plan and the General Plan Open Space
Element designate the canyonlands as unique public open space, large
parcel agricultural open space, and residential agricultural open space.
As of November 2000, the Measure D Initiative has amended the
Alameda County General Plan to incorporate growth control measures
for several areas of the County including Castro Valley by redesignating
portions of this area as Resource Management (100-acre minimum parcel
size). In areas given this designation minimal develop is anticipated.
This designation maintains the existing agricultural zoning and land uses,
while prohibiting development on ridgelines or hilltops unless no other
site exists on a given parcel.
Proposed developments are generally focused in the downtown core,
which includes the Castro Valley Planning Area and the Eden Hospital
Campus. Within these two planning areas a number of high-density
residential units are proposed. At full build out, these developments
could significantly increase the density of the downtown core of Castro
Valley resulting in increased use / over use of the existing parklands and
recreation services within the downtown core of Castro Valley.
Due to the Measure D Initiative, minimal development is anticipated in
the unincorporated hillside area of Palomares Canyons unless the
community supports a new development proposal through a ballot
initiative.
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Map 11 - Castro Valley Specific Plan Area
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Existing Parklands &
Community Centers

Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland

Castro Valley residents
have access to regional
parklands managed by
EBRPD, but needs more
neighborhood serving
parklands to meet local
and community
recreational needs.

Most of Castro Valley is well served in terms of being within relatively
close proximity to parklands, either local, school-park, community or
regional open space. However, many of the existing local and
community parks are of less than ideal size and / or not easily reached by
walking or bicycling. Many of these parks are located within the study
areas for the Castro Valley Specific Plan and Eden Hospital Campus
Area. These areas include the area west of Lake Chabot Road, the
downtown core of Castro Valley north of Hwy 580 on both sides of
Redwood Road. Additionally, the outlying hillside areas north and south
of Crow Canyon Rd. are also underserved in terms of neighborhood
serving parkland.
In the more rural areas of Castro Valley there is a significant amount of
regional parklands that provide seasonal swimming, and open space/trail
opportunities for the community’s use. East Bay Regional Park District
owns and operates Cull Canyon Park, which comprises 370 acres. In
addition, the outlying areas also include, Willow Park Golf Course, a
public18-hole course, and Lake Chabot Golf Course.
Refer to Table 1 - Summary of Park Types and Areas Served for a listing
of parks serving the Castro Valley community by name, acreage and park
type.
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
There are currently two community centers that serve residents of the
Castro Valley: the Castro Valley Community Center and the Kenneth C.
Aitken Senior and Community Center. The Kenneth C. Aitken
Community Center functions as a community center, providing meeting
and activity space, as well as a dedicated senior building wing that serves
older adults. Additionally, the Adobe Art Center, which is used primarily
for classes and programs, serves a unique recreation function within the
community. None of these sites provides any gymnasium space.
However, a new gym is being constructed at Creekside Middle School.
Refer to Table 5- Major Building Facilities for a listing of community
centers serving the Castro Valley community and information regarding
the building locations, uses and square footage.
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Recommendations

Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of Castro Valley / Palomares Canyons
The following strategies are recommended to meet parkland and
recreation services objectives in the community of Castro Valley.

To ensure sufficient, quality
parks and recreation
facilities to meet future needs
in the downtown core, the
District will need to work
with Alameda County as they
prepare the Castro Valley
Specific Plan and the Eden
Hospital Campus Plan.

CV-1. Coordinate with Alameda County to study the potential for
providing downtown urban parks and recreation facilities as
they prepare the Castro Valley Specific Plan and the Eden
Hospital Campus Plan to meet neighborhood parkland needs in
underserved areas.
CV-2. Continue to require developers to contribute land for parks and
funds for their development to ensure public parks are
provided along walkable corridors that connect to transit bus
stops and Castro Valley BART station to newly developing
transit-oriented residential areas.
CV-3

Work with Alameda County staff, boards and commissions on
the potential development of a park at the Stanton property.

CV-4. Target key parcels for future expansion of older Parks by: a)
modifying zoning in these park deficient areas to
accommodate acquisition of potential parkland parcels as land
becomes available for development; and b) partnering with
developers and public agencies /special districts to jointly use
land to create larger park parcels.
CV-5. Evaluate and renovate, upgrade and expand, as appropriate the
existing the Castro Valley Community Center as a Community
/ Indoor Sports Center to: 1) increase existing Community
center capacity, and 2) accommodate multiple uses to meet
changes in population and recreation trends over the life of the
facility.
CV-6. Work with the Eden Hospital campus staff to promote health
and fitness within the community. Explore opportunities to
develop a shared community meeting / fitness facility and
outdoor playground for children.
CV-7. Where development within Castro Valley is proposed for
hillside areas, evaluate each potential park land donation on a
case-by-case basis dependent upon: recreational value,
accessibility and potential benefit to the community; and the
benefit generated to the District as a whole.
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Where new parklands are
considered in hillside areas, the
District will need to evaluate each
potential parkland donation on a
case-by-case basis to determine
its recreational value and to be
assured that significant adverse
environmental impacts will not
occur if the recreational access is
provided on site.

To ensure the vitality of the
HARD’s school parks, HARD
will need to work with the
Castro Valley Unified School
District in the design of new
schools and retrofit of older
schools to maximize the
efficiency of available acreage
for playgrounds and other open
space.

CV-8. Grant park credit for non-traditional park lands only where
provisions are included to ensure that the credited lands or
facilities remain at their intended credited use on a long-tem
basis and that significant adverse environmental impacts will
not occur to environmentally sensitive areas if the recreational
access is provided on site. Where suitable land is not available,
direct in-lieu fees toward other types of recreational facilities
such as community/sports centers.
CV-9. Expand arts and crafts programming to the neighborhood level
at HARD’s Adobe Art Center by providing classes that
encourage intergenerational participation.
CV-10. Strengthen the partnership with the Castro Valley Unified
School District to ensure that HARD is involved in the design
of new schools and retrofit of older schools to maximize the
efficiency of available acreage for playground and other open
space in order to:
a. Meet the physical fitness / health benefits that school
children must have to help combat the obesity/health crises
that is affecting youth in increasing numbers
b. Address the concerns of cumulative maintenance and
modernization needs associated with the existing aging
facilities
c. Create a better learning environment and improve the
overall aesthetic appearance of the site.
CV-11. Partner with the Castro Valley Unified School District in
seeking funds to develop school park sites so as to leverage
funds and maximize the benefits that the public receives.
CV-12. Work with the Castro Valley Unified School District to
evaluate opportunities for providing alternative recreational
facilities that would enable schools to enhance their function as
community centers and increase after-school use of school
facilities.

Cherryland / Eden Area

Setting

Cherryland is an unincorporated community in Alameda County. It is
located between the 880 Fwy and Mission Blvd. and extends from the
238 Fwy south to A Street. It is nearly surrounded by the City of
Hayward and is served by the Hayward Unified School District and San
Lorenzo Unified School District. This sub-area of the County has a
population of 13,837 people, 4,658 households, and 3,018 families,
which translates to 11,859 persons per square mile. As such, it is ranked
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as the third densest place in the Bay Area. This neighborhood is
essentially built out.
HARD manages two parks, Cherryland Park and Sunset Park/Swim
center in the unincorporated community of Cherryland. The Meek estate
Park, which is a special use facility that serves the entire District, is also
located in Cherryland. Additionally, there are two school sites, but
neither includes parklands that are managed by HARD.

Planned
Projects
As the community of
Cherryland is largely built out
and few, if any, new residential
projects are anticipated, new
recreation facilities will need to
come through adaptive reuse of
existing vacant lands and
structures.

The only significant projects planned for this area are those contained in
the Ashland-Cherryland Business Districts Specific Plan (1994) and the
Meek Estate West Terrace Project.
As described above, in the Planned Projects for Ashland, the Specific
Plan calls for the development of mixed uses along transit corridors
and/or high density residential adjacent to commercial uses. In the initial
phase, redevelopment will focus primarily on neighborhood
improvements. The emphasis will be on providing funding for the
creation of curbs, gutters and sidewalks along a number of pedestrian and
school routes, which will improve pedestrian circulation in the
community. In later phases, the County of Alameda Redevelopment
Agency will address the need for community facilities and the
revitalization of the Cherryland commercial district.
The Meek Estate West Terrace Project will add an outdoor wedding site
and support facilities that will allow for increased use of the existing
park.

Implications of
Proposed
Developments on
District
Parklands/Services

Due to the fact that this community is largely built out and few, if any,
new residential projects are anticipated, new recreation facilities will
need to come through adaptive reuse of existing vacant lands and
structures. Additionally, since development in this area will be minimal,
development in-lieu fees that the District can anticipate receiving will
also be minimal. As a result, the Cherryland/Eden Area community will
face significant challenges in financing new facilities and services.

Existing Parklands &
Community Centers

Existing Parklands and Community Centers

Although most residents are
within relatively close proximity
to a local or community park,
barriers created by the major
transportation corridors limit
accessibility to these parklands.

Existing District Parkland
Most residents are within relatively close proximity to a local or
community park. However, barriers created by the major transportation
corridors of Hwy 238, Hwy 92 and Foothill Blvd. limit accessibility to
the existing parklands in this community.
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Refer to Table 1 - Summary of Park Types and Areas Served for a listing
of parks serving the Cherryland/Eden community by name, acreage and
park type.
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
There are currently no community centers to serve residents of the
Cherryland-Eden Area Community. The closest community center
managed by HARD is the Ashland Community Center.
Refer to Table 5- Major Building Facilities for the location of the
Ashland Community Center and information regarding the building uses
and square footage.

Recommendations

Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of Cherryland
The following strategies are recommended to meet parkland and
recreation services objectives in the Community of Cherryland.
CH-1. Coordinate with Alameda County to identify vacant land /
structures that could potentially be acquired and adapted for
reuse to meet Cherryland's community service level needs.

With limited development
opportunities anticipated in
the community of Cherryland,
the District will need to
coordinate with Alameda
County to seek opportunities
for acquiring and adapting
vacant land / structures for
reuse as parks and recreation
facilities to meet community
recreation needs.

CH-2. Partner with developers and public agencies /special districts
to: a) jointly use existing land to create larger park parcels; and
b) pursue adaptive reuse of facilities that could meet
community park/ community center standards as opportunities
arise.
CH-3. Explore the possibility of combining community center space
with other community partners to expand and concentrate
recreation services and gymnasium/ fitness facilities to meet
the needs of present and future populations.
CH-4. Continue to require developers to contribute land for parks and
funds as development opportunities arise.
CH-5. Encourage the Greater Hayward Area Recreation and Park
Foundation to seek grant funds and potential donors to fund
development of park and recreation services and programs, as
this area has little opportunity to receive developer fees from
new development or redevelopment capital funds.
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Fairview

Setting

Fairview is located in an unincorporated section of Alameda County. It is
bordered to the north by Highway 580, to the east by Walpert Ridge, to
the south by the Hayward Greenbelt and to the west by the Hayward City
Limits. It is contained within the same canyon area as Castro Valley and
is also served by the I-580 corridor, but is not directly served by BART.
According to the 2000 census, there are 9,470 people residing in 3,281
households resulting in an average population density of 3,421.2
persons/mile. The racial makeup of Fairview is 55.27% White with a
wide range of other ethnicities making up the remainder of the
population.
Currently HARD manages seven parks that serve the unincorporated
community of Fairview including one leased school park site. Several of
the parks are located along the perimeter of Fairview and serve the
residents of Fairview, the City of Hayward and / or the community of
Castro Valley.
Planned Development

Planned
Projects

There are no significant development projects planned for the Fairview
area at this time. The District, Alameda County, the Hayward Unified
School District and the East Bay Regional Park District continue to work
together in completing the ridge trail system with the ultimate goals of
providing a continuous trail system for walking, hiking and sections for
horse use.

Implications of
Proposed
Developments on
District
Parklands/Services
Existing Parklands &
Community Centers

Due to the fact that no significant projects are planned, new recreation
facilities in-lieu fees that the District can anticipate receiving for this
community are minimal. As a result, the Fairview Area community will
need to work effectively with Alameda County, EBRPD, the school
districts and other partners to develop creative strategies for financing
new facilities and services to meet this community’s future needs.

Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland
Most of Fairview is well served in terms of being within relatively close
proximity to a local, community, or regional park. Also, as with Castro
Valley, Don Castro Regional Recreation Area a 94-acre park owned and
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Most of Fairview is well served
in terms of being within
relatively close proximity to a
local, community, or regional
park, though there is a need for
additional community park
facilities such as athletic sports
fields and courts and large,
family-oriented picnic areas.

operated by East Bay Regional Park District is located along the Castro
Valley-Fairview boundary. This regional facility serves the Fairview
community, as well as Castro Valley and the larger region, as does Five
Canyons Park.
Refer to Table 1 - Summary of Park Types and Areas Served for a listing
of parks serving the Fairview community by name, acreage and park
type.
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
There is one community center that serves residents of the Fairview, the
San Felipe Community Center. In addition, the Sulphur Creek Nature
Center also functions as a community center in many respects, providing
classroom and activity space. The Fairview Daycare Center serves as a
licensed daycare facility. None of these sites provides any gymnasium
space.
Refer to Table 5- Major Building Facilities for a listing of community
centers serving the Fairview community and information regarding the
building locations, uses and square footage.

Recommendations

Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of Fairview

To better serve the Community
of Fairview, the District should
partner with developers and
public agencies /special
districts to jointly use land and
/or target key parcels to create
larger park parcels at existing
Fairview parks to provide
community park facilities such
as athletic fields and to
renovate the existing Fairview
and / or the San Felipe
Community Centers as a
Community / Indoor Sports
Center to accommodate
multiple uses.

The following strategies are recommended to meet parkland and
recreation services objectives in the community of Fairview.
F-1.

Continue to require developers to contribute land for parks and
funds for new developments.

F-2.

Partner with developers and public agencies /special districts
to jointly use land and /or target key parcels to create larger
park parcels at existing Fairview parks to meet community
parkland needs as land becomes available for development.

F-3.

Evaluate and renovate, upgrade and expand, as appropriate the
existing San Felipe Community Center as a Community /
Indoor Sports Center to accommodate multiple uses to meet
changes in population / center capacity and recreation trends
over the life of the facility.
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San Lorenzo & Unincorporated San Leandro
San Lorenzo is an unincorporated community in Alameda County
located along the northern boundary of the City of Hayward. The 2.8mile area that comprises this community is located west of the 880 Fwy
and Mission Blvd. With 21,898 people residing in 7,500 households San
Lorenzo has an average density of 2,743 people/mile and is ranked as the
tenth densest place in the Bay Area. This area also includes a small
portion of the unincorporated area of San Leandro.

Setting

Most of San Lorenzo consists of a planned community of approximately
5,000 single-family homes known as San Lorenzo Village, built in the
1940's and 1950's. San Lorenzo Village is an unincorporated area, but
through legally binding covenants established at the time of the original
development, its homes are subject to the rules of the San Lorenzo
Village Homes Association (SLVHA).
Currently HARD manages seven parks in the unincorporated community
of San Lorenzo and unincorporated area of San Leandro. This includes
two school parks managed by HARD and the Bohannon Athletic Fields,
which are owned by the San Lorenzo Unified School District and
managed by HARD.

Planned
Projects

Implementation of the San
Lorenzo Village Center
Specific Plan will be
introducing housing into
areas that have been
previously zoned exclusively
for commercial uses, thereby
creating new demand for
parks and recreation services
in this area.

The San Lorenzo Village Center Specific Plan
In 2003, the San Lorenzo community began serious and sustained efforts
to promote redevelopment of the Village Square and nearby commercial
properties along Hesperian Boulevard.
The San Lorenzo Village Center Specific Plan, currently being finalized,
will introduce housing into areas that have been previously zoned
exclusively for commercial uses. The Town Center Project development
concept covers approximately 29 acres and consists of those contiguous,
non-residential properties located on both sides of Hesperian Boulevard,
extending from the 880 overcrossing on the north, to Via Mercado on the
south. The San Lorenzo Specific Plan embraces an area around
Hesperian Boulevard that was the original commercial center of San
Lorenzo Village when it was developed in the 1940s. The Project would
replace many of the existing structures and an awkward circulation
pattern with a new commercial core consisting of "mixed use," in which
retail, offices, and residences would share a unified space. Community
amenities will include a new post office, a senior center and a new public
plaza providing a visual and pedestrian connection from Hesperian
Boulevard. Additionally, the Lorenzo Theater Foundation, a nonprofit
public benefit corporation, has been established to acquire the Lorenzo
Theater and restore it for public use as a center for the visual and
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performing arts.

Implications of
Proposed
Developments on
District
Parklands/Services

Existing Parklands &
Community Centers

The only significant project proposed for this community is the 29-acre
San Lorenzo Village Center Specific Plan Development, which will be
comprised of revitalization and densification of older neighborhoods that
are currently underserved. In addition, this planning study will introduce
housing into areas that have been previously zoned exclusively for
commercial uses. While this Town Center Project could result in a
number new residential units increasing the demand on existing parkland
resources in this community, the overall total is not expected to generate
a demand for a new neighborhood park. However, development fees
generated by this project can be used to enhance and/or expand on the
community’s recreation resources. As a result, strong partnerships and
creative solutions from the planning phase through construction and
future operations will be required to provide sufficient recreation
services in their community.
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland

The regional Hayward
Regional Shoreline Park and
the historic McConaghly
Estate Park are unique
recreational facilities that
serve to augment the
neighborhood services found
in this community and serve
in part to meet local
community needs.

There are a number of neighborhood serving parklands in this
community as well as a significant amount of regional parkland provided
by Hayward Regional Shoreline Park. This shoreline park, located along
San Lorenzo’s southern boundary, provides open space/trail
opportunities for the community’s use. This community is also the
location of the historic McConaghly Estate Park, which offers unique
opportunities to serve local community needs, as well as the larger
regional area.
Refer to Table 1 - Summary of Park Types and Areas Served for a listing
of parks serving the San Lorenzo community by name, acreage and park
type.
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
There is currently one community center that serves residents of the San
Lorenzo. This is the San Lorenzo Community Center, which has meeting
and activity space, but no gymnasium space.
Refer to Table 5- Major Building Facilities for a information regarding
the San Lorenzo Community Center’s location, uses and square footage.
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Recommendations

Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of San Lorenzo
The following strategies are recommended to meet parkland and
recreation services objectives in the Community of San Lorenzo.
SL-1.

Coordinate with Alameda County to study the potential for
providing downtown urban parks and recreation facilities as
they prepare the San Lorenzo Village Center Specific Plan
Development to ensure recreation opportunities are provided
within walking distance of residential areas.

In order to ensure sufficient,
quality recreation facilities and
programs in areas that are
currently underserved, or not
served at all in the community
of San Lorenzo, the District will
need to work with Alameda
County as they prepare the San
Lorenzo Village Center Specific
Plan and partner with
developers and public agencies
/special districts to pursue
adaptive reuse of facilities for
recreation uses.

SL-2.

Target key parcels for future expansion of older Parks as land
becomes available for development.

SL-3.

Acquire and develop new parks and expand existing,
undersized parks to meet neighborhood needs, especially in the
corridor extending along either side of Hesperian Blvd., which
is underserved, and in San Lorenzo Village Center as it
undergoes neighborhood revitalization.

SL-4.

Evaluate and renovate, upgrade and expand, as appropriate, the
existing San Lorenzo Community Center as a Community /
Indoor Sports Center to accommodate multiple uses to meet
changes in population / center capacity and recreation trends
over the life of the facility.

SL-5.

Explore partnership opportunities with the San Lorenzo
Homeowners Association as a means of expanding recreation
opportunities in this community.

SL-6.

Continue to partner with the historical society and /or other
organizations to provide upgrades to the McConaghy Estate as
a special use facility so that it can be maintained as a special
use facility focused on cultural/ historical and horticultural
environmental events that can be enjoyed by the local
community, as well as the regional area.
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Triple Pines Ranch Petting Zoo at Kennedy Park

Kennedy Park Train

Assessments of Recreation Demand Used as a Framework
for Developing Parkland &
Recreation Service Recommendations

5

5
Assessments of Recreation Demand
Used as Framework for Developing Parkland & Recreation Service
Recommendations

Overview of
Existing
Facilities

HARD currently owns, leases, maintains, or operates a system of over
100 facilities encompassing over 1,684 acres, ranging from local and
community parks, to special use facilities and community centers,
athletic fields, open space lands and Shoreline Parks. These facilities are
shown on the maps found in Chapter 2 – Existing Park Facilities &
Recreation Programs. The specific recreation amenities provided are
summarized in the Parks and Facilities table in the Appendix 1 –
Hayward Area Recreation District –Summary of Sports Facilities.

Assessing
Demand for
Park
Facilities &
Recreation
Programs

Demand analyses for recreation serves to indicate what people do, how
people feel and what people want in the way of open space and
recreation. There are many ways to evaluate a system of parks and
facilities to assess “recreation demand”. “Recreation demand” here is
defined as the type and number of recreation opportunities people want.
Demand for recreation opportunities is indicated by how people use
existing opportunities. Determining what the demand is, and how well
the District is meeting that demand, can be difficult. Typically, numerical
and quantitative measures are used because they are easy to grasp at a
glimpse and can offer valuable information. However, recommendations
and conclusions must also draw upon the more subjective, but equally,
important qualitative aspects of park user’s experiences.
For this master plan four approaches have been used to evaluate the
demand for park and recreation facilities and programs. These are:
•
•
•
•

Household Surveys
Park Categories - Park Acreage / Population Standards
Level of Service - Park Facility Type / Population Standards
Park / Recreation Service Area -Accessibility – Travel Distances

Taking into account each of these assessment techniques, determinations
can be used to make appropriate policy, allocation and site-specific
decisions with regard to planning facilities and services to meet
community recreation needs.
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Public Opinion Surveys

Methodology

Determining Demand through Public Opinion Surveys – User
Satisfaction Inquiries
Recognizing the need to reflect local conditions, HARD conducted a
telephone survey of HARD residents. Information gathered from this
survey indicates that the overall community impression of HARD’s
facilities is very good, and that a high level of maintenance and quality of
the park facilities and program experiences are provided by the District.
A discussion of these findings follows.
Methodology - Overview
Trained, professional interviewers conducted 302 telephone survey
interviews with randomly selected HARD residents aged 16 and over
from November 9-11, 2004. This random sample method is considered
statistically accurate within a margin of error +5.7 percentage points.
Methodology – About the Sample
The Random Digit Dial sample was drawn from HARD zip codes. This
randomly selected sample reflects the population and demographic
distribution in the District. Distribution of zip codes in the survey
population was weighted to reflect population distribution in HARD zip
codes.
While the survey was offered only in English, the consultant team
responsible for the survey, Evans/McDonough Company, Inc, is
confident that this did not unduly exclude non-English speakers within
HARD. Out of 5,003 total calls only 241 of those called (<5%) were
unable to participate due to a language barrier. This is slightly less than
the statistical index of non-English speaking residents according to the
US Census, which places the percentage of those who speak English less
than “well” within HARD zip codes ranges from 8% to 27%.

Rating of
System Identity
& Use

HARD Residents Rating of HARD Facilities and Programs
•
•
•
•

HARD has very strong name recognition – 94% of residents
recognize their name and 90% are able to rate them
HARD is very favorably rated by the community it serves – 85%
give HARD a favorable rating
74% of HARD residents give HARD parks and facilities overall
a positive rating
A majority of respondents think HARD is doing a good job.
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HARD Outreach and Branding Recognition
A majority of the respondents recall receiving the recreation guide and
facility directory. Moreover, the directory is rated favorably by a broad
majority of the 63% who recall receiving it. On the other hand,
recognition and use of the Internet to find out about HARD parks and
activities is much more limited. More specifically:
•
•
•

People are using the
existing the parks and
participating in the
programs and classes
that are being provided
by the HARD.

One-quarter of those with Internet access have visited the HARD
website
Of those who have visited the website, over two-thirds rate it
favorably
Few of those who visit the website are enrolling in classes
online.

Residents Use of HARD Facilities and Programs
•
•
•

Many more residents report using HARD parks and facilities
than programs and classes
Similarly, many more believe that they will use a HARD park or
facility in the near future rather than a program or class
80% of HARD residents believe that they will use a HARD park
within the next 6 months, while 33% believe that they will
participate in a HARD program or class.

Reasons Given By the 10% (n=30) Who Are Unlikely to Visit a
HARD Park or Facility In the Next Year
Overall the reasons people gave for not using a park or facility now or in
the future were generally due to personal reasons rather than
dissatisfaction with HARD parks or facilities.
A sampling of the most common responses people gave for nonparticipation is provided below.
Response
I’m too old
Busy/no time

Percent out of 30
21%
17%

Percent out of 302
2%
2%

While these numbers are small, the implications of these results are
reflected in larger nationwide trends. For example the response “lack of
time” can include the following implications that should be considered as
park facilities and programs are planned for District constituents.
•

•

Declining disposable leisure time among those still in the work
force may create an increase in demand for recreational activities
and undeveloped open space closer to home.
The reasons for recreation non-participation by poor populations
are often factors associated with poverty other than lack of
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money, including “lack of time” and “no access”. [1994-1995
National Survey on Recreation & Environment, USDA Forest Service &
University of Georgia]

While the number of nonparticipants is small, their
reasons for nonparticipation could be
significant as they reflect
nationwide trends, and they
relate to perceptions of
personal safety, and/or
opportunities not being
within their normal travel
routes or directed to their
peer group.

Similarly, the numbers of those that responded negatively about having
attended or be likely to attend a park or facility were very small (1% out
of the total). However, their reasons could be significant as they relate to
perceptions of personal safety, opportunities not being within their
normal travel routes or directed to their peer group. These responses are
summarized below.
Response
No appeal
Don’t go/travel to that area
Don’t feel safe in that area
Not age appropriate

Percent out of 30
11%
11%
10%
8%

Percent out of 302
1%
1%
1%
1%

Reasons given by the 45% (n=136) who are unlikely to enroll or
participate in a HARD program or class in the next year are similar to
those given for not using a park now or in the future. The most common
responses are summarized below.
Response
Busy/no time
I’m too old
Don’t go/travel to that area
Not age appropriate
No appeal, general mention
Lack of information

% out of 136
33%
13%
7%
7%
7%
7%

% out of 302
15%
6%
3%
3%
3%
3%

Satisfaction with HARD Fees for Park and Program Usage
•
•
•

Rating of
System Fees
& Funding
Priorities

Less than 10% of HARD residents feel that that the fees charged
by HARD are much too high
Less than half (45%) of HARD residents feel that that the fees
charged by HARD are too high
Most of the users rate fees much the same as the general
population.

HARD Residents Funding Allocation Preferences
Facility maintenance and protection of resources are funding priorities.
More specifically:
•
•
•

82% support maintaining existing facilities 74% support
protecting natural, cultural and historic resources
67% support the provision of public recreation programs and
classes
64% support rehabilitating / modernizing existing parks and
facilities
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•

47% support acquisition of new properties and building new
parks and facilities.

HARD Residents Funding Mechanism Preferences
Private funding sources are the most popular, while an increase in the
existing parcel tax is not particularly popular with voters. More
specifically:
•
•
•
•

Summary of
Findings
from Public
Opinion
Survey

73% support partnerships with local businesses
49% support increasing fees for developers
29% support increasing existing parcel taxes
29% support an increase in users fees for programs and
admissions.

Findings – What is Working
Based on this analysis this is what is working:
Image – Recognition
•

•
•

•

HARD has very strong name recognition at 94%, which is fueled
by a variety of measures including District signs with a
distinctive logo and the mailing of the quarterly brochure –
Mailing the brochure seems to drive name recognition and
favorability up: of those who recall receiving the brochure, 93%
are able to rate HARD, and 89% give HARD a favorable rating
HARD is very favorably rated by the community it serves – 85%
give HARD a favorably rating
District signs with a distinctive logo clearly give name
recognition and identity to the HARD system of parks - 85%
recognized HARD
Likewise direct mailing of the Recreation Guide and Facility
Directory clearly give name recognition and identity to HARD –
63% of the respondents remembered receiving the brochure and
85% of those respondents rated the brochure favorably.

Use – Satisfaction
While there is a
significant deficient in
parkland acreage, the
strongest support is for
maintaining existing
facilities over acquiring
new facilities.

•

•

People are using the existing the parks and enjoying the
amenities that are being provided by the District. 80% of HARD
respondents believe that they will use a HARD park within the
next six months
People are participating in the programs and classes that HARD
offers - 33% of respondents believe that they will participate in a
HARD program or class within the next six months.
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Findings – Future Direction
•

•

While there is a need to increase overall park acreage according
to HARD’s acreage/population standards, the strongest support
(82%) was for maintaining existing facilities over acquiring new
facilities (57%).
Additionally, only 49% support increasing fees for developers
(park development fees), while 73% support (continuing and/or
establishing) partnerships with local businesses.

Recreation, Park, & Open Space Standards & Guidelines

Overview of
Park
Categories

As the primary provider of parks and recreational programs in the City of
Hayward, as well as the unincorporated communities of Castro Valley,
Ashland, Cherryland, Fairview, and San Lorenzo, it is important for the
District to have a common measurement for ensuring equitable
distribution of parkland resources throughout its service area.
Additionally, because HARD overlays multiple jurisdictions, this parks
master plan serves as an important resource for the City of Hayward and
the Alameda County by providing park acreage and facility standards
that can be held in common by both jurisdictions and be incorporated by
reference in their General and Specific Plans. One standard, derived from
early studies of park acreages located within metropolitan areas is the
expression of acres of parkland per unit of population. This is the
measurement that has come to be the commonly accepted standard used
by a majority of communities. It is this standard that is described in this
section.
Park Categories – Historical Context
The 1974 Master Plan established a hierarchy of three levels of parks for
the District: Playgrounds, Local Parks and District-wide parks.
These categories addressed the need for a range of recreation facilities to
meet needs at the neighborhood and District level, and focused on the
schools as the center of neighborhood recreation activity.
This hierarchy assumed that adequate land would be available to meet
the needs for active sports facilities at the neighborhood levels. It
established school playgrounds as adequate to meet many recreation
needs. The 1974 hierarchy was geared toward a smaller District where
accessibility from any part of the District to centrally-located facilities
was easily achieved.
The 1990 Master Plan found that some of these assumptions had changed
over the years. The assumption that recreation at the neighborhood level
was very important still held true. However, the assumption that the
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District could readily acquire the land area required to develop these
neighborhood parks no longer held true. Even by1990, limited land area
in many areas was reducing the District’s ability to provide
neighborhood parks; financial constraints had begun to limited the
School Districts’ ability to provide playground spaces that were adequate
to meet neighborhood recreation needs; and many schools had closed,
reducing the number of potential recreation sites in many areas.
Additionally, the District was expanding; more residents were living
farther from centrally located district-wide facilities. As the need for
facilities increased over a larger geographic area, it made sense to locate
them equitably throughout the District, creating a new category of
community level parks. Finally, increased interest in a wide variety of
recreation pursuits had created an expanded need for special use
facilities, to accommodate specialized needs ranging from senior centers
and sports facilities to outdoor / natural areas.
Revised Park Categories to Meet Current Conditions
New development and
participation trends call for
new recreation development
models including a
“community /fitness center
model’ and “linear
greenways” that can fit
recreation uses into narrower
corridors that provide
connectivity within local
neighborhoods.

Findings in this study indicate that many of the assumptions from the
1990 plan are still valid, while others have changed over the last 15
years. These assumptions are discussed below.
•

•

•

•

Recreation at the neighborhood level remains very important and
should be integrated into the overall framework of the
community providing not only a place to engage in sports and
playground activities, but also social gathering areas associated
with activities such as morning fitness walks, lunchtime
destinations, after school pick up games and large family
gatherings
School Districts’ ability to provide playground spaces that are
adequate to meet neighborhood recreation needs may continue to
diminish as schools grapple with increasingly tight budgets
The need for the District to expand and develop additional
facilities will continue as more residential units are developed in:
1) the hillside areas farther from centrally located district-wide
facilities; and 2) industrial / commercial areas not formerly
containing residential uses
Interest in developing higher density developments in “transitoriented corridors”, along with continuing increased interest in a
wide variety of recreation/ fitness/ educational pursuits may
create the need for new recreation development models including
a “community /fitness center model’ and “linear greenways”
that can fit recreation uses into narrower corridors that provide
connectivity within local neighborhoods. Both of these models
will need to accommodate intergenerational needs
simultaneously.
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With these needs in mind, this Master Plan has developed a revised set of
Parks and facilities categories along with definitions of each. These can
be found in Chapter 2 – Existing Park Facilities & Recreation
Programming.

Acreage /
Population
Standards

Park Acreage / Population Standards - A National Guide
As described in the overview of this section, one of the most commonly
accepted criteria used to assess how well the District is meeting the
demand of District residents is the standard based on a comparative ratio
of park acreage to population. These standards are an important part of
the planning effort because they provide a basis for estimating and
evaluating:
• The adequacy of the existing facilities to serve the potential user
population of the District
• The amount and number of facilities required to serve the
potential user population.
Keeping in mind that quantitative standards are not necessarily the only,
or most important criteria, in evaluating a park system, Table 13National Parkland Acreage Standards can give some general
information regarding parkland acreage standards, which is helpful in
developing a direction for the District.

Park Acreage / Population
Standards is a tool that can
be used as one benchmark
against which the quality of
life within a community can
be measured and is a
critical mechanism for
ensuring that the exactions
(development fees) are
closely tied (that there is a
“nexus”) to a project’s
impacts.

The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) standards or
variations on the guidelines that these standards provide, have generally
become the most widely accepted and used standards of their type,
especially by local governments. Over time HARD, the City of Hayward
and Alameda County have developed common standards based on
variations of the NRPA because these standards provide:
•
•
•
•
•
•

An expression of minimum acceptable facilities for the citizens
of urban and rural communities
A guideline to determine land requirements for various kinds of
park and recreation areas and facilities
A basis for relating recreational needs to spatial analysis within a
community-wide-system of parks and open space areas
One of the major structuring elements that can be used to guide
and assist regional development
A means to justify the need for parks and open space within the
overall land-use pattern of a region or community
One of the benchmarks against which the quality of life within a
community can be measured.

The purpose of these guidelines is to present park and recreation space
standards that are applicable nationwide for planning, acquisition, and
development of park, recreation, and open space lands, primarily at the
community level. These standards, which are set forth in Table 13-
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National Parkland Acreage Standards should be viewed as a guide. They
address minimum, not maximum, goals to be achieved. The standards are
to be interpreted according to the particular situation to which they are
applied and specific local needs.
Table 13- National Parkland Acreage Standards
National Standard (Optimal)
Park Type
(Ac/1000) 1, 2
Neighborhood Serving Parklands (Local
2.0
and School Parks)
Community Recreation Serving
8.5
Facilities (e.g. Community Parks,
Community Centers, Special Use Facilities
and Athletic Fields)
Total Non-regional Parklands
10.5
Regional Parklands (including Open
10.0
Space, Trails & Linear Parks)
Total All Parks
20.5
Notes:
1 National standards are based on an average of recreational needs throughout the
country and include school recreation areas in the totals.
2 The NRPA suggests that a park system at a minimum, be composed of a system
of parklands, with a total of 6.25 to 10.5 acres of developed open space per
1,000 population. The size and amount of “adjunct” parklands should be taken
into account when considering a total, well-rounded system of parks and
recreation areas.

Park Acreage / Population Standards - Recommended Standards
for HARD
While there are no immutable standards for determining the adequacy of
existing and future needs, there are adequate criteria to develop
guidelines for HARD to use taking into account local conditions as well
as the national standards presented above. These standards, which are
considered to be a reasonable objective for the life of the plan, are
presented in Table 14 - HARD Park Acreage / Population Standards for
Park Facility Acquisition & Development.
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Table 14 - HARD Park Acreage/Population Standards for Park Facility Acquisition & Development
Park Type

Local Parks
School Parks

District-wide
Parks4

Acreage per Thousand Population1

Size
Service
Radius2

Service
Radius2

Level
Area

1/4 to 1/2
mi.
1/4 to 1/2
mi.

3.0 ac.
3.0 ac.

Minimal

Desirable

Optimal

1.03

1.5

2.0

1.03

1.5

2.0

3 to
10 ac.
3 to
10 ac.
10 to
20+ ac.

2 to 3 mi.

5.0

10 ac.
typ.5

100+
acres

1/2 hour
driving time

Varies5

3.0
4.0

Regional
Parkland

3 acres

Open Space,
Trails &
Linear Parks
Notes: 1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1 mi.

Within
As needed to
As req.
10 min
provide
for
walk
linkages
ADA
Modifying factors which must be taken into account when applying the above guidelines
include: a) availability and cost of land, b) nature of neighborhood, c) population
characteristics, 4) accessibility
Service area radii are generalized and must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis taking into
account such variables as terrain, major man-made obstacles (such as freeways) and general
availability of open space. Refer to the discussion of “Travel Distances” in this section.
Small than minimum acreage sizes may be considered.
District-wide parks include: community parks and centers, special use facilities and athletic
fields that serve neighborhood and community needs
Level area required may vary widely depending on use, parking areas for community facilities 2 acres avg.

A range of standards of development is recommend recognizing that
modifying factors do not always allow the application of optimal
standards. To provide park equity in highly urbanized areas, the District
may consider smaller, local sites that compensate for size by meeting
other critical user needs.
Additionally, these guidelines assume that existing parklands are actually
sited without any barriers to the neighborhood or community based
service area. Such variables as terrain, major physical obstacles (such as
freeways) and general availability of open space in an area may require
adjustment of service radius requirements. This service area based need
is discussed in more detail in this section under Park / Recreation Service
Area -Accessibility – Travel Distances.
While it will be nearly impossible to meet the optimal standards set forth
in Table 14 - HARD Park Acreage / Population Standards for Park
Facility Acquisition and Development especially in built out areas, these
standards form an essential function in implementing the Hayward Area
Recreation District Master Plan. In keeping with the amended Quimby
Act, acreage/ population standards and formulas are critical for
determining development exactions and ensuring that the exactions are
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closely tied (that there is a “nexus”) to a project’s impacts. Adopted
standards enable the City of Hayward and Alameda County to exact
parkland and/or development of recreation facilities as land, cash-in-lieu
of land and / or impact fee as a condition of subdivision map approval on
the District’s behalf. Development Impact Fees (DIFs) are based upon
the impact of new construction on services provided by the jurisdiction.
Where development occurs on raw, previously undeveloped land, the
cost of providing services is considerably higher than when infrastructure
and other services are already in place as is the case where new
development occurs as infill. The Home Builders Association attributes
these fees to the inability of cities to pay for the cost of services as a
result of Proposition 13 that places limits on property taxes, and thus, the
ability of jurisdictions, such as HARD to provide various services,
including parklands. Table 15 -Current Park Dedication Fee
Requirements provides a summary of the value that this program
provides the District.
It should be noted that revenues generated through the Quimby Act
cannot be used for the operation and maintenance of park facilities.
Table 15 - Current Park Dedication Fee Requirements
Administering
Agency
Planning Dept.
Alameda County
Nov. 2004
Alameda County
July 2005
Alameda County
July 2006
City of Hayward

Singlefamily
Dedication
Fees
$7,400

Multifamily
Dedication
Fees
$6,300

Secondary
Unit
Dedication
Fees
$3,725

Mobile
House
Dedication
Fees
$4,500

$8,650

$7,600

$4,325

$5,975

$11,550

$10,200

$5,775

$7,975

$11,953/uni
t

Park Facility Type / Population Standards

Overview of
Facility
Space
Guidelines
Facility space guidelines
ensure that adequate
parkland is acquired to
provide sufficient and safe
configurations of park
facilities within a park.

A facility space guideline is an expression of the amount of space
required for a specific recreation facility (e.g. playground, picnic area,
softball field). The number of facilities and their distribution throughout
the District is provided in Appendix 1 – Hayward Area Recreation
District Summary of Sports Facilities. The facilities listed include HARD
developed and operated facilities.
These facility space guidelines are intended to determine the park size
needed to provide sufficient and safe configurations of park facilities
within a park, also taking into account the need for other facilities such
as parking and restrooms. While this table identifies the amount of space
needed for ballfields, sports courts and other facilities, it does not take
into account the demand for unstructured park space such as open lawns,
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greenways/trails, special use facilities or open areas. Additionally, while
facility space guidelines can be used effectively as templates for park
design, they do not provide criteria for being responsive to local use
patterns. This information must come from the opinion surveys, the
District’s awareness of recreation, demographic and land use trends, and
staff monitoring of recreation activity and program attendance.

Park / Recreation Service Area -Accessibility – Travel Distances

Significance
of Travel
Distances as
a Measure of
Recreation
Demand
Distance from a park can be
more significant even than
counting up the absolute
amount of parkland as
distances over a half of a mile
or significant barriers will
almost guarantee that most
people will skip the trip or
they will drive.

Providing a Public Local or Community Park/Center within
Walking Distance of District Neighborhoods
Distance from a park is an important measure. It may be more significant
even than counting up the absolute amount of parkland in the District.
According to the November 2005 Public Opinion Surveys conducted for
the District, most of the District’s residents view parks as strong
amenities.
Additional studies have found that the closer that park is to their
neighborhood, generally the more likely it is that people will use them,
with a resulting increase in physical fitness and general good health of
those users. More over, accessible neighborhood parks allow neighbors
to connect during exercise sessions, lunchtime picnics, afternoon pick-up
games, or after dinner strolls. It is this people-oriented relationship that
makes parks viable, safe and integral parts of the community. Factors
that have the greatest affect on this type of use are time (it takes to travel
to a park), distance (a person must travel) and natural and built barriers
that affect safety or preclude access all together.
The service area becomes even more important when the demographic
make-up of the District is taken into account, as several of the district
neighborhoods are comprised largely of African American and Latino
households with children in the household. These park users are
somewhat more likely to use parks within 10 minutes travel distance (see
Appendix 2- Park and recreation Participation Trends Used as a
Framework for Developing Parkland & Recreation Service
Recommendations). Moreover, when considerations of equal justice are
taking into consideration in an effort to accommodate all District
residents, mobility and distance become more critical. In households
where there are children aged 11 to 16 or persons with physical mobility
constraints, there are potential users who may only be able to access the
District’s parklands and community centers independently by means of
foot, bicycle or transit.
If a park is to meet neighborhood needs of all the surrounding residents,
then it should be readily accessible to pedestrians without access to cars.
This means that a person traveling on foot, pushing a stroller or traveling
by wheelchair should be able to access the park or community facility
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without crossing significant barriers (e.g. major arterials, freeways,
BART or other rail lines, steep topography). When taking into account
the service area of a local park, physical access needs to be considered in
addition to overall park acreage.
Table 16 - Recreation Service Area –Accessibility provides
recommended criteria for effectively relating park / recreation service
area –accessibility to the location and design of park and recreation
areas.
Table 16 - Recreation Service Area –Accessibility
Recreation Area
Local Parks and School
Parks –Tot Lot Use
Local Parks and School
Parks – Youth Activities
Local Parks and School
Parks – Social Recreation
and Relaxation
Community Parks and
Centers, Special Use
Facilities and Athletic Fields
that Serve Neighborhood, as
well as Community Needs

Area of Service
Walking Distance
Cycling Distance

Scale
Parent and preschool child
Youth

Walking Distance

Family

10-min. time – distance
(travel) service area for
85% of its anticipated
service population

Automobile

Moreover factors that should be considered in determining the
serviceability of a local park include:
•
•

•
•
•
•

Can a person comfortably walk from their home to the park
Is the park an integrated part of that community, located in an
area that is central to the neighborhood it is serving – where
there are “eyes” on the park at all times, or is it tucked into one
corner of that neighborhood, thereby attracting less desirable
uses
Do parents feel comfortable sending school age children on their
own to the park
Do elderly people feel comfortable walking to the park from
their residence alone
Does the layout of the facilities encourage people to meet and
mingle, as well as to be spectators
If there is an office complex nearby, is the park close enough to
encourage noontime usage?

“Walkable” Service Areas for Existing Local and Community Parks
Table 17 – Underserved Neighborhood and Community Service Areas
gives a perspective of the current level of service for local parks as well
as community parks that serve a neighborhood function. This analysis is
based on a half-mile and quarter-mile radius from each of the District’s
neighborhood serving parks, as distances over a half of a mile almost
guarantee that most people will skip the trip or they will drive. Once a
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standard is downgraded so that it is based on driving, it loses the
“community” portion of the benefit. At that point it no longer matters
how far away the park is. The park has become a formal destination, not
a place to drop in.
It should be noted that while this half-mile and quarter-mile service area
may be adequate in single-family neighborhoods where density is low
and access is via sidewalks along roads with relatively low volumes of
traffic, it may not be adequate for neighborhoods comprised of denser,
multi-family and commercial neighborhoods or designated “urban
villages”. In these types of situations, many communities (e.g. Denver,
Seattle) are establishing goals of no more than an eighth of a mile, or six
“walkable’ blocks from every resident.
Based on a half-mile and quarter-mile radius from each of the District’s
neighborhood serving parks, central Hayward has the most parkland
within a “walkable” distance of the surrounding neighborhoods, while
Ashland and Castro Valley have the least amount of District parkland
with walking distance of the surrounding neighborhoods.
Table 16 – Underserved Neighborhood and Community Service Areas
Community
Ashland
Castro Valley

Cherryland
San Lorenzo

Areas Underserved or Not Served at
All
• The rectangular area bound by
Hesperian Blvd., Fairmont Dr., Hwy
580 and Hwy 238
• Underserved in the area west of Lake
Chabot Rd.
• The downtown core of Castro Valley
north of Hwy 580 on both sides of
Redwood Rd.
• The rectangular area bound by Hwy
880, Hwy 238 and A St.
• The corridor extending along either
side of Hesperian Blvd.

Barriers to Access
• Barriers created by the major
transportation corridors that define
this underserved area
• Lack of parkland acreage
• Lack of parkland acreage
• Barriers created by the major
transportation corridors that define
this underserved area
• Commercial district - Lack of
parkland acreage in this area
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The L.A. Critzer, Jr. Clubhouse at Skywest Golf Course

Implementation Plan

6

6
Implementation Plan

Objectives &
Goals

Objective
Develop an implementation plan that determines the scope of public park
improvements to be funded, the responsibilities of the public and private
sector participants, and the methods of financing the improvements that
limit the District’s reliance on property taxes.
Policies
The following policies have been developed to guide HARD’s decisionmaking process with regard to setting operating budgets and seeking
capital funds for park expansion and park and facility upgrades and
renovation:
• Continue to find ways to improve the use and application of all
resources through staff training, cooperative efforts with agencies,
and various sources for funding
• Make the Master Plan a “living document” through a process of
periodic updating and assessment of community needs
• Acknowledge and work to implement the recommendations in the
HARD Recreation and Parks Master Plan
• Support the development of recreational facilities in newly
developing, revitalizing and underserved residential areas
• Retain the District’s mission of providing “low cost services” to
meet the active and passive leisure needs of District residents,
regardless of economic status, within the District’s means
• Utilize public and private funding to meet the recreational needs
of District residents
• Continue to maintain and improve joint-use agreements for
recreational facilities constructed on school campuses made
available for public use
• Develop new partnerships, as appropriate, to take advantage of
funding opportunities and emerging recreation, health and fitness
trends.
Focus of this Section
This chapter provides a focused discussion, analysis and
recommendations for implementing this 2005 Parks Master Plan Update
and includes:
• A discussion of past and present fiscal streams
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•
•

Historic
Overview

A plan for expanding and upgrading existing facilities to be able
to deliver desired recreation services / programs
An implementation program that addresses service needs,
maintenance / staffing requirements and long-range
budgeting/financing strategies.

Historical Context
The District's initial activities centered on providing recreation programs
at school playgrounds for the residents of its community. These schoolpark facilities were funded and operated primarily from property and
parcel taxes. These income streams were fairly steady allowing the
District to budget capital projects, programs, operations and maintenance
by means of an annual budgeting process.
Over the years the District’s facilities and programs have expanded
dramatically, requiring greater financial resources to provide the
established level of services expected by District residents.
In May 1983 HARD established the Greater Hayward Area Recreation
Park Foundation in order to augment state funds. The Board is
comprised of 30-35 local community members who work together to
raise funds for the District. While the foundation has successfully raised
over $400,000 for a variety of recreation equipment and programs and
park maintenance expenditures, state funding has been reduced
dramatically. To date the most significant benefit of the foundation has
been to serve as an umbrella for gifting funds to the District as a 501c3
non-profit organization. Thus far, the Foundation has not developed a
capital development program or a gift catalog, prepared grants to benefit
the District or done any funding raising among the District’s volunteer
constituency. Staff for the Foundation is provided by HARD.
Income Sources Lost or Reduced since Adoption of 1990 Master
Plan - State Shift of Property Tax Revenues
Property Tax Allocations and Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund
(ERAF). The property tax--California's third largest tax--serves as a
mainstay of finance for California's schools and local governments. The
property tax provides revenues that are remarkably stable during
recessions and may be used flexibly to meet local resident needs and
preferences. Although generally called a "local tax," Proposition 13 and
its implementation measures (particularly Chapter 282, Statutes of 1979
[AB 8, Greene]), eliminated most local authority over the tax. Not only is
the base tax rate set in the State Constitution (at 1 percent), state statutes
control the distribution of tax revenues among local governments. The
state laws governing the allocation of property taxes are based
substantially on the tax rates of local governments more than 20 years
ago.
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For four years in the early 1990s, the state faced annual budget gaps of
$4 billion to $14 billion. To close these gaps, the Legislature and
administration raised fees and taxes, cut programs, deferred costs,
transferred costs to the federal government, and shifts over $3 billion of
property taxes annually from local governments to schools. While the
formulas underlying the property tax shifts were exceedingly complex,
the concept was simple: shifting property taxes from local governments
to schools reduced, on a dollar-for-dollar basis, the amount the state was
required to spend for schools. The state did this by instructing county
auditors to shift the allocation of local property tax revenues from local
government to “educational revenue augmentation funds” (ERAFs),
directing that specified amounts of city, county and other local agency
property taxes be deposited into these funds to support schools. In fiscal
2004-05, the annual impact of the ERAF shift is a shortstopping of some
$6.7 billion from cities, counties, special districts and the citizens those
entities serve. Since their inception, the ERAF shifts have deprived local
governments of over $51 billion.
Redevelopment, which may in some cases provide an overall benefit to
park and recreation services, also impacts the District’s source of funds.
However, these takeaways have had real impacts on Californians’ quality
of life and the attractiveness of local communities to business. City
residents have experienced the following consequences of the ERAF shift:
• Cuts in human services, including parks (down 20 percent since
1991), libraries (down 7 percent) and other community services
• Deferred maintenance on the public’s investment in its
infrastructure (for example, street maintenance investments are
down an average of 11 percent; in larger cities the reduction
averages 17 percent)
• Reductions in reserves and greater reliance on debt rather than
cash financing for capital improvements
Over the last few years, the Legislature and administration have
reversed--or the courts have invalidated-- some of the budget gap-closing
actions from the early 1990s. Despite local governments' ongoing efforts
to overturn the property tax shift (in the courts, the Legislature, and the
Commission on State Mandates), the property tax shifts remain in force.
The lack of operating funds that have resulted from ERAF continues to
severely restrict both the District's day-to-day maintenance and its operations.
The total shift for the upcoming Fiscal Year is projected to be 47% of property
tax revenue. With the passage of Measure Q in June of 1997, the District
receives $3.25 million annually to partially offset the property tax transfer
loss.
For HARD these funding shortfalls come at a time when the District’s
population is growing rapidly and is creating demands for additional
services and facilities. Indeed, the population growth within Hayward the
largest community within the District has grown at almost double the
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rate of both Alameda County and the Bay Area since 1990 and is
expected to increase by another 65% according to the 2000 census and
current development proposals.

Funding Support for
HARD Recreation
Facilities &
Programs

General Support for Continuing Existing Recreation Services and
Allocating Funding for Parks Maintenance
According to the Bay Area Open Space Council on Parks and Ethnicity
(2004), two-thirds of all people in the Bay Area believe the condition of
parks and recreation areas is a serious problem. A similar proportion
thinks it is extremely or very important to provide for the maintenance
and improvement for parks.
Similarly, the community survey conducted in November 2005 (refer to
Chapter 5 - Assessing Recreation Need) shows strong support for maintaining
the District’s existing facilities, natural, cultural and historic resources, and
public recreation programs and classes. For a more detailed discussion of
public support with regard to funding trends refer to Appendix 2 - Park and
Recreation Participation Trends Used as Framework for Developing
Parkland & Recreation Service Recommendations.

Funding
Challenges

Restoring a Stable Tax Funding Base
The combination of the property tax shift, plus redevelopment loss, along with
increases in employee salaries and benefits make budgeting a challenge. In
simple terms the cost of doing business goes up about 5% annually. At the
same time, revenues are increasing at only about half that rate. The main
causes of this never-ending game of catch-up are factors that the District has
no control over, namely the above mentioned tax shifts to the State and to
Redevelopment, the spiraling costs of Workers Compensation and Health
Insurance, and an increase in retirement costs through the Public Employees
Retirement System.
To alleviate the undue financial burden that HARD, as a Special District, is
carrying, and to provide a stable funding source to help meet the rising cost of
doing business, the District will need to participate in legislative or initiative
processes that will: 1) shift a greater portion of the annual property tax
revenue back to Special Districts, such as HARD; and 2) reevaluate the
function of a redevelopment designation from merely a tax shift away from
parks to an opportunity to infuse older neighborhoods with capital that can be
used in part to fund park facilities and program development, as well as
ongoing operations and maintenance.
Willingness to Tax and Spend on Parks and Open Space
According to the Bay Area Open Space Council, 2004 Parks People and
Change, people of all ethnic backgrounds are by large margins willing to
support new taxes and allocation of existing funds for a wide range of
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conservation purposes. When strong and probable supporters are grouped
together, there is little difference between ethnic groups on their
willingness to approve new taxes and fees. Depending on the type of tax,
the survey, and how the question is asked, support across all categories is
in the 70 to 90 percent range. For a more detailed discussion of public
support with regard to funding trends refer to Appendix 2 - Park and
Recreation Participation Trends Used as Framework for Developing
Parkland & Recreation Service Recommendations.
Addressing District Residents’ Fiscal Ability to Support Recreation
Services
While the community survey conducted in November 2005 (refer to
Chapter 5 - Assessing Recreation Need) shows strong support for
maintaining District’s services, it should be noted that the median
household income in Hayward (representing the largest population in the
District) has not kept pace with the median incomes in Alameda County
and the Bay Area. Since 1980, the median income in Hayward has
increased about 2.5 times while the median incomes for both Alameda
County and the Bay Area have tripled. As a result, Hayward’s median
household income was only 82 % of the Bay Area median income in
2000. Therefore, when the distribution of household incomes in Hayward
is viewed in relation to the relatively higher Bay Area median
(approximately $62,000), it can be observed that the percentage of
households in the Above Moderate income category (over $75,000) is
decreasing while the percentage of households in the Low ($30,000 to
$50,000) and Very Low (below $30,000) income categories is increasing.
Additionally, economic prosperity in much of the greater Bay Area has
had negative impacts as workers have had to search for housing in a tight
housing market. Home prices and rents have increased dramatically
along with the costs of food, clothing and transportation. While Welfareto-Work programs continued to move people off of the welfare roles,
many have found only minimum wage jobs. This has led to an increase
in the numbers of working poor needing a variety of types of assistance
beyond income support, including rental assistance programs and food
programs. The homeless demographics are also changing. While many
long term homeless are individuals with dual diagnoses of substance
abuse with a physical or mental disability, more families are moving in
and out of homelessness as their ability to pay for food and shelter varies
from pay check to pay check. These economic conditions may have a
negative impact on the District’s constituents' willingness and/or ability
to support increased fees/ taxes for parkland use and recreation services.
[City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General Population and
Housing Characteristics November 2003]
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Financial
Strategies

Key Fiscal Actions
Chapter 1 - Introduction identifies two key fiscal actions that the District
will need to pursue, not only to survive, but also to thrive, over the
course of the next fifteen years. These actions are: set forth below.
1. Create a multi-year strategy for developing a “funding quilt”
comprised of many sources of income.
2. Restore tax dollars lost to the State under Proposition 13 and
ERAF to the extent possible through the legislative or initiative
process.
Central to the implementation of these actions is the District’s role in:
•
•

•
•

•

Master Plan
Implementation
Strategies

Leveraging one funding source to take advantage of other funding
sources
Linking planning and basic maintenance with larger goals of public
involvement, safety, program management and neighborhood
revitalization
Creatively “selling” the social, environmental and economic values of
the District’s green space
Developing multi-year capital, programming and maintenance
budgeting strategies to fully capture funding mechanisms such as
grants
Developing strong partnerships, and rallying community support as
part of the overall long-term, cyclical, strategic fiscal plan.

Vision
The Vision set forth in this master plan calls for this document to be an
evolving “road map for the future” and a “yardstick” by which to
measure progress. As a result, this implementation plan has been
developed to provide a strong framework for development, while
allowing for changes in the demographic make-up of the area and
changing recreational needs.
Desired Outcomes
The desired outcome is to make the Master Plan a “living document”
through a process of periodic updating and assessments of community
needs that takes into account the following fiscal strategies:
• Retain the District’s mission of providing “low cost services” to
meet the active and passive leisure needs of District residents,
regardless of economic status, within the District’s means
• Remain a District for all people, regardless of physical, social or
financial status
• Increase awareness of the societal needs that accompany the
anticipated growth in order to retain community support and strong
volunteer ethic
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Retain and enhance effective and responsive partnerships
Maintain existing parks, facilities, open spaces and trail systems to
ensure that basic needs are met and desired leisure services are
available to protect and enhance the health of both the District
residents and the natural environment
• Maintain or further enhance the current level of service to retain high
levels of District’s residents’ satisfaction as the District expands
• Develop an increased understanding of the District’s role in the areas
of economic development and planning/development control
• Improve efficiencies based on strong inter-departmental
communication
• Establish a budgeting structure that allows for a complete
understanding of both the full costs and the opportunity costs of any
proposed development or budget request – on the part of the
stakeholders making the request
• Retain a well-trained staff with high morale
• Develop a fiscal planning and management approach that balances
demands for new development with: 1) responsible life cycle costing
and capital replacement commitments; and 2) effective stewardship
of the District’s existing recreation facility investment.
•
•

Summary of Recommended Strategies
A key theme throughout the master plan is the importance of creating
and maintaining partnerships throughout the community and with other
agencies, at the local, regional, state and federal level. There are many
aspects to the realm of parks and recreation services that HARD
provides, and it is critical to link up with the similar interests of a wide
variety of groups and agencies to generate both financial and other kinds
of support for HARD’s facilities and programs. Very often, grant
applications are strengthened when they pertain to multiple agencies’
needs rather than just one. Opportunities for a variety of local funding
options also stem from ongoing relationships with other agencies.
In today’s public finance environment, agencies must necessarily be
opportunistic in locating funding sources suitable to expand and upgrade
services. Certainly this is true in trying to access grant funds for specific
projects. The success of such applications is greatly enhanced by
advanced planning for the projects so that short funding windows can be
met with the highest impact project proposals. The Master Plan provides
HARD the strategies for moving forward with its planning for its key
projects and programs and this will be an important benefit in accessing a
variety of funding sources. A summary of the implementation strategies,
along with proposed implementers, intended results and potential
funding sources and/or implementation tools is provided in Table 17 Summary of Recommended Strategies.
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Establishing
Priorities

Maintaining the Desired Level of Service and Operating the Existing
System
The Challenges
• A majority of HARD’s facilities were developed / built in the 20
year period from 1961 to 1980 - the infrastructure and public
buildings that accompanied this “boom” are 20 to 40 years old. As a
result, dramatic increases in life cycle and capital replacement costs
can be expected
• Financial pressures related to aging infrastructure of existing system
and the needs associated with servicing new development will
increase substantially
• Legislative actions taken over the last 10 years will require changes
in building infrastructure (ADA and UBC seismic req.) and parkland
design and maintenance (CEQA – SWPPP/reduction in the use of
chemical controls/no off-site drainage) that could well force the
District to incur additional upgrade costs (e.g. replacement at a
higher standard).
Recommended Actions
• Charge fees for use of facilities
• Develop special assessments for generating revenues for capital
improvements
• Increase use and involvement of volunteers to offset costs; release
funds for other uses
• Develop opportunities to share facilities with another community
group in order to share the costs of improvements and operations
• Strengthen joint-use agreements for recreational facilities
constructed on school campuses or other public facilities made
available for public use by:
o
Including a series of attachments that showcases a number of
partnership projects when master agreements are updated
o
Providing recognition of HARD’s role as a consultant in the
development of new school park sites and in locating portable
units at existing school sites to minimize loss of parkland (e.g.
Burbank school/park where a whole little league field was lost
without consultation with HARD)
• Close facilities that cannot be maintained and operated in compliance
with current standards.
Managing Growth and Maintaining User Satisfaction
The Challenges
• With anticipated population growth throughout the District (e.g.
the City of Hayward projects 19,300 more people and the
community of Castro Valley anticipates an increase of 4,700
people by 2025) HARD will likely being serving a significantly
larger population within the next twenty years. As a result,
dramatic increases in life cycle and capital replacement costs can
be expected
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•

•
•

•

In the next decade, when growth will be extensive, the District can
anticipate major expenditures related to new recreation facility
development and maintenance of new recreation facilities
Continuous growth and development will create challenges for the
staff in maintaining the current levels of customer service
The projected population increase will necessitate growth in basic
recreation services if current “level of service” expectations are to be
maintained
The extent of the projected population increases will result in a new
constituency base that does not have the long standing loyalty to
HARD and will not be familiar with HARD’s programs and
facilities.

Recommended Actions – Program and Facility Development
• Seek new opportunities to align economic development initiatives
with the new vision for HARD - reinforcing the need for parks and
recreation services as an integral component of the community that
they serve
• Link HARD priorities with new development
• Partner with local agencies so that HARD priorities are incorporated
in the planning and implementation of redevelopment and economic
development activities
• As growth is planned, work with local governments, schools, and
agencies to identify populations, anticipated needs; plan jointly for
service and facility needs
• To accommodate growing needs for basic recreation services in areas
with a scarcity of land assess opportunities, as well as ways to
overcome major barriers (e.g. railroads, freeways, flood control,
large developed blocks with no open space), to create opportunities
such as:
o
Building under/over freeways to overcome barriers caused by
infrastructure to provide community connections and access to
neighborhood parklands
o
Purchase key parcels as they come available to expand park acreage
and more importantly, increase visibility into the park and/or provide
links across barriers where access is currently too dangerous for older
people and children
o
Take advantage of redevelopment opportunities to create new plazas,
parks, and YMCA model recreation centers (e.g. Boys & Girls Club)
to meet recreation needs
• Determine ways to link growth (more residents to serve, new
population groups that are underserved) to future grant opportunities.
Recommended Actions – Community Outreach
• Determine community’s specific needs – then leverage findings by
lobbying the State for implementation funds
• Reach out into the community through established advocacy
groups/community groups to explore how HARD can work with
community supporters to build strong partnerships. Through this
partnership program:

114
HARD MASTER PLAN
CHAPTER 6 – IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

JUNE 2006

Identify specific ways these clubs can help raise funds for
specific projects
o
Provide more insight to groups on how funds raised will be
allocated
o
Look at opportunities for joint school / park fund raisers to avoid
competing with school fund raising; especially important among
parents with school age children
Develop communication tools that reach out into the community that
will give the public a clear understanding of how their input will be
used, how decisions will be made, and the consequences of potential
actions. The public needs to see the link between public comment
and decision-making, or the public will see no reason to participate
(As an example, HARD did a good job of explaining the need for a
parcel tax to their constituents a few years ago).
o

•

Maximizing Cost Effectiveness
The Challenges
• The challenges of growth management and “catch up” on major
maintenance and replacement require a new or increased focus on
long range integrated financial planning and full cost accounting
• Internal and external communication must also be enhanced to
ensure full stakeholder input, effective coordination of services, and
the strengthening of partnerships and strategic alliances
• Human resource development policies and strategies must be current,
comprehensive and fully implemented if performance is to be well
directed and supported.
Recommended Actions
• Retain high public satisfaction levels with HARD by emphasizing
high quality customer service in all areas
• Supplement HARD staff by increasing the use of volunteers and
their provision of services
• Evaluate current and future technological needs and develop a
communications program that expedites internal and external
communications and work functions among staff and effectively
reaches out to HARD’s constituency base.

Current
Funding
Mechanisms

Current Sources of Income
To keep pace with the increasing demands for parks and recreational
programs, HARD must continue to utilize all current sources of revenue,
funding and partnership options. Following is a list of revenues sources
that the District currently uses.
Base Budget
Funds Derived from Tax Base
• Parcel Tax Revenue (prior to 1990 this funding source accounted for
90% of HARD’s revenue stream)
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•

•

•

Measure Q - Property Tax Revenue - This measure was initiated in
1997 providing $28.54/household in perpetuity. It does not stipulate
specific use of funds – money can be used for capital expenditures or
operations
Inter-fund transfer from General to Capital Outlay Fund - Pooled
Interest – The County collects and banks funds that are be allocated
to HARD (e.g. property taxes) – The County pays HARD interest on
these funds quarterly
Program Registration and Admission Fees – This funding source
really changed after the passage of Proposition 13. The District used
to be able to offer access to facilities and programs free or on a
subsidized basis. Now the District is forced to run their programs
more like a for profit business. As a result, they review these fees
annually.

Funds Derived from Revenues
• Concessions
o
Pepsi Drink Concession – revenues are based on a 10 year fixed
price plus, commission resulting in $15,000 – $20,000/year in
revenues
o
Youth Leagues help to maintain the fields that they play on.
HARD provides supplementary maintenance and is responsible
for patrolling the parks
o
One cell site exists at Weekes Community Park while two
others, at Mission Hills Driving Range and Ruus Park, are under
consideration. Cell site leasing starts at about $1900 monthly and
during the course of a 25-year lease has the potential to generate
$750,000 annually per site.
o
The Gordon E. Oliver Eden Shores Park and Twin Bridges Park
were built with capital generated from in lieu developer fees, and
included the development of an assessment district, which
provides a steady maintenance and operations income stream
that can be adjusted to cover inflation. Monies received from
these facilities go directly to the City of Hayward and then
HARD provides invoices to the City
o
The Eden Shores Facility was built with capital generated from
in lieu developer fees, but contained no provision for ongoing
maintenance. On the other hand, Twin Bridges included the
development of an assessment district, which provides a steady
maintenance and operations income stream that can be adjusted
to cover inflation. Monies received from this facility go directly
to the City of Hayward and then HARD provides invoices to the
City
• Facility Rental – are limited to picnic areas and community centers
– aging facilities force the District to charge less than market rate to
fill to capacity
• Admission and Use Fees
o
Golf Facilities currently generate approximately $3,000,000 in
annual revenues (combined Skywest Golf Course - an18-hole
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o

o

course, Mission Hills of Hayward Golf Course -a nine hole
course) and Mission Hills of Hayward Driving Range)
Swim Centers – revenues for swim centers derive from,
admissions fees and lessons – The district has one indoor pool
used year round and four outdoor pools used during the summer
season only – revenues only cover a portion of operation
expenses
Performing Arts – Douglas Morrisson Theatre charges
admissions for all of its shows, but the performing arts program
still must be subsidized from the HARD general operating
budget – the theatre also has a costume rental service and will
rent scenery as well.

Auxiliary Funds
Gifts, developer in-lieu fees and grant funds serve to supplement the base
budget. However, this revenue stream cannot not be predicted in terms of
timing or capital received As a result, none of these funding sources can
be incorporated into the base budget when determining the money that
will be available on a given year to cover capital expenditures, recreation
programs or maintenance and operations (staffing).
In-lieu Fees
The City Hayward and Alameda County have the authority to determine
whether the developer is obligated to make a land conveyance or provide
in-lieu fees based on the type of development and the agencies needs.
The City of Hayward has established a series of “zones” or communitywide values upon which these decisions are made. The City or County
sets rates for in-lieu fees. Refer to Table 15 for the current City and
County rates. When the developer is directed to provide in-lieu fees,
these fees are provided to the city or county’s account. The in-lieu fees
then remain in the City or County’s account until HARD presents a
specific project request to the agency with jurisdiction over the project
site. These fees must be allocated on a project specific basis. They must
be spent on capital projects and 70% of the money must be spent within
the area where they were collected. They are not discretionary.
Funds and Programs Derived from Grant Funding
• Alameda County Grant Volunteer Coordinator and Senior Outreach
Coordinator are housed at the Hayward Senior Center – these
positions are funded through a grant program that awards funding
annually. The Ashland Center coordinator is also funded by grants
• Grants - Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Programs –
HARD has partnered with the City of Hayward and successfully
competed for two million dollars in funding through this program.
They have also partnered with the County resulting in an allocation
of approximately $250,000 to benefit HARD’s facilities and services
- this is a very competitive program and the granting agency may
withhold fund allocations to agencies outside the City / County in the
future as funding opportunities become more scarce
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•
•

State Bond Measures (Measure AA, Proposition 12, Proposition 40 –
Clean Water, Clean Air, Safe Neighborhoods)
Mervyns, and other private corporations, have provided support to
HARD in the past and remain supportive of the District.

Private and Foundation Contributions
• Greater Hayward Area Recreation Park Foundation is the receiver
of community fund raising efforts. The foundation was established
so that contributors can receive the tax benefits from contributing to
a 501c3 non-profit organization. The organization has raised
hundreds of thousands of dollars for a variety of recreation
equipment and programs and park maintenance expenditures since
the foundation was established in 1983. Contributions have been
derived from:
o
Private Contributions (planned giving, stocks, estates,
appreciated securities, bequests of money or all or a percentage
of real property)
o
Community Fund Raising has generated money for specific
projects oriented to the beneficiaries’ interests. For example,
members of the Castro Valley’s Mothers’ Group raised over
$30,000 for a new Castro Valley neighborhood park and one
young man helped raise $25,000 toward construction of a new
skateboard park.

Future Funding
Strategies to
Augment Current
Funding

To keep pace with the increasing demands for parks and recreational
programs, HARD must continue to develop a multi-year budgeting
approach in order to: 1) plan for life cycle costing needs associated
with programming and maintenance; 2) be prepared to capture funds
for a range of grant and foundation sources as they arise; and 3)
develop and maintain effective partnerships with school districts, the
City and County and other community partners. Multi-year capital,
programming and maintenance strategies that the District should
pursue include:
• Linking planning and basic maintenance with larger goals of
public involvement, safety, programs management, economic
development, smart growth, transportation services to target
populations, and neighborhood revitalization
• Seeking additional opportunities to develop public-private
ventures for large capital improvements such as: sports facilities,
community centers or other facilities and amenities
• Continuing to maintain park acreage per population standards for
use in ensuring that “adequate” open space is set aside for public
recreation use as new development occurs in keeping with the
amended Quimby Act
• Considering the possibility of requiring on-site recreational
facilities or in-lieu fees as a condition of approval for new
industrial and commercial developments. For a full listing of
pending District needs and pending development projects that
could that could impact existing facilities, and/or provide new
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•

•

•

•

•

•

partnership opportunities refer to Chapter 4 - Recommendations
for Augmenting Existing Parklands & Facilities at the
Community Level
Leveraging one funding source to take advantage of other
funding sources such as grants and bond measures (refer to
Appendix 3 - Table - x_- Potential Local, State, and Federal
Funding Sources for a list of potential grant options)
Looking for opportunities to partner with other agencies and
incorporate a HARD project as part of the grant applications of
other agencies - partnership applications generally fare better
than single agency applications
Pursuing legislative actions to: 1) encourage the State legislature
to modify the ERAF formula so as not to shift a disproportionate
amount of funds from agencies such as HARD; and 2) IF the
appropriate situation should, arise, consider disposition of
HARD facilities and properties under special circumstances
Utilizing revenue generated from: 1) the range of recreation
programs currently offered by the District (e.g. program
registration and admission fees, golf courses, swim centers –
These revenues provide the most economic benefit for the
money spent because: 1) they reach many residents and generate
revenue from the services they offer; 2) operate as a concession
and/or self-managed operation; and 3) fee increases are possible
if determined to be fiscally appropriate
Creatively “selling ” the social, environmental and economic values
of the District’s green space by nurturing existing, and fostering new,
parks partnerships (including looking beyond traditional park
recreation funding sources to implement capital and programming
goals, (e.g. health providers, arts in parks programs, transportation
/smart growth project developers - These partnerships can be an
invaluable resource in supporting the District’s parks budgets, raising
private funds to match District capital, and encouraging the kind of
constituency that can assure a District-wide sustained commitment to
capital and operational goals
Working with redevelopment agencies to give high priority to the use
of redevelopment funds for the purpose of attracting pedestrian
oriented uses, including community centers, community open space
(property that is used for open space, park, playground or other
recreational purposes), and greenway connections to parklands Where these park and recreation facilities are incorporated into
pedestrian-oriented businesses and services, such as restaurants and
libraries people will be encouraged to walk, bike and interact daily
within “transit-oriented village areas.”
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Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result
Planning Studies
HARD
Renovation and development of
parkland facilities to serve HARD’s
growing population more effectively

No.

Strategy

1

Assess local neighborhood and
community recreation /service
needs and prepare facility
development guidelines

2

Conduct use / program assessments
of individual facilities

HARD

3

Establish a long-term action plan
for existing and future aquatics
centers

HARD

Development of programs and
services to serve HARD’s growing
population more effectively
Renovation and development of
aquatic facilities to serve HARD
residents more effectively

Funding Source/ Implementation Strategy
Planning activities can be funded by recreational
planning grants or the planning can be
incorporated in a broader planning activity being
undertaken by a city, county, redevelopment
agency, social service agency, school district, etc.
If assessment is of a special population, such as a
low-moderate income area, local government’s
CDBG funds can be used. Or if for an area with
a special problem, such as brownfields, then an
assessment grant can be requested. If no
opportunity for partnership, and no direct grant
funds can be obtained, HARD is the most likely
funding source. Good planning will enable
HARD to be proactive with agencies and the
private sector as growth and other opportunities
occur. In general, what grant funds exist are
primarily for facilities and/or services.
Above information applies here.
Users might be the best advocates and resources
for generating community support and ongoing
funding. Volunteer groups, swim clubs, etc.
could assist with the long term planning. They
can assist with determining funding sources and
the extent to which the swim community would
support improvements. Alternatively,
assessment could be tied to other fitness facility
assessments, and foundation funds sought – with
a health orientation. Otherwise, HARD is the
most likely funding source.
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Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result
Planning Studies
HARD
Renovation and development of
facilities and programs to enhance
recreation opportunities at site

No.

Strategy

4

Study the potential for new active
and passive uses for the Rowell
Ranch Rodeo Grounds

5

Encourage local transit authorities to
consider recreation destinations in
planning routes and expansions

HARD, AC Transit,
BART

1. Integration of recreation into
transit-oriented development
2. Improved access to HARD’s
facilities

6

Incorporate Shoreline Park into the
regional Bay Water Trail

City of Hayward,
EBRPD, Bay Water
Trail Project, BCDC

Enhanced local and regional
shoreline recreation opportunities

7

Evaluate adoption of an ordinance to
require new commercial and
industrial development to provide
on-site recreational facilities or
contribute in-lieu fees for park and
recreational facilities that benefit
employees

City of Hayward,
Alameda County

8

Create new and/or larger park parcels
as part of revitalization efforts by
modifying zoning in these park
deficient areas (e.g. Centennial,
Fairway, and Ashland Parks)

HARD, EBRPD, City
of Hayward and
Alameda County

Legislative Action
Increase in number of recreational
facilities and additional fees for
parkland development, especially
in revitalizing “industrial corridor”

Zoning Changes
1. Increase in number of
recreational facilities in park
deficient areas
2. Enhance the usability/visibility
of existing parks

Funding Source/ Implementation Strategy
If there is support group or user community, ask
their assistance. If potential uses involve
something that is congruent with recreation grant
programs, apply for planning funds. If no grant
program, and user assistance not practical, HARD
most likely funding source. Look for opportunity
to incorporate this interest with other partners.
Transportation funds (e.g. Safe Routes to
Schools) can assist with the improvements that
improve access. Funds are for improvements, not
planning. Partnerships with schools and other
agencies wanting improved destination access are
important. HARD (supplemented by grant
funds) is the most likely funding source.
Partnership involvement is essential. HARD is
the most likely funding source.

Revenues &/or parklands from New
Development

Incorporate this interest in revitalization efforts of
local governments, and with new development.
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No.

Strategy

9

Encourage mixed-use zoning that
integrates recreation parklands, community
centers, and recreation services with other
land uses

10

Link park and greenway development to
natural resource management objectives
for lands along creeks and rivers, sensitive
hillside areas, and Bay shoreline

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result
Zoning Changes (continued)
HARD, EBRPD, City 1. Increase in number of
of Hayward and
recreational facilities in park
Alameda County
deficient areas
2. Improved “walkable” access to
HARD’s facilities
Resource Management
HARD, EBRPD, City Preservation of sensitive and
of Hayward, Alameda endangered species habitat
County

Funding Source/ Implementation
Strategy
Networking and partnership with local
governments.

Some State grant funds for resource preservation.
Partnership opportunities.

Facility Acquisition & Development
11

Local & Community Parks
Require dedication of parkland or in-lieu
fees for each new housing unit under the
Quimby Act

City of Hayward,
Alameda County

12

Develop a 10-20 acre community park - La
Vista Quarry site

HARD, EBRPD, City
of Hayward, Alameda
County

13

Include park facilities in Cannery, Mission
Blvd. Corridor/ South Hayward BART
Station area and the Industrial Corridor

HARD, City of
Hayward

14

Participate in design of new schools and
retrofit of older schools to ensure
community recreation benefits are included

Hayward, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction

Increased number of recreational
facilities in HARD’s jurisdiction to
meet demands of growing
population
Increased number of recreational
facilities in HARD’s jurisdiction to
meet demands of growing
population
Increased number of recreational
facilities in HARD’s jurisdiction to
meet demands of growing
population
1.School-park partnerships
strengthened
2. Recreation opportunities
increased

Revenues &/or parklands from New
Development
Revenues &/or parklands from New
Development
Revenues &/or parklands from New
Development
HARD likely funding source. Partnerships will
highlight any funding opportunities.
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No.

15

16
17

18

19

20

Strategy
Local & Community Parks
(continued)
Participate in design of new parks
and retrofit of older parks to ensure
community recreation benefits are
included
Athletic Facilities
Modernize and upgrade existing
athletic fields
Acquire land and develop and/ or
maximize cooperative arrangements
for a District-wide athletic facility
Community/Fitness Centers
Evaluate and renovate, upgrade and
expand existing Community Centers
to respond to assessment guidelines

Acquire land and develop and/ or
maximize cooperative arrangements
for additional, regional-level
gymnasium/ fitness facilities
Special Use Facilities
Evaluate opportunities to develop an
indoor/outdoor wedding facility to
accommodate 300 – 500 guests

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result
Facility Acquisition & Development (continued)

Funding Source/ Implementation Strategy

HARD, EBRPD, City
of Hayward,
Alameda County,
Redevelopment
Agencies, Developers

1.Parks serve HARD residents better
2. Recreation opportunities increased
3. Parks compliment and enhance the
vitality of the community they serve

Partnerships with local government agencies and
interaction with development community to
identify opportunities and advocacy. Most
effective participation based upon the sound
planning accomplished in the first category.

HARD, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction
HARD

Recreation services enhanced

Partnership with local governments, school
districts. Increased user fees if practical.

New facility providing additional
recreation opportunities to meet
demands of growing population

Possible topic of single project grant request to
private foundation. May be the topic for a State
recreation grant.

HARD

Development of programs and services
that will serve HARD residents more
effectively

HARD,
Redevelopment
Agencies, Developers

Increased number of recreational
facilities in HARD’s jurisdiction to meet
demands of growing population

In general, an all-purpose community center
doesn’t lend itself to a grant source or a funding
request to a private foundation. If special needs
or projects are identified, they may direct a
partnership with other agencies or a specialized
funding source.
Partnerships a potential funding source, including
partnerships with developers and corporations.

HARD

Development of facilities and services
that will serve HARD residents more
effectively

If determined to be a priority, “front-end” funds
are needed to construct and furnish the facility.
Redevelopment funds or economic development
funds a possible partial source. HARD funds
likely to be major or single source. User fees to
operate.
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No.

Strategy

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result
Facility Acquisition & Development (continued)

21

Special Use Facilities (continued)
Continue to develop Kennedy Park as
a children’s park

HARD

HARD youth population recreation
opportunities enhanced

Continue to develop Sorensdale Park
as a special use facility for disabled
users
Continue to develop the Meek
Estate/Park

HARD

HARD’s disabled community served
more effectively

HARD

Renovation and development of
facilities and programs that will enhance
Meek Estate/Park

Continue to develop the Japanese
Gardens

HARD

Renovation and development of
facilities and programs that will enhance
Japanese Gardens

22
23

24

Funding Source/ Implementation Strategy

If special projects can be identified, can be
subject of a grant application to State grant
programs. Partnership with schools, local
governments, private foundations, and children’s
interest groups.
Similar to above, with partnerships with interest
groups of the disabled, local governments, and
private foundations.
Partnership with interested parties; private
foundation interests, and local government.
Special project might lend itself to funding
request.
If special project can be developed, then interest
and application by private foundation. Possible
corporate interest if relationship can be
established.

25

Linear Greenways & Open Space
Continue to develop the Eden
Greenway

HARD

1. Additional recreation opportunities
2.Non-motorized travel opportunities
enhanced
Programs

State grant program for non-motorized trails.
Depends if there is a priority project that
coincides with the funding source.

26

Youth
Develop programs that address the
needs of youth and families

HARD

HARD’s growing youth population
served more effectively

Continue to provide (as well as
augment school district) organized
fields sports (e.g. especially soccer)
Participate in expansion of school
multi-purpose rooms for after-school
activities

HARD, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction
HARD, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction

HARD’s growing youth population
served more effectively

See comments about planning. If there are
special populations, new programs might be
funded by a grant program or a private
foundation. Otherwise HARD is the most likely
funding source.
Partnership with schools, user fees.

27
28

Schools’ function as community centers
enhanced, and increase in, after-school
use education/recreation opportunities

Partnership with schools, user fees.
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No.

Strategy

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result

Funding Source/ Implementation
Strategy

Programs (continued)
29
30

31

32
33

34
35
36

Intergenerational Setting
Add additional after school or
summer childcare services and
recreational activities
Work with agency partners to
program existing/new community
centers as “one-stop”,
intergenerational, multi-activity
facilities with on-sight supervision
during regular operating hours
Recognize the role of schools as
community centers
Maximizing Participation
Identify and make special
arrangements for those unable to
afford recreational program fees
Provide flexibility in scheduling to
open centers to capture peak
visitation opportunities
Cultural Programs
Embrace cultural diversity
Promote special events that celebrate
the heritage or culture of HARD’s
diverse community
Continue to offer and expand cultural
special interest classes to meet
neighborhood needs

HARD, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction
HARD, City of
Hayward, Alameda
County

Enhanced programs to serve HARD
growing youth population more
effectively
Community center and cultural arts
functions enhanced

HARD, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction

Community center and cultural arts
functions enhanced

HARD

Recreation opportunities for HARD
residents enhanced

HARD

Recreation opportunities for HARD
residents enhanced

HARD

Greater understanding of community’s
cultural diversity
Greater understanding of community’s
cultural diversity

Special projects can be topic of grant
applications to private foundations.
Special projects can be topic of grant
applications to private foundations.

Cultural arts opportunities for HARD
residents enhanced

Partnerships with local
agencies—government and social services.

HARD
HARD

Partnership with schools, user fees.
Project likely to interest private foundations.
Coordinate with Area Agency on Aging,
and their funding sources. Look at new
partnership opportunities (e.g. County’s
Youth Uprising center, which combines
youth-oriented, health and recreation
resources)
Partnership with schools, local
governments.

Scholarship program, funded by local
organizations, HARD volunteers, HARD
foundation.
HARD likely funding source.
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No.

Strategy

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result

Funding Source/ Implementation
Strategy

Outreach
37

Cultural Programs (continued)
Continue to monitor technological
and equipment advances that affect
HARD’s Photo Central facility
Expand performing arts to the
neighborhood level at HARD’s,
Douglas Morrisson Theatre

HARD

Cultural arts opportunities for HARD
residents enhanced

Partnership with private sector of similar
interest. Possible foundation interest.

HARD

Cultural arts opportunities for HARD
residents enhanced

Expand function of the gymnasiums
at the School District’s middle
schools and the new performing arts
building proposed at the Mount Eden
High School campus
Continue to provide service
information to current residents and
acquaint newcomers and major
employers
Reach out into the community to
explore how HARD can work with
community supporters to build strong
partnerships.

HARD, Hayward
Unified School
District

Cultural arts opportunities for HARD
residents enhanced

Partnership with theatre groups, possible
project for private foundation interests. Can
combine with interests of local government
and schools, if special needs area.
Partnership with schools, involvement with
performing arts community groups.

HARD

Increased awareness of District’s
recreation opportunities by HARD’s
residents

HARD

42

Communicate the benefits of
recreation and leisure

HARD

43

Continue to enhance image and brand
recognition and expand into multilingual formats

HARD

1. A clearer understanding by public of
how their input will be used, how
decisions will be made, and
consequences of actions
2. Increased support of HARD by the
community
Increased awareness of District’s
recreation opportunities by HARD’s
residents
Increased awareness of District’s
recreation opportunities by HARD’s
residents

38

39

40

41

Likely to be HARD funded activity.
Partnerships with local agencies.
Combination with their service information.
Possible sponsorships by businesses
HARD is the primary funding source.
Incorporation of volunteer support.

Partnerships with local agencies,
incorporation in their public information,
local press, web based information.
Multi-lingual formats may be a grant
application to a private foundation.
Branding work usually a local cost.
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No.

Strategy

Table 17- Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result

Funding Source/ Implementation
Strategy

Outreach (continued)
44

45
46
47

48

49

50
51

Cultural Programs (continued)
Promote vibrant and viable
neighborhoods that encourage
community involvement and
investment in HARD

HARD

Maintain and staff existing facilities
to provide current standard of care as
population increases
Minimize duplication of equipment,
storage and maintenance through
agency partnerships
Improve the current golf course
maintenance techniques

HARD

Develop a “District-wide Strategic
Maintenance Upkeep Plan” to
forecast and prioritize routine
custodial upkeep, and establish
cyclical maintenance program needs
and large capital renovations.
Establish a standard level of care for
maintaining joint school-parks

HARD

Standards of care to ensure
compliance with current safety and
accessibility codes
Maintain and improve school park
facilities through school districts
partnerships

HARD

HARD
HARD

HARD, 4 school
districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction

HARD, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction

Recreation opportunities and confidence
in HARD’s facilities and programs
enhanced
Operations
1. HARD’s residents served more
effectively
2. HARD’s investment preserved
Increased efficiency in maintaining and
operating HARD’s parklands

Partnerships with local and community
agencies for neighborhood focus.

HARD is the primary funding source.
Incorporation of volunteer support.
HARD responsibility.

Increased efficiency in maintaining and
operating HARD’s facilities
Maintenance
1. Increased efficiency in maintaining
and operating HARD’s parklands
2. Improved safety for staff and patrons
of HARD’s facilities

HARD responsibility; assistance with golf
association.

1. Increased efficiency in maintaining
and operating HARD’s parklands
2. Improved safety for staff and patrons
of HARD’s facilities
Improved safety for staff and patrons of
HARD’s facilities

Partnership with schools.

Recreation opportunities for HARD
youth population residents enhanced

Partnership with schools.

HARD responsibility. Potential partnership
with other agencies for savings.

HARD responsibility.
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No.

Strategy

52

Maintain future parks and recreation
lands and facilities through private
partnerships
Reassess use and partnership
agreements and close parks where
quality services cannot be guaranteed

53

54

55

56

57

Prepare a staffing assessment plan
that evaluates current needs and
projects future staffing levels and
cost implications
Leverage expertise of HARD staff by
providing a staff presence / staff
supervision at existing and new
Community / Sports Centers
Allocate funds required for special
training, licensing, and certifications
required to operate facilities and to
run programs
Record historical institutional
knowledge of District park facilities,
programs, partners, funding sources,
etc. in anticipation of large turn-over
of long-term staff

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result

HARD, Developers/
Business,
Homeowner Assoc.
HARD, 4 School
Districts, EBRPD
District, City of
Hayward, Alameda
County
HARD

HARD, EBRPD, City
of Hayward and
Alameda County,
non-profit orgs.
HARD

HARD

Funding Source/ Implementation
Strategy

Staffing
Recreation opportunities for HARD
youth population residents enhanced

Private labor through use agreement.

Increased efficiency in maintaining and
operating HARD’s parklands

Partnership with local agencies, schools.
Consider fees

Better understanding of staffing needs
and responsibilities

HARD responsibility.

1. Increased efficiency and greater
recreation program opportunities for
HARD’s residents
2. “Ownership” of HARD facilities by
other providers
Increased safety and efficiency in
maintaining and operating HARD’s
facilities and programs

Partnership with other providers.

Better understanding of staffing needs
and responsibilities

HARD responsible for policies and
procedures and operational manuals.
Historical information potential project for
volunteers, with staff oversight.

HARD responsibility, with partners.
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No.

Strategy

58

Maintain an ongoing dialog with
existing partnership agencies

59

Explore new partnership
opportunities

60

Institute a trails task force to prepare
an interjurisdictional trails, linear
parks and greenways master plan
Institute an open space task force to
prepare a specific plan for open
space

61

62

Develop fiscal partnerships for
developing school-park sites

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result

HARD, 4 School
Districts, EBRPD
District, City of
Hayward, Alameda
County
Developers, Nonprofit orgs., Transit
Providers,
Redevelopment
Agencies, Health
Providers/Hospitals,
Libraries, EBMUD storm water /water
quality mgmt (San
Lorenzo Creek), etc.
HARD, EBRPD, City
of Hayward, Alameda
County
HARD, EBRPD, City
of Hayward, Alameda
County

HARD, 4 School
Districts within
HARD’s jurisdiction

Building Partnerships
1.Greater efficiency in maintaining and
operating HARD’s facilities and
programs
2. Increased recreation opportunities for
HARD’s residents
3. Better understanding of partners’ roles
and responsibilities
1. Better understanding of partners’ roles
and responsibilities
2. New recreation opportunities for
HARD’s residents
3. Leverage funds to maximize to public
benefits

1.Increased Trail System Continuity
2. Provision additional recreation and
non-motorized travel opportunities
1. Increased recreation opportunities for
HARD’s residents
2. Preservation of sensitive and
endangered species habitat
3. Wildland management practices
instituted
1. Leverage funds to maximize benefits
2. Increased recreation opportunities for
HARD’s residents

Funding Source/ Implementation
Strategy
Vital component for funding and
opportunities to include HARD priorities in
the activities of other agencies. Same can
occur with private partners—developers and
businesses.
Same as above.

Potential funding by state grants once there
is an adopted trails master plan.
Same as above.

Partnerships with schools.
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Strategy

63

Work w/ District partners to balance
rental use (revenue generation) by
community groups w/ need to
provide classes and programs that
meet District’s objectives
Support and enhance services
offered by other non-profit
recreation providers

64

65

Continue to enhance the District’s
excellent level of volunteer
involvement

66

Expand upon opportunities to offer
recreation-related leadership
training to other community services
providers in the District

Table 17 - Summary of Recommended Strategies
Implementers
Intended Result
Building Partnerships (continued)
HARD, EBRPD, City
1. Leverage funds to maximize benefits
of Hayward, Alameda
2. Increased recreation opportunities for
County, non-profit
HARD’s residents
orgs.
3. Increased efficiency in managing
HARD’s programs
HARD, non-profit
1. Leverage funds to maximize benefits
recreation providers
2. Increased recreation opportunities for
HARD’s residents
3. Increased efficiency in managing
HARD’s programs
HARD, non-profit rec. 1. Encourage individuals and groups to
providers, local
take “ownership” of local parks
neighborhood orgs.,
2. Leverage staffing responsibilities to
HARD residents
maximize to public benefits
HARD, non-profit
1. Leverage staffing responsibilities to
recreation providers,
maximize to public benefits
local neighborhood
orgs., HARD residents

Funding Source/ Implementation
Strategy
Partnerships with local agencies and
schools.

Partnerships with community organizations,
local agencies, and schools.

Partnerships with active volunteer program,
local agencies and organizations.
Partnership with other community service
providers. Fee based training, if
appropriate.
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Sulphur Creek Nature Center Wildlife Hospital

References & Participants

7

7
References & Participants
Documents
______, A New General Plan for Castro Valley
Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change Ethnic Diversity and Its Significance
for Parks, Recreation and Open Space Conservation in the San Francisco Bay Area, September
2004
California Collaborative for Youth Development, Policymakers: A Checklist of Youth
Development Principles, August 2004
California State Parks, Outdoor Recreation in California, Public Opinions and Attitudes, 2003
California State Parks Planning Division, Parks and Recreation Technical Services, Innovative
Practices Cases Studies Volume I, Suggested by California Parks and Recreation Providers,
October 2004
City of Hayward, City of Hayward General Plan, March 12, 2002
City of Hayward, Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General Population and Housing
Characteristics, November 2003
City of Roseville, 2005 Winter/Spring Recreation Program, January – May 2005
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Appendices

A

A1
Appendix 1
Hayward Area Recreation District – Summary of Sports Facilities

Table A-1 - HARD - Summary of Sports Facilities

Baseball/ Softball
unlighted only

Other facilties in area

Lighted Softball

No. of
Facilities
0
2
1
0
2
1
0
0
3
2
0
2
1
2
3
3
1
1
0
5
14
5
3
3
0
1
1
0
1
2
3
0
3
0
0
0
0
4
1
2
1
2
1
1
12

TOTAL Baseball/
Softball Fields

Location
Alden E. Oliver Sports Park
Bidwell Park
Bohannon Field
Bret Harte Field
Cannery Park
Canyon View Park
Castro Valley Park
Centennial Park
El Rancho Verde School
Five Canyons Park
Mt Eden Park
Palma Ceia Park
Palomares Hills Prk
Rancho Arroyo
San Lorenzo Park
Sorensdale Park
Southgate Park
Tennyson Park
Larry Standley Field
Softball Fields
60' Baseball Diamonds - HARD
90' Baseball Diamonds
Canyon Middle School
Castro Valley HighSchool
Eden Garden School
Harder School
Marshall School
Peixoto School
Proctor School
Ruus School
San Lorenzo High School
Shepherd School
Sunset High Ballfields
Strobridge School
Tyrrell School
Vannoy School
Winton School
Total Other Providers
Alden E Oliver Sports Park
Castro Valley Community Center
Centennial Park
Mt Eden Park
Bret Harte Field
Bohannon School
Larry Standley Field

Softball

60' dmd

90' dmd

2
1
2
1

2
2

1

2
1
2
3

5

2

1
1
1

14

5

2
2

1
1

1
1
1
2
1

2

1

0

2

1
4
1
2
1
2
1
1

9

7

Total Lighted Softball Fields

36
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Table A-1 - HARD - Summary of Sports Facilities

Soccer Fields

Other soccer fields in
area

TOTAL Soccer Fields

3
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
5
2
1
1
2
2
25

Alden E Oliver Sports Park
Bidwell Park
Cannery Park
Canyon View Park
Centennial Park
Eldridge Park
Five Canyons Park
Mt Eden Park
San Lorenzo Park
Southgate Park
Bohannon Field
Brenkwitz
Bret Harte School
Canyon Middle School
Total Soccer Fields

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
16

Castro Valley HighSchool
Castro Valley Community Center
East Avenue School
Harder School
Marshall School
Peixoto School
Proctor School
Ruus School
San Lorenzo High School
Shepherd School
Strobridge School
Sunset High Ballfields
Tennyson Park
Tyrrell School
Vannoy School
Winton School
Total - Other soccer fields in area

41
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Table A-1 - HARD - Summary of Sports Facilities

Tennis Courts
All Lighted

Basketball Courts
HARD Only

Swimming Pools

No. of
Facilities Location
6
Bay Trees Park
3
Castro Valley Community Ctr
Kennedy Park
4
4
2
5
4
2
3
4
37
2
2
1
4
2
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
5

McConaghy Park
Memorial Park
Mervyn Morris Park
Mt Eden Park
Southgate Park
Stonybrook Park
Weekes Park
Total Tennis Courts
Alden E.Oliver Sports Park
Bidwell Park
Birchfield Park
Bret Harte School
Cannery Park
Canyon Middle School
Canyon View Park
Castro Valley Park
Centennial Park
Cherryland Park
Christian Penke Park
Deerview Park
East Avenue Park
Eden Greenway
Fairmont Terrace Park
Fairview Park
Greenridge Park
Greenwood Park
Haymont Mini Park
Longwood Park
Nuestro Parquecito
Palma Ceia Park
Rancho Arroyo Park
Ridge Trail Park
San Felipe Community Park
San Lorenzo Community Park
Silver Star Veterans Prk
Southgate Park
Spring Grove Park
Valle Vista Park
Weekes Park

49
1
1
1
1
1
1
6

Total Basketball Courts
Arroyo High School
Castro Valley High School
Hayward High School
Hayward Plunge (indoor pools)
Mt Eden Swim Center
Sunset Swim Center
Total Swimming Pools
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Table A-1 - HARD - Summary of Sports Facilities

Skate Facilities

1
1
1
1
4

Cherryland Park
Mervin Morris Park
Stratford Village
Tennyson Park
Total Skate Facilities

Golf Facilties

Other facilties in area

0.5
1
1
2.5

Mission Hills of Hayward Golf Course
(9 hole) & Driving Range
Skywest Golf & Driving Range
Willow Park Golf (EBRPD not HARD facility)
Total Golf Courses

Horseshoe Pits
1
2
1
4
2
2
1
2
2
2
1
2
8
2
2
3
2
39

Ashland Park
Bay Trees Park
Birchfield Park
Castro Valley Park
Cherryland Park
East Avenue Parkl
Edem Greenway 6-7-9-11
Eldridge Park
Greenridge Park
Haymont Park
Japanese Garden/ Thr/ Sr. Ctr
Kennedy Park
McConaghy Park
Mt Eden Park
Old Highlands
Sorensdale Prk
Southgate Park
Total Horseshoe Pits

4
1
1
1
7

College Heights
Eden Greenway 1-2-3-4-5-8
Palomares Hills Park
San Lorenzo Park
Total Par Courses

Par Courses
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Table A-1 - HARD - Summary of Sports Facilities
Multi Use Fields
open lawn areas
for informal play

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Ashland Park
Aldent Oliver Sports Park
Arroyo Swim Center
Bechtel Mini Park
Bidwell Park
Birchfield Park
Bohannon Athletic Fields
Brenkwitz
Bret Harte
Cannery Park
Canyon View Parlk
Castro Valley Community Park
Centennial Park
Cherryland Park
Christian Penke Park
College Heights Park
Colonial Acres School
Deerview Park
Del Rey Park
Earl Warren Park
East Avenue Park
Eden Greenway
Edendale Park
Eldridge Park
Fairmont Linear Park
Fairmont Terrace Park
Fairview Park
Fairway Greens Park
Five Canyons Park
Greenridge Park
Greenwood Park
Haymont Mini Park
Hesperian Park
Hill Crest Knolls Park
Kennedy Park
Laurel Park
Longwood Park
McConaghy Park
Meek Park
Memorial Park
Mervyn Morris Park
Mt. Eden Park
Nuestro Parquecito
Palma Ceia Park
Palomares Hills
Parkson Park
Rancho Arroyo Park
San Felipe Community Park
San Lorenzo Community Park
San Lorenzo Swim Center
Schafer Park
Silver Stars Vetrans Park
Sorensdale Park
Southgate Park
Stonybrook Park
Stratford Village Park
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Table A-1 - HARD - Summary of Sports Facilities
1
1
1
1
60

Sulphur Creek Nature Center
Sunset Swim Center
Valle Vista Park
Weekes Park
Total HARD Multi Use Fields
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Table A-1 - HARD - Summary of Sports Facilities

Multi Use Fields
Not managed by HARD

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
21

Canyon Middle School
Castro Valley High School
East Avenue School
Martin Luther King Field
Marshall School
Proctor School
Strobridge School
Vannoy School
Ruus School
San Lorenzo HS
Shepherd School
Tyrrell School
Winton School
Eden Garden School
Sunset Athletic Fields
Tennyson High School
Tennyson Park
Harder School
Hayward High School
Parsons
Peixoto School
Total Multi Use Fields

APPENDIX 1 - SUMMARY OF SPORTS FACILITIES

A1-7

JUNE 2006

A2

Appendix 2
Park and Recreation Participation Trends Used
as Framework for Developing Parkland & Recreation Service
Recommendations

APPENDIX 2
Park & Recreation Participation Trends
Used as Framework for Developing Parkland & Recreation Service
Recommendations

Introduction
Targeting
Recreation Use

This chapter on trends in park and recreation participation is included to
give a picture of what kind of opportunities people would like to have in a
park, as well as information on demand and how people use park settings,
or on what opportunities they would like to have access to, that may not be
readily available.
This chapter looks at cultural trends such as population characteristics: age
and ethnicity. It looks at household trends such as: population density,
household size, composition and length of residency. It looks at recreation
activity trends, aesthetics and park values and funding support. This
chapter provides the District with the tools to understand and monitor
regional and national trends so that they can determine if these trends are
applicable to HARD facilities or programs. Tracking trends can provide
Staff with a “head’s up,” so the District can be proactive with meeting the
local user’s needs.

Recreational planning
must be is a key
component of an overall
plan to manage rapid
population growth.

Using the major state and local demographic trends from an analysis of
information from the 2000 U.S. Census as a base, this chapter identifies
cultural, household recreation activity, aesthetic appreciation, and fiscal
trends because a growing body of research over the past few decades has
shown that are strong correlations to income, education, age, gender, and
sometimes ethnicity, as well as propensity to vote and participate in civic
affairs, and willingness to support taxes and government programs. [Bay
Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change, September 2004].

This Appendix:
•
•

•

Summarizes demographic trends within the District
Discusses why these trends are important indicators when planning
future recreation facilities and programs for the District’s
constituents
Provides an analysis of how these patterns may affect recreation
participation.

This demographic data can serve as a tool in working with other
community planning agencies to develop a variety of management tools
such as zoning, open space and conservation easements, special use
assessments and others, to help manage growth and ensure quality and
equitable distribution of recreation services.
HARD can also use this information as the framework for forming
partnerships with citizens, community groups, landowners, government
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agencies, the private sector, not-for-profit organizations and others to help
provide needed recreational resources and opportunities.

Cultural Trends
Impacting
Recreation
Participation

Demographic Overview
California is growing by 600,000 people per year. Most of the growth is
due to births and immigration. While the Bay Area’s growth rate is
expected to be slower than California as a whole, the region’s population
will still swell massively (148% between 2000 and 2050, as compared to
161% for the State) with Alameda County predicted to increase more than
50 percent. This growth will result in larger under-18 and over 55 segments
of the population. Additionally the ethnic composition of the State is
changing rapidly. Those who are classified by the U.S. Census as nonHispanic white in 2000 made up 47% of California’s population, and 50%
of the Bay Area’s population. By 2050 there will be fewer non-Hispanic
whites in both absolute and relative terms, representing only 23% of the
State, and 27% of the Bay Area. [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and
Change, September 2004]

These dramatic shifts in demographic factors have significant implications
for outdoor recreation patterns including participation rates and attitudes
towards parks, nature and conservation of natural resources.
District Population Characteristics

HARD must respond to
impacts of population
growth by properly
addressing the type and
number of recreation
programs provided, and
the character and wear and
tear on parklands in
increasingly densely
populated communities.

Between 1990 and 2000, the unincorporated areas of the County grew by
almost 16,000 people, while Countywide, the population grew by about
167,000 people. The City of Hayward’s population, which represents the
largest portion of the District has grown by 25 percent in the last ten years,
at almost double the rate of both Alameda County and the Bay Area. This
represents an increase of almost 29,000 people over the 1990 population of
111,498. Disaggregating the unincorporated areas of the County shows that
the largest numerical increase in population took place in Castro Valley,
which grew by 8,600 people between 1990 and 2000, followed by
Cherryland/Fairview, Ashland and San Lorenzo, respectively. The
remaining unincorporated areas showed a gain of about 900 people. It is
interesting to note that the unincorporated area of Ashland grew by about
as many people as did the City of Newark during this time period. [County of
Alameda 2001 Housing Element Update Population, Household and Housing
Characteristics] [City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General
Population and Housing Characteristics November 2003]

Age Composition of the Population
Today nearly one-third of Californians are between 35 and 55 years of age.
In 20 years they will be between 55 and 75. This will be double the size of
the current population in that age bracket. As the percentage of senior
citizens in the customer base grows, recreational facilities must
accommodate their needs including addressing the needs of elderly persons
with mobility limitations and social isolation that may come with age.
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The success of the
District’s park and
recreation facilities
depends on participation
and loyalty to the
District by as many
segments of the
population as possible.
Success is hampered
whenever any grouping
of people is either
excluded or absent.

District Age Composition. Like much of the Bay Area, Alameda County’s
population has been aging, as “baby boomers” move towards middle age.
For example, the 50-59 age cohort increased by 63.6% between 1990 and
2000. Whites and Asians have the highest percentages of their population
in the 55 - 74 age group, and over 10 percent of the White population is
over 75 years of age. The 40 - 49 age group also saw significant increases
(37.9%), as did the 80+ age group (36.4%). The 20 - 29 age group showed
a significant drop for the period (-21.8%), which is consistent with the
overall aging of the population. Although the “baby boomers” are the
largest group among Whites, Blacks and Asians, the young adult
population (20-34) is the largest group among Hispanics. Additionally,
increases in the 0-9 and 10-19 age ranges indicate that, even as the
population generally ages, there has been a boost in the young population
as well. [County of Alameda 2001 Housing Element Update Population, Household and
Housing Characteristics] [City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected
General Population and Housing Characteristics November 2003]

Expanding School Age Population / Education Attainment
The increases in the school-age group as well as the pre-school age group
(0-4) occurred primarily among Hispanics, Blacks and Pacific Islanders.
The percentage of residents age 25 and over with a college degree has
increased slightly to almost 27 %. As expected, there has been an
accompanying decrease in the percentage of population with only a high
school diploma or some high school. Compared to Alameda County and
the Bay Area region, the City of Hayward has a greater percentage of
residents with an education attainment level of a high school diploma or
less. [City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General Population and
Housing Characteristics November 2003]

School Enrollments in California. Enrollments in California schools have
been steadily increasing for more than 15 years, though the pace has
slowed lately and is expected to level off in the middle of this decade. The
percentage of Hispanic students has steadily grown (they are expected to
form the majority by 2009-10) while African-American and white students
have declined. Remaining fairly constant is the percentage of students of
Asian, Pacific Islander, and Philippine descent. A continuing trend is the
increase in special student populations, especially those who need to learn
English.
School Enrollments within the District Locally, in the Hayward School
District “English Learners” (those students who are learning English as a
second language within the school system) increased 0.6% from 23.3% in
1992-93 to 34.2% in 2003-04, while the number of “English Learners” in
Alameda County rose +4.7% from 0.0% in 1992-93 to 16.5% in 2003-04.
[Education Data Partnership 2005]
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Important indicators when planning future recreation facilities and
programs for different age groups
Family
• Family activities are the single most important socializing
influence. The introduction of outdoor recreation activities in a
family setting will influence the future adults activity preferences.
• While family activities are critical, so are activities that meet the
needs of nearly one-third of the population that live alone as single
adults, single parent-households, or as divorced or widowed elderly
Age

The most common
reasons why they
believe parks and open
space are important
include: 1) parks are
places to spend time
with friends (84%), 2)
parks are places to get
together with family
(82%), and 3) parks
are places for children
to play (78%).

• Younger people have the most diverse recreation interests and
highest frequency of participation. Active participation increases
during the teens, stabilizes in the 20's and then decreases.
• Park usage drops dramatically for those over age 65
• As people age there will be more widowers and widows who may
be doing activities on their own and / or looking for new people to
socialize with
• As more of the "baby boomer" generation retires, the demand for
recreation facilities with high amenities and accessibility is likely
to increase
• Older, retired adults may also increase the demand for more
educational and interpretive programs
• Older, retired adults could represent a valuable source of volunteer
assistance, if recreation providers can offer meaningful volunteer
opportunities
Ethnic Populations
In the District, as in California as a whole, minority populations are
increasing at a rate well above total population growth. Current national
population projections indicate that by the year 2040, minorities will
collectively make up 50% of our nation's total population. In many
California communities this ethnic diversity is already being realized or
surpassed.
As a result, the District will need to consider the needs of an ethnically
mixed population when planning for recreation opportunities and continue
to use the growing literature base of ethnic recreation behavior, as well as
other monitoring mechanisms to assist in satisfying the recreation needs of
an increasingly diverse population.
Racial/Ethnic Composition in the District. According to California
Department of Finance Estimates, people of color populations in Alameda
County grew from 46.4% of the total population in 1990 to 58.7% in 2000.
The fastest growing group included Hispanics, which grew 87.7% during
this period (from 13.8% of the population to 22.9%). Asian/Pacific
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Islanders’ share in the County grew from 14.6% in 1990 to 20.9% in 2000,
or nearly 62%. Whites, on the other hand, dropped from 53.4% to 40.9%
during this same time period.
In the City of Hayward, no single racial or ethnic group constitutes a
majority of the population. Hispanics now comprise 34 % of the total
population, with Whites at 29 %, Asians and Pacific Islanders totaling 20
%, and African Americans at 11 %. A new category, Two or More Races,
accounts for almost 5 percent of the population.
This cultural diversity extends throughout City of Hayward and the
unincorporated communities of the District with a single population group
only forming a majority in seven neighborhoods in the City of Hayward
(two have a majority of Whites and five have a majority of Hispanics.)
Since 1980, the non-Hispanic White and the American Indian populations
have declined while all other groups have experienced substantial
increases. Populations of Mexican ancestry and Filipino ancestry represent
the largest portions of the two most rapidly growing groups, Hispanics and
Asians, respectively.
There is a strong
relationship between
certain sociodemographic factors
and a person’s choice
for recreation
activities. Adult
recreational patterns
are based on what is
learned while young
and from one’s peers.

Locally, African Americans represented 12.8% of the population in
Ashland in 1990, and grew to 19.6% of the population in 2000,
representing a growth of 91.9% in absolute terms for African Americans
over ten years. However, during this same time period, Ashland’s White
residents declined from 55.5% of the population to 26.9% of the
population, representing a decline of 39.4% between 1990 and 2000.
Asians also saw significant growth over the past ten years, especially in
Ashland, Cherryland, Castro Valley and the remainder areas of the County.
The Hispanic population more than doubled in Ashland by 2000, while in
the remainder areas of the County Hispanics decreased in population by
about 28%. Native Americans – which have historically represented a
small percentage of the population in the unincorporated areas of the
County – declined still further between 1990 and 2000 everywhere except
Castro Valley, which experienced an increase of more than 10%. [County of
Alameda 2001 Housing Element Update Population, Household and Housing
Characteristics] [City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General
Population and Housing Characteristics November 2003]

Important indicators when planning future recreation facilities and
programs for communities of different race and ethnicity
People of different gender, age, education, and ethnicities tend to have
different recreation patterns. Social science literature offers a variety of
generalizations about recreational activities, attitudes and demographic
factors including the following factors that could impact District planning:
•

African Americans tend to favor more development in recreation
areas than do whites
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•
•

•
•

•

African Americans tend to stay closer to home when engaging in
outdoor recreation
African Americans resemble whites in their tendency to participate
in recreational activities either as individuals or as a member of
single-generation peer groups
African Americans are less likely than Whites to recreate in
dispersed settings or to travel to regional recreation areas.
Latino parks users tend to be family-oriented when visiting
outdoor recreation areas and as a result recreate in larger social
groups than whites
Native Americans tend to recreate in much larger social groups
(50-200 people) than Non-Hispanic Whites. [Bay Area Open Space
Council, Parks People and Change, September 2004] [Dwyer, 1994].

Household
Trends
Impacting
Distribution
of Recreation
Facilities &
Programs

Expanding Urban Areas
Household data is an important indicator when planning future recreation
facilities and programs because park users view parks as an important
amenity in the community and the communities in the Bay area, including
the communities within HARD, are evolving rapidly into highly urbanized
places. Cities are getting larger and denser consuming remaining open
space and resources. In 2000, California urban areas had an average of 217
people per square mile. By 2020 it is estimated that this density will
increase to 291 people per square mile.
Population Density

The likelihood that
people will use parks and
participate in recreation
activities is strongly tied
to the distance people
must travel to use a park
and the number of
children in the
household. Most park
users travel less than 30
minutes to get to the park
of their choice.

Population density is the total number of people per square mile. A study
of the limited 2000 Census data available (April, 2001) showed that, of the
ten densest places in the Bay Area, five are in Alameda County. Of those,
three are in the unincorporated areas of the County - Cherryland
(11,859/persons per square mile) ranked third, Ashland (11,284/persons
per square mile) ranked sixth, and San Lorenzo (7,893/persons per square
mile) ranked tenth. [County of Alameda 2001 Housing Element Update Population,
Household and Housing Characteristics]

Number of Households
The household growth rate, at 11.7 percent, in the City of Hayward is slightly
above both Alameda County and the Bay Area. In the unincorporated areas,
the number of households grew overall by about 13%, with the remainder
areas showing the largest increase (34.9%). Cherryland/Fairview also saw
significant growth in the number of households (21.1%), while San Lorenzo
and Ashland’s growth in households was less than the Unincorporated Areas
as a whole (2.2% and 7.5%, respectively). [County of Alameda 2001 Housing
Element Update Population, Household and Housing Characteristics]

A2-6
HARD MASTER PLAN
APPENDIX 2 - PARK & RECREATION PARTICIPATION TRENDS

JUNE 2006

Household Size
The average household size in the City of Hayward is significantly higher
than both Alameda County and the Bay Area and has also grown at a
higher rate than both the County and the region. The result is a relatively
higher increase in total population as compared to household growth.
Within the unincorporated areas, Ashland’s increase in average household
size was about 17%, with Castro Valley experiencing an increase of 8.7%.
The remaining unincorporated areas saw an increase of just 0.7%. This
increase in household size can mean several things; it can be an indicator
of increased fertility rates, people “doubling up” in order to cut housing
costs, or the influx of immigrant families, many who have large or
extended families. [County of Alameda 2001 Housing Element Update Population,
Household and Housing Characteristics]

Household Composition

The more children in
the family, the more
likely people in the
family are to use parks
(64% of those in
households of 3+
children, compared to
46% for all
households).

The household composition of each ethnic group differs significantly.
While single-person households make up only 9.7 % of the total Hispanic
or Latino households and 12 % of the total Asian households; they
represent 31.5 % of the White and 23.2 % of the African American
households. Conversely, while households comprised of married couples
with children represent over 42% of the total Hispanic and Latino
households and over 36 % of the total Asian households, they only make
up 14 % of the White and 19.5 % of the African American households.
[City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General Population and
Housing Characteristics November 2003]

Total Housing Units

Increases in household
density, especially in areas
that are already
underserved, has to
potential to have a
significant adverse impact
on: 1) meeting the desired
population/ acreage ratios
established in the District
standards, 2) maintaining
existing facilities to the
current standard of care
now provide by the District
as facilities are
increasingly overused, and
3) to continue to provide
the level of service in
programmed activities such
as league play, classes and
programs currently offered
by the District.

Within the unincorporated areas of the County, Castro Valley saw the
greatest numerical increase in housing units between 1990 and 2000 (1,732
units), while Fairview experienced the largest percentage increase, at
31.1%. The unincorporated remainder areas saw a drop of about 1,200
units, which corresponds with the number of units annexed by incorporated
jurisdictions from the unincorporated areas. [County of Alameda 2001 Housing
Element Update Population, Household and Housing Characteristics] [City of Hayward
Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General Population and Housing Characteristics
November 2003]

Housing Types
As of 2000, the State estimates that 39.2% of the County’s housing stock
consists of multi-family housing units, 53.2% of the housing stock consists
of detached single family homes and 6.4% are attached single family
homes. Unincorporated areas have a relatively small share of the multifamily units (5.8%), while City of Hayward has 8.3% multifamily units.
The housing stock in the City of Hayward now totals 45,960 units,
although growth is continuing at a much slower pace than in previous
decades. Of the total increase of 3,744 units since 1990, about two fifths
are single-family detached homes and one third are in structures with 5
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units or more. In terms of percentage, single-family, attached homes have
grown most significantly at over 22 %, reflecting the trend toward higher
density ownership housing. The most notable differences in housing type
distribution between the City of Hayward, Alameda County and the Bay
Area are that the City of Hayward has a slightly lower percentage of
single-family detached homes and a higher percentage of multi-family
homes in 20 units or more structures. The percentage of units built in the
1990s is lower than that for the County and the region, thus reversing a
trend that began in 1950, which reflects the diminishing supply of available
land in the City of Hayward and the higher cost of redeveloping
underutilized land.
[County of Alameda 2001 Housing Element Update Population, Household and Housing
Characteristics] [City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General
Population and Housing Characteristics November 2003]

Length in Current Residence
Homeowners tend to use
parks more than renters,
but not a great deal more,
but length of residency in
the area had little effect on
park usage rates.

Approximately 50 % of the City of Hayward residents lived in the same
house in 1995, while another 11 % lived in a different house elsewhere in
the City of Hayward. On the other hand, this means that almost 40 % of the
City of Hayward residents have moved into the city between 1995 and
2000. Although most of these people came from elsewhere in Alameda
County and California, almost 20 % of the new residents (or 7 percent of
Hayward’s population) migrated from outside the United States. Of those
households that moved into their current residence since 1995,
approximately two-thirds rent their unit and one-third own their unit.
Almost 20 % of the total households have lived in their same residence at
least twenty years. [City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected
General Population and Housing Characteristics November 2003]

New smart growth zoning
changes will increase the
number of housing units that
will need to be served by the
District in areas that are
already underserved, and
increase the need for local
parks in areas that previously
were not oriented toward
residential use.

Smart Growth and Residential District Zoning

For these areas to be truly
successful it will be crucial
for the District to be involved
to ensure that parklands and
recreation oriented facilities
are included within walkable
distances of transit and
residences.

To date, there have been several recent refinements in zoning within the
District boundaries to reflect smart growth strategies. These have occurred
in the County’s urbanized unincorporated areas with the adoptions of the
Castro Valley Central Business District Specific Plan (1993) and the
Ashland and Cherryland Business Districts Specific Plan (1994), both of
which provide for mixed uses along transit corridors and/or high density
residential adjacent to commercial uses. The San Lorenzo Village Center
Specific Plan, currently being finalized, will be introducing housing into
areas that have been previously zoned exclusively for commercial uses.

A number of Bay Area communities, including the City of Hayward and
Castro Valley are incorporating “smart growth”, polices in their general
plans. These policies have been developed with the intent of revitalizing
older community areas by increasing housing density, enhancing public
transit, promoting walking and bicycling and preservation of remaining
opens spaces. The purpose of these actions is to promote a more
prosperous economy, a quality environment and social equity.
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Growth Controls
In November 2000, the voters of Alameda County approved the Measure D
Initiative that amends the Alameda County General Plan. The principle
provisions of the Initiative as they pertain to the ability of the District to
meet the demand for recreation services include the following:
• Lands designated for Urban Reserve in East County are
redesignated as Large Parcel Agriculture – minimal development /
minimal parkland dedication fees can be anticipated in this area
• Areas identified in the Initiative as Castro Valley and Palomares
Canyonlands in the West County have been redesignated as
Resource Management (100 acre minimum parcel size) - minimal
development / minimal parkland dedication fees can be anticipated
in this area
• General Plan amendments, such as subdivision applications that
increase allowed density, will now automatically necessitate a vote
of the County electorate – this policy may hamper smart growth
proposals, while incorporation of parkland and other
recreation/fitness amenities may increase agency approvals for
development.
Under the Initiative, the Board of Supervisors may modify the East County
Urban Growth Boundary in order to meet State-imposed housing
obligations, but only if criteria specified by the Initiative can be met –
implications for HARD are unknown at this time.

Recreation
Activity Trends

Interest in outdoor
recreational facilities is
high across all ethnic
groups. Those who feel it is
extremely important to
provide various types of
outdoor recreational
facilities overwhelmingly
outnumber those who feel
they are not at all
important.

An Overview of Recreation Preferences and District Programs
The District offers a wide variety of programs and activities to satisfy the
recreational and cultural needs of their constituency. Overall respondents
of the 2005 public Opinion Survey (Refer to Chapter 3 Assessing
Recreation Demand for a more detailed discussion of this survey
instrument and its results) generally like the public recreation programs and
classes being offered by the District (80% said that they have participated
in one of these services in the last six months).
However, the survey did not ask specific questions pertaining to the types
of programs that the District currently offers or questions about classes
they would like to see in the future. Nor does it address how the District
will need to manage for competing need between recreational users as
demand for limited space increases and supply decreases.
Based on state and national recreation participation trends, it is possible to
see that there is a growing demand for several new types of activities. By
comparing the information on demographic trends and public recreation
pursuits, with the detailed inventory of existing recreation opportunities
and the 2004 Public Opinion Survey of HARD residents described in
Chapter 3 Assessing Recreation Demand, it becomes increasingly possible
to determine the District‘s resident’s recreation preferences.
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According to a survey conducted by the Bay Area Open Space Council on
“Parks and Ethnicity” (2004), all groups are equally strong in their belief
that providing places to exercise was extremely or very important. Based
on this survey, the following recreation preferences were identified:
• Latinos place a high value on parks as a place for children to play
(90%); African Americans and whites are considerably less likely
to give this reason.
• 60% of Latinos said developing family-oriented recreational
opportunities is extremely important, with 88% indicating it is
either extremely or very important. This “extremely important”
response rate was 50% higher than any other ethnic group.
• Latinos and African Americans express the strongest priority for
educational programs about nature (at twice the rate as whites and
Asians). [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change, September
2004]

Organized Youth Field Sports
All ethnic groups use parks for organized sports, but participation rates are
generally lower for whites than other groups. Of those who do play outdoor
field sports, more than twice as many young people play on an organized
team than play on a non-organized or pickup team with girls now
representing 41.5% of all high school varsity athletes. This represents an
increased of 47% between 1990 and 2000, including a staggering 140% on
the soccer field. Organized sporting activities (baseball, basketball) tend to
be enjoyed by whites at a lower rate than other groups. (U.S. Trends in Team
Sports, 2002 edition) [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change, September
2004]

As the demand for
organized youth play
increases, HARD will
see an increased
demand for more
athletic fields –
(especially soccer
fields) and more
reserved time for coeds
and adults

Basketball is the most popular high school sport for girls and the second
most popular among boys. Over the past 10 years, the number of girls
playing high school basketball has jumped 17% and the number of boys
has increased 5%. (U.S. Trends in Team Sports, 2002 edition)
Softball - While slow-pitch softball play is slightly down from 1990, fast
pitch softball totals have risen significantly. (U.S. Trends in Team Sports, 2002
edition)

Soccer has become the hottest team sport with total participation up 19% in
the last 10 years and frequent participation (those who played 52+ days or
more in a year) up 59%. Moreover, there has been a surge in female
participation - Girls are playing team sports in record numbers, as the
number of females playing on high school varsity teams increased by 47%
between 1990 and 2000, including a staggering 140% on the soccer field.
(U.S. Trends in Team Sports, 2002 edition)

Lacrosse is quickly rising in popularity as the number of high school boys
and girls lacrosse teams has almost tripled between 1990 and 2001, from
661 to 1,721. (U.S. Trends in Team Sports, 2002 edition)
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“Alternative” Outdoor Sports
Passive Recreation. More than half of the 207.3 million people 16 or older
in the U.S. participate in picnicking. This experience can be as casual as a
single person taking lunch in the nearby local park, or as elaborate as a
gourmet spread of cheeses, wines, pickles, and breads among friends in the
countryside. Often associated with picnicking are family gatherings
outdoors. Throughout this country group shelters and multiple family sites
have been developed to facilitate this very popular activity--157.8 million,
76.1 percent of the population. Family gatherings frequently involve
annual or periodic reunions of relatives. Almost always they involve
cooking outside, covered dishes brought from home, and sharing of
memories. (American’s Participation In Outdoor Recreation: Results rom NSRE 2000
(Round 1-4)(Unweighted)

All ethnic groups self-report at similar levels that “passive recreation” is
something they go to parks to do (from a high of 47% for Asian Americans
to a low of 36% for African Americans). Picnics and family gatherings
score high across all ethnic groups as reasons for recreating outdoors, As a
result, parks with the highest diversity of park users tend be those with
extensive picnic facilities. [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change,
September 2004]

Of those who don’t drive,
walking and bicycling are
the most common forms of
access, thus demonstrating
the importance of having a
comprehensive network of
neighborhood and local
parks and trails,
particularly to serve
recreational and familyoriented activities desired
on a daily or weekly basis.

Walking, Bicycling and Skating. Walking for pleasure is the top activity
for people who live in the Bay Area. Almost everyone says they do it, and
positive response is consistently high (from 81% to 93%) regardless of
ethnicity. However, the way people walk varies considerably by ethnicity.
When surveys distinguish between “walking” and “hiking”, the hikers end
up being disproportionately white. And if hiking involves carrying a pack
on their back, the pattern is even more pronounced, with whites
participating at a rate twice that of Latinos, and five times that of African
Americans. Another distinction between walking styles involved dogs. In
some parks, dog walking has become a major activity. Nearly a third of the
people surveyed at the Redwood Park trailhead on Skyline Drive were dog
walkers. Here and elsewhere, dog walkers using regional park trails are
predominantly white or Asian American. [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks
People and Change, September 2004]

Bicycling is also a popular activity with 39% of the population 16 years
and older participating in this activity. However, the way people bicycle is
similarly mixed to walking. While the most comprehensive regional survey
suggests whites are a little more likely to go bicycling or mountain biking,
data from specific parks is highly variable. This suggests usage rates are a
function of access and opportunity, not interest. In Pinole Regional Park,
for example, 28% of Latinos at the park were cyclists, compared to only
8% of whites. [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change, September
2004]

There is also a rise “wheeled” sports, such as inline skating, skateboarding
among youth. (U.S. Trends in Team Sports - 2002 edition)
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Nature Centers and Zoo Participation - All ethnic groups report strong
interest in visiting nature centers and zoos, though the rate for whites
(75%) appears to be the highest and that for African Americans (52%) the
lowest. A similar pattern can be seen with visitation rates for historic and
prehistoric facilities, though in this case the lowest visitation rates appear
to be by Latinos. Notably, visits to nature centers along San Francisco Bay
are the same or higher for Latinos and African Americans, and somewhat
lower for whites and Asian Americans. When those who didn’t visit nature
centers along the Bay were asked why they didn’t, lack of time was the
reason most often given by whites (33%) and Asian Americans, but not by
Latinos or African Americans. While the sample size for this survey is too
small to draw definite conclusions, it appears that lack of available
facilities is an important factor in limiting visits by Hispanics and African
Americans. [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change, September 2004]

The District will see an
increasing demand for
skate parks and other
“Adventure Recreation”
facilities a means to appeal
to youths captivated by
more extreme sports than
tennis and softball.

Adventure Recreation – “Adventure recreation”, as defined here, is a selfinitiated recreational activity that usually involves a close interaction with
the natural environment. “Risk” or “adventure” recreation differs from
traditional outdoor recreation by posing elements of real or perceived
physical danger to the participant. (Ewert, 2000).
Activities that fall into this category that have the potential to be
incorporated into District activities include:
• Bicycle Touring
• Mountain biking
• Coastal Canoeing /
• Mountain running
Kayaking
• Ropes courses
• Hiking
• Rock climbing (structures)
• Orienteering - Map &
Compass – GIS
“scavenger hunts”
Aquatic Activities

Family aquatic facilities
oriented to recreation
swimming with play
features such a slide
and/or splash feature,
lap pool for lap
swimming during all
recreation swim times
represent one of the most
significant trends in
recreation facility
development.

Recent studies (Cordell & Green, 2000; Cordell, et al., 1995; Shuett, 1995;
Dwyer, 1995; Murdoch, et al.,) 1990) have examined recreation
participation patterns and demographic change. According to these studies,
swimming, as an activity was classified as a decline to no growth activity.
Over the 18-year period between 1979 and 1996 , swimming averaged a
participation rate of 30.0%. The adjusted annual change rate indicated three
percent growth per year; but, this growth was less than population growth
trend. Consequently, the change in the activity failed to stay ahead of
changes in the overall adult population and it was not classified as a growth
activity. The peak year was 1995 when 61.3 million adults swam or 32.2%
participated. The lowest activity year was 1991 when only 41.9 million
swam or 23% participated. The overall decline in the activity began to
level at around 24 to 25% in 1994 with some rebound in 1995, but growth
was not sustained in 1996. More over, three of the six age categories
experienced no real increase in participation rates. The participation rates
for specific age categories, included: 18 to 24 year olds – marginal growth
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by 0.4%; 25 to 34 year olds – no growth of 0.0%; 35 to 44 year olds -- no
growth of 0.0%; 45 to 54 year olds – marginal growth of 1.2%; 55 to 64
year olds -- marginal growth of 1.7%; and 65 and older – slight growth of
2.4%. The participation rates, which showed no signs of growth, in the
larger younger adult age categories contributed to the overall lack of
growth for swimming. The rate of decline or no real growth was much
more pronounced in age categories under 45 for swimming. The only real
growth was concentrated in the age categories over 45 and swimming had
only one age category with pronounced growth – those ages 65 and older.
(Recreation Participation Trends: Generational Patterns and Change, Rodney B. Warnick)

Mind/Body Exercise / Fitness Activities

“Sports Clubs” are an
emerging trend in
recreation facility
development being
created to house
exercise / fitness
programs such as
yoga, Pilates, tai chi
spinning kickboxing.

Mind/Body Exercise programs such as yoga and Pilates are rapidly
increasing in popularity. In 1998, 400,000 health club participants took
up yoga, an exercise system that consists of a series of poses, postures
and positions. This number that increased to 2.2 million in 2003.
Similarly, participation in Pilates, a body conditioning system of
exercises are performed on the floor, or on specialized equipment,
increased from 424,000 in 1998 to 1.7 million in 2003. Participation in
activities such as Tai Chi, a comprehensive series of gentle physical
movements, and breathing techniques, with mental and spiritual intent, is
also increasing. This dramatic shift is likely associated with changing
demographics. The over 55 group is the fastest group of gym goers and
the second fastest growing group is under 18. (Source: San Francisco Chronicle
Magazine, January 2, 2005) (International Health, Racquet and Sports Club
Association/American Sports Data Health Club Trend Report 2003)

Other Exercise / Fitness Activities
Other physical conditioning exercise trends that experienced dramatic
increases in participation over the last five years include spinning and
kick boxing. Spinning® is an indoor cycling program, that is more like a
high-powered aerobics class than a nice, relaxing ride through the park.
While, Kickboxing is an exercise program that combines elements of
boxing, martial arts, and aerobics to provide a full-body workout
physical conditioning and toning that increases balance, strength,
flexibility and endurance.
What all of these body-conditioning programs have I common is the
need for an indoor “gym” space that can accommodate “dance-like
movements and/or floor exercises (e.g. wood floors) and permanent floor
space to accommodate that can accommodate specialized equipment (e.g.
Pilates apparatus, stationary bicycles).
Technology and Recreation
Recent technological and equipment advances affect recreational
experiences customer demands and customer service. Park fee entrance
stations and community centers require enough room and shelf space for
computer equipment. Recreational staff and customers frequently require

Technology offers both new
problems and potential
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provisions for electronic equipment including laptop computers,
electronic mail, cell phones, hand-held GPS units for recreation
programs including classes such as “Photoshop”, digital photography
workshops, GPS scavenger hunts, etc. Additionally, “high tech” tools
such as the Internet provide opportunities to effectively market,
communicate and listen to residents and customers by offering instant
reservations and class and program information. On the other hand,
motorized and mechanized devices will continue to improve, making the
available land and water areas more accessible and vulnerable.
Highest Recreation Participation Rates Nationwide
Between July 1999 and November 1999, five thousand (5,000) people
across the U.S. were asked about their participation in twelve types of
outdoor recreation (see Table _). Each of these types represents two or
more similar activities that we have chosen to summarize together.
Across all people 16 years and older, we estimate that 97.5 percent
participated in some type of outdoor recreation during the 12 months just
prior to their interview. This means that more than 202 million people
age 16 or older are involved in some form of outdoor recreation. The
most popular types of outdoor participation, as measured by number of
people participating, include:
• Individual trail/street/ road activities 90.6 percent (187.8 million
participants)
• Traditional social activities 83.2 percent (172.5 million
participants)
• Viewing and photography activities 76.8 percent (159.2 million
participants)
• Viewing and learning activities 74.1 percent (153.6 million
participants)
• Driving for pleasure activities 68.4 percent (141.8 million
participants)
• Swimming activities 65.2 percent (135.2 million participants).
The five most popular individual activities and percent of the U.S.
population participating were:
• Walking 87.1 percent
• Family gathering 76.1 percent
• Viewing natural scenery 69.8 percent
• Visiting a nature center, nature trail or zoo 62.8 percent
• Driving for pleasure through natural scenery 60.0 percent
• Picnicking 59.9 percent.
For the most part, these types of activities probably owe some of their
popularity to their relatively low cost, to the fact that they can be enjoyed
with minimal physical exertion, and they do not require any special
equipment or developed skills. (1999-2000 National Survey on Recreation and the
Environment, USDA Forest Service and the University of Tennessee, Knoxville,
Tennessee)
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Most Significant Changes in Recreation Participation (Growth &
Loss) (1987-2002)
The participation estimates provided in the table below came from
Pacific Northwest Outdoor Recreation Study and provide a comparison
of changes in usage rates between 1986-1987 and 2002. This comparison
was derived from participation estimates from the 1986-87 Pacific
Northwest Outdoor Recreation Study (the last SCORP survey with a
similar methodology) and 2002 SCORP participation estimates. From
this comparison the most significant "participation growth activities" and
"participation loss activities" were identified during this 14-year period.
Growth Activity

Golf
Nature/Wildlife Observation
Using Playground
Equipment
Baseball
Outdoor Basketball
Soccer
Softball
Football/ Rugby
Day Hiking
Outdoor Tennis
Swimming in an Outdoor
Pool
Horseback Riding
Picnicking

% Growth
in User
Occasions
1987 - 2002
+188%
170.0%
+108%

% Loss in
User
Occasions
1987 - 2002

69.5%
26.8%
72.3%
5.0%
122.2%
0.0%
-42%
-33%
-32%
-24%

Source: 2003-2007 Oregon Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, Chapter
Four Outdoor Recreation Trends, January 2003

Based on this survey of recreation trends the most significant
participation growth activities in the state of Oregon that relate to
recreation services provided by HARD include nature/wildlife
observation, golf, and using playground equipment. The most significant
statewide participation loss activities that relate to recreation services
provided by HARD include swimming in an outdoor pool, picnicking,
horseback riding, and outdoor tennis.
While these trends were not derived specifically from HARD
participants they do reflect important trends in recreational planning that
should be considered as the District strives to meet their ultimate goal of
providing needed recreational resources and opportunities for all in years
to come.
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Aesthetics and Parkland Values

Appreciating
Natural
Areas

Nearly everyone appreciates natural beauty, but their experiences tend to
vary by ethnicity. These variations in aesthetics preferences and parkland
values have implications for the District as they develop new parks and
renovate existing parks.
According to a survey conducted by the Bay Area Open Space Council
on Parks and Ethnicity (2004), several differences were found. A
summary of those aesthetic and parkland values factors that may be
relevant for the District’s parklands follows.
•

For parks to truly be
neighborhood serving, the
District will need to address
the parklands values of their
communities including, but
not limited to: real and
perceived feelings of
overcrowding in parks; and
the desire for urban
landscapes that are “peopled
and productive” while,
maintaining sense of a
“natural” aesthetic
environment.

•

•

•

Funding
Support for
Public
Recreation

Whites are much more likely to value parks for their role in
protecting land (65%), compared to Latinos (39%) and African
Americans (35%), though only a little higher than Asian
Americans (56%). However, caution is important in interpreting
these results. Latinos are not more in favor of more urban parks
per se than the general population--both groups say they are
important (53% compared to 50%). Both groups emphasize the
importance of maintaining a natural environment (76% to 80%).
Latinos are more concerned about overcrowding in parks (46%
to 35%) as Latino culture does not isolate people from the
natural environment; the ideal Hispanic landscape is “peopled
and productive” and does not include the notion of an
uninhabited wilderness.
Latinos visit highly developed parks in or near urban areas at
approximately the same rate as the general population, and
indicate more preference for such parks (30% compared to 22%
for the general population). By contrast, Latinos visit natural or
undeveloped areas less frequently, and prefer such parks only
16% compared to 28% for the general population.
Visiting ocean beaches and local creeks and trails is popular with
all ethnic groups, though the rate for African Americans
generally appears to be a little lower than for other groups. When
comparing visitation rates for San Francisco Bay generally, and
wetlands specifically, however, there is more difference. Whites
are less likely than other groups to say they visit San Francisco
Bay for pleasure, but more likely to say they frequently visit a
local wetland.

Growth of Expenditures Spent & Travel for Recreation and
Entertainment
The share of household expenditures spent on recreation and
entertainment, increased forty percent between 1950 and 1995, from
4.0% to 5.6 %. Included in this increase is a growing willingness to pay
for high cost, high tech recreation activities, programs and equipment by
higher income participants. Examples of such expenditures include:
• High cost recreation requiring expensive equipment and user
fees, golf, kayaking
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HARD is very favorably
rated by the community it
serves and strongly
supports maintaining
existing facilities over
acquiring new facilities;
though the general
willingness to pay
through increased fees or
taxes is not highly
supported.

•

High tech accessories GPS devices, cell phones

Since most recreation is consumed outside the home, the travel effects
have been equally large. Public investments in recreational goods such as
parks and sports facilities also increased in this period.
More revealing are economic studies that show consumer expenditure
elasticity’s nationally for recreation have fallen dramatically as incomes
and leisure time have increased, and as invention and technology have
stimulated a rich diversity in the types of recreational opportunities,
whether for participants or spectators. People are able to buy much more
recreation value for every dollar they spend, and they are able to select
the form of recreation that best serves their interests, age and lifestyle.
Thus per capita participation rates have increased, and travel for
recreational purposes has grown significantly.
[Source: Market Dynamics and Non-work Travel Patterns: Obstacles to Transit-Oriented
Development Accepted for publication by Transportation Research Board, 1999, Dick
Nelson Integrated Transportation Research, John S. Niles Global Telematics]

General Willingness to Support After School Funding
A poll released on December 2, 2004, shows that American voters want
their newly elected officials to increase federal funding for after school
programs across the nation, even if it means increasing taxes. [California
Parks and Recreation Services 2004]

General Support for Parks Maintenance
According to the Bay Area Open Space Council on Parks and Ethnicity
(2004), two-thirds of all people in the Bay Area believe the condition of
parks and recreation areas is a serious problem. A similar proportion
thinks it is extremely or very important to provide for the maintenance
and improvement for parks. This was also found to be true in the HARD
Public Opinion November 2005 Survey (Refer to Chapter 3 Assessing
Recreation Demand). Bay Area Open Space Council also found that half
of all respondents felt it was extremely important to add patrols and
security to parks and trails, with a total of 81% saying this was extremely
or very important. These attitudes are fairly even across all ethnic
groups, though concern about maintenance and security appears to be
somewhat higher for African Americans.
Willingness to Tax and Spend on Parks and Open Space
People of all ethnic backgrounds are by large margins willing to support
new taxes and allocation of existing funds for a wide range of
conservation purposes. When strong and probable supporters are grouped
together, there is little difference between ethnic groups on their
willingness to approve new taxes and fees. Depending on the type of tax,
the survey, and how the question is asked, support across all categories is
in the 70 to 90 percent range. [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and
Change, September 2004]
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There are some differences. Most surveys suggest a somewhat lower,
though still positive, level of support by African American voters, but the
evidence is mixed. Some surveys suggest Latinos may support taxes for
conservation and recreation purposes at higher levels than other ethnic
groups. It also appears that Latino voters are more willing than other
ethnic groups to increase sales taxes for conservation and recreation
purposes. This high level of support by Latinos is particularly striking
because Latinos in the Bay Area are more likely to be lower income and
without a college education. Since both of these factors are themselves
strongly and positively correlated to willingness of tax and spend on
parks and open space, the high support shown by Latinos suggests
underlying cultural values about parks and open space must be
particularly strong. [Bay Area Open Space Council, Parks People and Change,
September 2004]

Implications of Fiscal Trends on the District’s Population’s Support
for Recreation Services
The community survey conducted in November 2005 (refer to Chapter 3
Assessing Recreation Need) shows strong support for maintaining the
District’s existing facilities, natural, cultural and historic resources, and
public recreation programs and classes. However, it should be noted that
while the District’s constituents support the existing parks and programs,
and there is a growing trend nationally for people to have more
discretionary income, and a as a result a greater willingness to pay, this
trend may not be true for much of the District population. The median
household income in the City of Hayward (representing the largest
population in the District) has not kept pace with the median incomes in
Alameda County and the Bay Area. Since 1980, the median income in
the City of Hayward has increased about 2.5 times while the median
incomes for both Alameda County and the Bay Area have tripled. As a
result, the City of Hayward’s median household income was only 82 %
of the Bay Area median income in 2000. Therefore, when the
distribution of household incomes in the City of Hayward is viewed in
relation to the relatively higher Bay Area median (approximately
$62,000), it can be observed that the percentage of households in the
Above Moderate income category (over $75,000) is decreasing while the
percentage of households in the Low ($30,000 to $50,000) and Very
Low (below $30,000) income categories is increasing.
Additionally, economic prosperity in much of the greater Bay Area has
had negative impacts as workers have had to search for housing in a tight
housing market. Home prices and rents have increased dramatically
along with the costs of food, clothing and transportation. While Welfareto-Work programs continued to move people off of the welfare roles,
many have found only minimum wage jobs. This has led to an increase
in the numbers of working poor needing a variety of types of assistance
beyond income support, including rental assistance programs and food
programs. The homeless demographics are also changing. While many
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long term homeless are individuals with dual diagnoses of substance
abuse with a physical or mental disability, more families are moving in
and out of homelessness as their ability to pay for food and shelter varies
from pay check to pay check. These economic conditions may have a
negative impact on the District’s constituents’ willingness and/or ability
to support increased fees/ taxes for parkland use and recreation services.
[City of Hayward Census 2000 Summary Volume 1 Selected General Population and
Housing Characteristics November 2003]
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Appendix 3
Potential Local, State & Federal Funding Sources

APPENDIX 3
Potential Local, State & Federal Funding Sources

Introduction Potential Sources
of Grant Funding

This chapter describes many potential sources of grant funding for
financing many of the strategies identified in the Hayward Area
Recreation and Park Master Plan. Table A4-1 – Potential Local, State
and Federal Funding Sources identifies a variety of potential sources
including local, state regional and federal programs that can be used to
construct the proposed trail improvements. It also gives general
parameters on the applicability of each grant to various facilities and
programs, timing for submitting applications and the quantity of funds
that may be available. Many of these potential sources are tied to
federal, state and regional programs that are competitive, and involve the
completion of extensive applications with clear documentation of the
project need, costs and benefits as laid out in other sections of this master
plan. This table of potential granting opportunities should serve as a
guide and as a source of inspiration as to the variety of financing options
that may be available for funding the trail. However, note that grant
opportunities come and go as the associated timelines for bills or bonds
that created the funding source expire.
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Table A3-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Abandoned
Watercraft
Abatement Fund

Americorps
Programs

Agency Admin.
Program
CA Department of
Boating and
Waterways

California
Conservation
Corps

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds are available for the removal of
abandoned vessels and other substantial
hazards to the navigation of navigable
waterways. This program does not cover the
abatement, removal, storage, or disposal of
commercial vessels.
Funds are available for:
• Removal/abatement of abandoned and
derelict vessels from waterways
• Removal/abatement of partially
submerged objects from waterways

A 10% local cash
match is required.
The cash match must
be expended before
grant funds will be
disbursed. Grant
funds are provided on
a reimbursement
basis.

Americorps is a national service network
that provides full and part-time opportunities
for people of all ages and backgrounds to
serve their communities and address local
environmental, educational, public safety or
other human needs. In exchange for their
service, Americorps members receive a
living stipend and/or educational award for
college or vocational training.
Funding is available for:
• Volunteers to assist in community oriented
projects and programs

There is no match
requirement.

Funds Available

Eligibility

Up to $1,000,000 is
available annually.
Typically, approximately
$500,000 is available
annually. Grant awards of
$50,000 or more must be
approved both the Dept of
Boating & Waterways and
the Dept of General
Services’ Legal Office.
Grant awards of less than
$50,000 only need to be
approved by the Dept of
Boating & Waterways.
There is not a limit on
how much an applicant may
request; however, the Dept
does not guarantee that
requests will be 100%
funded. Adjustments to
individual requests may be
made based upon the size
of the request relative to
available funding at the
time of the request.
N/A – The Conservation
Corps provides the funding
to support the volunteer
positions through living
stipends and educational
credits for college.

Local agencies that perform
law enforcement duties and
have jurisdiction over bodies
of water and waterways are
eligible to apply.

Community organizations may
request volunteers from the
CA Conservation Corps.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Arts Grants

Agency Admin.
Program
National
Endowment for
the Arts

Aquatic Center
Grant Program

CA Department
of Boating and
Waterways

Arts and
Accessibility
Technical
Assistance
Program

California Arts
Council

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

The National Endowment for the Arts
provides grant funds for a variety of arts related
activities.
Funding is available for:
• Arts Education • Dance
• Design • Folk & Traditional Arts
• Literature
• Local Arts Agencies
• Media Arts: Film/Radio/Television
• Museums
• Music
• Musical Theater • Opera
• Presenting
• Theater
• Visual Arts
In support of Dept of Boating & Waterways
this mission of promoting a safer and more
enjoyable boating env. the Depart. makes grants
available for non-profit organizations, colleges,
univ., and local agencies operating in Calif. that
offer on-the-water training to enhance basic
boating safety education.
Funds are available for:
• Acquisition of vessels &/or related equip.
used for boating safety education
• Scholarships for boating & aquatic safety

Requirements for
match funds may
vary dependent upon
the activity for which
funds are requested.

Funds are available every
year. Funding allocations
and per project grant
request limits may vary
depending upon the activity
for which funds are
requested.

For most activities, funding is
limited to organizations
involved in arts related
activities and programs.

Grant recipients must
attend one Aquatic
Center Directors
conference per year.
Conferences are held
twice annually.

Historically, the Dept of
Boating and Waterways
receives funds for this
program on an annual basis
from the US Coast Guard
Office of Boating Safety in
Washington, DC.
However, the funds are not
guaranteed on an annual
basis.

In-kind or matching
funds are not
required, but will
probably be
necessary to fully
fund a project.

Funds are limited for this
program. Grants of up to
$500 are available.

Colleges, universities, cities,
counties, and agencies with
federal not-for-profit status
that provide on-the-water
boating safety education
instruction to the general
public may apply.
Individuals may receive
scholarships to learn boating
and aquatic safety. Eligible
groups include, but are not
limited to, at-risk youth and
physically or mentally
challenged individuals.
Organizations and individuals
in California are eligible to
apply for grant funds.

The California Arts Council launched the
Arts and Accessibility Technical Assistance
Program in 2000 as a partnership between the
CAC and National Arts and Disability Center.
The purpose of the Program is to enhance
opportunities for professional development and
participation in the arts by people with
disabilities.
Funds are available for:
• Professional development and/or technical
assistance activities that support efforts in
making programs and services accessible
to people with disabilities
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Beverage
Container
Community
Outreach Grant
Program

Agency Admin.
Program
CA Department of
Conservation

Beverage
Container
Recycling Market
Development and
Expansion Grants

CA Department of
Conservation

Beverage
Container
Recycling
City/County
Payment Program

CA Department of
Conservation

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

Through the Div. of Recycling, Dept of
Conservation administers Calif. Beverage
Container & Litter Reduction Act (Act), which
governs recycling of Calif. Redemption Value
beverage containers. The goal of the Act is to
achieve an 80% beverage container recycling
rate in Calif.
Funds are available for:
• Implementation of new beverage recycling
programs
• Enhancement of existing programs
Assembly Bill 28 created this program in
2004 for recycling market development and
expansion-related activities aimed at
increasing the recycling of beverage
containers. The program also aims to create
more California jobs.
Funds are available for:
• Research, dev., & innovation related to
manufacturing & processing recycled
materials
• Technology improvements & new methods
for collecting recyclable materials
resulting in higher quality feedstock for
manufacturers
Pursuant to Section 14581 (a)(4)(A) of the
California Beverage Container Recycling and
Litter Reduction Act (Act), the Department of
Conservation distributes funds to cities and
counties specifically for beverage container
recycling and litter cleanup activities. The
goal of the Act is to achieve an 80% beverage
container recycling rate in Calif.
Funds are available for:
• Recycling and litter cleanup activities that
increase the recycling rate of California
Refund Value beverage containers

There is no local
match requirement.

Projects must request a
minimum of $35,000.

Government entities,
businesses, non-profit
organizations, and individuals
may apply for grant funds.

Matching funds
may be cash or inkind services.

Up to $10,000,000 is
available annually.

Cities, counties, joint
powers authorities,
universities, tribes, state
governments, federal
government agencies, private
businesses, and non-profit
organizations are eligible to
apply for grant funds.

There is no local
match requirement.

$10,500,000 was
available in Fiscal Year
2005/2006.
Cities are eligible to
receive a minimum of
$5,000.
Counties are eligible to
receive a minimum of
$10,000.

Incorporated cities and
counties and unincorporated
counties in California, as
identified by the California
Department of Finance, are
eligible to receive funding
under this program.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Bicycle
Transportation
Account

Agency Admin.
Program
CalTrans

Boat Launching
Facility Grants

CA Department
of Boating and
Waterways

Brownfields
Revitalization Act
of 2002

Environmental
Protection
Agency (EPA),

Descriptions

Requirements

The Bicycle Transportation Account provides
state funds for city and county projects that
improve safety and convenience for bicycle
commuters.
Funds are available for:
• Projects that improve safety &convenience
for bicycle commuters

A minimum 10%
local match is
required.

In fulfillment of Dept of Boating Waterways’
mission is to provide sage and convenient
public access to California’s waterways is
through its Boat Launching Facilities Grant
Program, which is intended to assist in the dev.
of boat launching facilities.
Funds are available for:
• Development of new boat launching
facilities
• Improvement & Rehabilitation of ex.
boat launching facilities
EPA has amended its rules for planning
grants to favor brownfields to parks proposals
through Brownfields Revitalization Act of 2002
Targets public parks and other community
development projects for grants instead of
loans.
The new law sets the stage for new publicprivate partnerships that can resolve thorny
liability issues that impede site reuse, and also
clarifies the state-federal relationship regarding
cleanup finality. Provides capital to cities,
communities, and the private sector to carry out
essential early-stage activities
Funds available for:
• Site assessment
• Remediation
• Planning
• Actual cleanup.

Projects must achieve
a benefit – cost ratio
of greater than 1.00.

Grants to capitalize
revolving loan funds
and grants for direct
cleanup require a
20% match.
Assessment grants
require no matching
funds. Match may be
provided in cash
and/or in-kind
services from a nonfederal source.

Funds Available

Eligibility

In Fiscal Year
2004/2005, CalTrans
provided $7,190,000 in
grant funding for Bicycle
Transportation Account
projects.
Applicants may request
no more than 25% of the
funds available in a given
funding cycle.
Funding is provided
annually. The Department
of Boating and Waterways
reserves the right to
selectively fund line items
in the proposed budgets for
projects.

City and county governments
that have a city council/board
of supervisors-adopted
Bicycle Transportation Plan
are eligible to apply for these
grants.

• Authorizes $200 million
per year (through fiscal
year 2006)
• Up to $400,000 in grant
funds for assessments may
be received ($200,000 for
hazardous materials;
$200,000 for petroleum).
Grants may be communitywide or site-specific.
• Site Cleanup grants
available up to $200,000
per site for up to 5 sites per
applicant.
• Grants of up to $1 million
may also be made to
capitalize cleanup revolving
loan funds.

Local Governments, quasigovernment agencies,
Redevelopment Agencies,
State Governments, Indian
Tribes, non-profit
organizations

Cities, counties, districts, and
other agencies with
responsibility for developing
boat launching facilities may
apply for these grant funds.

A3-5
HARD MASTER PLAN
APPENDIX 3 - POTENTIAL LOCAL, STATE & FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES

JUNE 2006

Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Brownfields
Targeted Site
Assessments

Agency Admin.
Program
CA Department
of Toxic
Substances
Control

California River
Parkways Grant
Program

California
Resources
Agency

Community
Development
Block Grant
Program:
Entitlement
Communities

US Department
of Housing and
Urban
Development
(HUD) through
the City of
Hayward

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

In July 2005, DTSC was awarded $1,500,000
in grant funds from the US EPA pursuant to
Subtitle C, State Response Program of the
Small Business Liability Relief and
Brownfield’s Revitalization Act of 2002. The
grant will fund activities designed to encourage
brownfields redevelopment in Calif.
Funds are available for:
• Site-specific contamination assessments
The California River Parkways Grant
Program is a statewide competitive grant
program administered by the Office of the
Secretary for Resources. Funds for the program
are provided through the Water Security, Clean
Drinking Water, Coastal and Beach Protection
Act of 2002 – Proposition 50.
Funds are available for:
• Acquisition, restoration, protection, and
development of river parkways through
Funds are provided annually to the City of
Hayward and Alameda County to fund and
develop community development programs
directed toward revitalizing neighborhoods,
economic development, and providing
improved community facilities and services.
As a sub-set of this program HUD also
provides Community Development Block
Grants for garden programs
Funds available for:
• Neighborhood Facilities and
Improvements
• Public Services
• New Housing
• Housing Rehabilitation
• Economic Development
• Commercial Rehabilitation

No match is required.

As of July 1, 2005,
$1,500,000 is available for
the Dept of Toxic
Substances Control to
assess specific sites for
contamination.

Local governments, school
districts, redevelopment
agencies, and non-profit
organizations are eligible to
apply for site assessments.
Site assessments are
conducted by DTSC and its
contractors.

Matching funds are
not required for
project eligibility.
However, the
presence of matching
funds will positively
impact an
applications
competitive ranking
score.
All projects must
either:
1) Directly benefit
lower-income
persons or
households; lowerincome households
are those with
income is at or below
HUD Low Income
Limits for the
Oakland PMSA;
2) Take place in an
area where more than
51% of the
population is lowerincome; or,
3) Eliminate slums
and blight

$40,500,000 is available
in FY 2005/2006. The
Agency anticipates
requesting additional
funding for this program for
the 2006/2007 Fiscal Year.
There may also be
requests for funds beyond
2006/2007.

Public agencies and non-profit
organizations are eligible to
apply for grant funds.

The City of Hayward
annually receives
approximately $2,000,000
in CDBG funds from HUD.
Of these funds, the City
allocates between 25 – 35%
for Neighborhood Facilities
and Improvements and
between 0 – 15% for Public
Services. The Alameda
County annually receives
approximately $500,000 in
CDBG funds from HUD
that they can distribute for
local improvements and
programs.

Government and non-profit
organizations serving lowerincome City of Hayward
residents.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Environmental
Enhancement
and Mitigation
Program Funds

Habitat
Conservation
Fund

Agency Admin.
Program
California
Resources
Agency

CA State
Department of
Parks and
Recreation

Descriptions

Requirements

State gasoline tax monies fund this
program for the purposes of making grants to
mitigate the environmental impacts of caused
by new or modified state transportation
facilities. Projects are funded in 3 categories:
1) Highway Landscape and Urban Forestry;
2) Resources Lands; and, 3) Roadside
Recreational.
Funds available for:
• Landscaping designed to improve air
quality
• Acquisition, restoration, or
enhancement of natural areas
• Acquisition and/or development of
roadside recreational opportunities
The program provides funds to local
governments under the California Wildlife
Protection Act of 1990
Funds available for:
• Acquisition of:
! Deer and lion habitat
! Rare, endangered, threatened &
protected species habitat
! Wetlands
! Aquatic habitat for spawning/rearing
of anadromous salmonids and trout
! Riparian habitat
• Enhancement and Restoration of:
! Wetlands
! Aquatic habitat for spawning/rearing
of anadromous salmonids and trout
! Riparian habitat
• Interpretive Programs

No local match is
required. However,
commitment of local
match is considered in
competitively evaluating
project proposals. Local
match may be provided
in cash or in-kind
services and may come
from any source,
including state and
federal funds.

Requires a dollar for
dollar match from a nonstate source. Match may
be in the form of in-kind
services, force-account
labor, and/or value of
real property donated for
the project.

Funds Available

Eligibility

The Program offers a total of
$10,000,000 annually.
However, the Governor’s
Budget Proposal for 2005/2006
did not contain funding for this
program. It is unlikely that there
will be grants available the
Fiscal Year beginning July 1,
2005. There may be funds
budgeted in future years.
Grants are generally limited
to $250,000 / project. However,
some cases, acquisition projects
may be recommended for over
$250,000.
$2,000,000 is available
annually. There is no per project
cap on funding requests.

Local, State, and
Federal government
agencies are eligible.
Non-profit agencies are
also eligible.

Cities, counties, cities
and counties, and
districts as defined in
Subdivision (b) of
Section 5902 of the
Public Resources Code.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Hazard
Elimination
Safety Program

Agency Admin.
Program
CalTrans

Integrated
Regional Water
Management
Program

CA Department
of Water
Resources

Land and Water
Conservation
Fund

National Park
Service through
the CA State
Department of
Parks and
Recreation

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

The Hazard Elimination Safety Program
is a federal safety program that provides
funds for safety improvements on all public
roads and highways. These funds serve to
eliminate or reduce the number and/or
severity of traffic accidents at locations
selected for improvement.
Funds are available for:
• Projects that will reduce the number
&/or severity of traffic accidents
The Integrated Regional Water
Management Program is a joint program
between DWR and the State Water
Resources Control Board, which provides
funding for projects to protect communities
from drought, protect and improve water
quality, and reduce dependence on imported
water.
Funds are available for:
• Planning Grants
• Implementation Grants

To be considered a
project proposal must be
submitted to CalTrans
for review & analysis
annually.
The submittal, review,
& analysis process
occurs annually.

In 2005/2006, the Hazard
Elimination Safety Program
provided $12,001,400 to projects
in California.

Local government
agencies are eligible to
submit project proposals
to CalTrans for review
and analysis each year.

Planning Grants
require a 25% match.
Implementation
Grants require a 10%
match. Match funds may
include, but are not
limited to, federal funds,
local funding, or donated
services from non-state
sources.

Cities, counties, cities
and counties, districts,
joint powers authorities,
state agencies and
departments, other
political subdivisions of
the state, and non-profit
organizations may apply
for grant funds.

Acquisition or development of outdoor
recreation areas and facilities. Priority
development projects include trails,
campgrounds, picnic areas, natural areas and
cultural areas for recreational use
Funds available for:
• Acquisition for public outdoor
recreation including:
! New areas !Additions to ex. areas
!Wildlife areas ! Beaches
! Open spaces
• Development including construction
of:
! New &/or renovation of ex. facilities
! Support facilities such as lighting,
parking, & restrooms
! Indoor support facilities such as
visitor information centers

Grants awards may not
exceed 50% of the
project cost. Grantees
are expected to fully
finance the project with
50% reimbursement from
the grant award.

$380,000,000 is available over
two funding cycles. The first
funding cycle has closed. The
second funding cycle will have
$220,000,000 available.
Approximately 8% of the first
cycle’s funds were allocated for
Planning Grants.
Planning Grants may not
exceed $500,000.
Implementation Grants may not
exceed $50,000,000.
The Dept of Parks and
Recreation anticipates
approximately $2,500,000 for
Land and Water Conservation
Grant funding next annual
funding cycle.
The Dept of Parks and
Recreation reserves 60% of its
annual allocation for this
program for projects in Southern
California. 40% of the annual
allocation is reserved for
projects in Northern California.
Alameda County is in the
Northern California region.
There is no fixed dollar cap
on requests. Grants may not
fund more than 50% of project.

Cities, counties, and
districts authorized to
acquire, develop,
operate, and maintain
park and recreation
areas are eligible to
apply.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Museums for
America Grants

Agency Admin.
Program
Institute of
Museum and
Library Services

National
Leadership
Grants for
Museums and
Libraries

Institute of
Museum and
Library Services

Prop 40 Per
Capita Grant
Funds

CA State
Department of
Parks and
Recreation

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Museums for America grants are intended
to strengthen the ability of museums to serve
the public more effectively by supporting
high priority activities that advance the
institution’s mission and strategic goals. The
program funds ongoing or new activities and
projects to support the role of museums.
Funds are available for:
• Sustaining Cultural Heritage
• Supporting Lifelong Learning
• Serving as centers of community
engagement
National Leadership Grants are intended
to enable libraries and museums to help all
individuals attain the knowledge, skills,
attitudes, behaviors, and resources that
enhance their engagement in community,
work, family, and society. Projects should
enable libraries and museums to address
current problems in creative ways, develop
and test innovative solutions, and expand the
boundaries within which cultural heritage
institutions operate.
Funds are available for:
• Advancing Learning Communities
• Building Digital Resources
• Research and Demonstration
The Per Capita Program is intended to
maintain a high quality of life for
California’s growing population by providing
a continuing investment in parks and
recreational facilities. Specifically it is for
the acquisition and development of
neighborhood, community, and regional
parks and recreation lands and facilities in
urban and rural areas.
Funds available for:
• Acquisition
• Development

A dollar-for-dollar match
is required for these grant
projects.

Grants are provided annually.
There is $16,000,000 available
for 2006. The deadline for 2006
funding applications is Nov. 15,
2005.
Applicants may request grants
between $5,000 and $150,000.

Grants though this
program require a 1:1
cost sharing ratio for
projects of greater than
$250,000 and 1:3 cost
sharing ratio for projects
of $250,000 or less.
Research, but not
Demonstration projects,
is exempt from the 1:1
cost share requirement.

Approximately $7,000,000 is
available annually. The deadline
for 2006 funding applications is
Nov. 15, 2005.
Grant requests may be for
between $50,000 and
$1,000,000.

There are no matching
requirements. To obtain
a grant contract, a project
application(s) must be
submitted to CA State
Department of Parks and
Recreation. Funds not
encumbered in a contract
by June 30, 2006 revert
to the Legislature.

Prop 40 provided
$326,725,000 for Per Capita
Grant projects. HARD was
allocated $1,204,000 while
Alameda County & City of
Hayward were both allocated $0.
HARD has encumbered 100%
of its allocation for Per Capita
Grant Projects. Senate Bill 153
contains language for next
proposed Bond Act. This Act
may include new of for Per
Capita Grant funding allocations

Eligibility
Museums, units of
state or local
government, private
non-profit organizations
may apply for these
grant funds.
To be eligible,
museums must be open
120 days/year, have an
adopted strategic plan,
and employ at least 1
full-time employee.
Units of state and
local government or
private nonprofit
organizations that have
tax-exempt status under
the Internal Revenue
Code may apply for
these grant funds.

Cities, counties, and
regional park districts,
regional park and open
space districts, and open
space districts received
allocations.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Recreational
Trails Program

Agency Admin.
Program
Federal Highway
Administration
(FHWA) through
the CA State
Department of
Parks and
Recreation

Roberti-Z’bergHarris (RZH)
Grant Program
Block Grants

CA State
Department of
Parks and
Recreation

Rubberized
Asphalt
Concrete Grants

California
Integrated Waste
Management
Board

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

Provides funds annually for recreational
trails and trails-related projects e.g. trailside
and trailhead facilities and trail linkages for
recreational trails. Funds are available in 2
project categories: 1) Non-motorized Trails
and 2) Motorized Trails.
Non- Motorized Trails funds available for:
• Development and rehabilitation of
trailside
& trailhead facilities and trail linkages
• Construction of new recreational trails
• Acquisition of easements and fee simple
title property for recreational trails and
corridors
Motorized Trails funds available for:
• Maintenance and restoration of existing
recreational trails
• Purchase and lease of recreational trail
Construction and maintenance equipment
• Operation of safety and environmental
protection education programs
This Program is intended to meet urgent
need for safe, open, & accessible local park
& rec. facilities & rec. opportunities that
provide positive alts to social problems.
Funds available for:
• Acquisition of park & rec. land & facilities
• Development/rehabilitation of park &
rec. lands & facilities
• Special Major Maintenance of park &
recreation lands & facilities
CIWMB provides a competitive Grant
Program to promote markets for recycledcontent products derived from waste tires
generated in Calif. & to decrease adverse
env. impacts created by unlawful disposal &
stockpiling of waste tires.
Funds available for:
• Projects using: 1) at least 2,500 tons of
rubberized asphalt concrete & 2) 20 lbs
(min) crumb rubber from CA waste tires

Grants may fund up to
80% of the project cost.
At least 20% of the
project cost must be
provided in match.
Eligible match sources
are federal, state, local,
and private funds. Match
may be provided as inkind services.

$2,200,000 per year will be
available for non-motorized
projects - Project funding is
subject to the availability of
federal funds. $1,000,000 is
available annually for motorized
projects. Project funding is
subject to the availability of
federal funds.

Cities, counties,
districts, state agencies
and nonprofit
organizations with
management
responsibilities over
public lands.

There are no matching
requirements. To obtain
a grant contract, a project
application(s) must be
submitted to CA State
Department of Parks and
Recreation. Funds not
encumbered in a contract
by June 30, 2006 revert
to the Legislature.

Prop 40 provided
$154,961,000 in allocations for
RZH Block Grants. HARD was
allocated $741,374 for RZH
Block Grant projects. Alameda
County and the City of Hayward
were both allocated $0.

Cities, counties, and
regional park districts,
regional park and open
space districts, and open
space districts received
allocations.

$1,200,000 was available in
the 2004/2005 funding cycle.
Grant requests must be for at
least $6,250 & may not exceed
$50,000.
Single applicants may request
funds for more than one project
(one app. per project). No single
applicant may receive more than
$150,000 in a funding cycle.

Cities, counties,
districts, and other local
government agencies
that fund public works
projects are eligible to
apply for this grant
program.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Safe Routes to
Schools

Agency Admin.
Program
CalTrans

School Safety
Consolidated
Competitive
Grants

California
Department of
Education

Specified Grants
Projects

CA State
Department of
Parks and
Recreation

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

The goals of the Safe Routes to Schools
Program are to reduce injuries and fatalities
to school children and to encourage increased
walking and bicycling among students. The
program achieves these goals by constructing
facilities that enhance the safety for
pedestrians and bicyclists.
Funds are available for:
• Pedestrian Facilities
• Traffic Calming
• Traffic Control Devices
• Bicycle Facilities
• Public Outreach and Education
The School Safety Consolidated
Competitive Grant Program consolidates
funding for six CA Department of Education
Grant Programs:
Funds are available for:
• Safe School Planning & Partnership
MiniGrants
• School community Policing
• Gang-Risk Intervention
• Safety Plans for New Schools
• School Community Violence Prevention
• Conflict Resolution
In each year’s budget, there are local
assistance park projects from various sources
that the Office of Grants and Local Services
administers. Funding for these projects
comes from a variety of sources, including
the General Fund, Environmental License
Plate Fund, River Protection Sub-account,
and Bond Funds.
Funds available for:
• Projects selected for funding by the
Legislature

Safe Routes to Schools
grants will fund 90% of a
project’s cost up to
$450,000.

Approximately $18,000,000 is
available annually. The
legislation authorizing the
program is scheduled to sunset
on January 1, 2008. There will
be two more funding cycles
under the current legislation.

Incorporated cities and
counties within the State
of California are eligible
to apply for these grant
funds.

There is no local match
requirement associated
with these grant funds.
However, commitment
of local match is
encouraged and will be
viewed favorably in the
proposal evaluation
process.

Funding for the School Safety
Consolidated Competitive Grant
Program is part of the Annual
State Budget process. For
2005/2006, $16,381,000 have
been budgeted.

All education agencies
are eligible to compete
for these grants
provided they have a
school safety plan for
each of their schools.

The budgeted projects
usually have 3 years to
be encumbered with a
contract and an
additional 2 years to
expend the funds, for a
total of 5 years.

Bond Acts appropriate funds
to be set aside for Specified
Grant Projects. Once the funds
have been appropriated
Legislature selects projects that
it will fund through this
appropriation.
HARD has encumbered 100%
of its allocation for Per Capita
Grant Projects. Senate Bill 153
contains language for next
proposed Bond Act. This Bond
Act may include new funding
allocations for Per Capita Grant
Projects.

Local jurisdictions
with responsibility for
parks and recreation
facilities may contact
their legislators to
advise them of priority
projects for which they
specified grant funds
should be allocated.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Tire-Derived
Product Grant
Program

Transportation
for Livable
Communities
(TLC) Capital
and Planning
Program

Agency Admin.
Program
California
Integrated Waste
Management
Board

Metropolitan
Transportation
Commission

Descriptions

Requirements

The CIWMB offers the Tire-Derived
Product Grant Program to promote markets
for recycled-content products derived from
waste tires generated in California and
decrease the adverse environmental impacts
created by unlawful disposal and stockpiling
of waste tires.
Funds are available for:
• Transportation, Agricultural/Landscape
& Recreation projects that utilize final or
Finished products made from recycled
00% California waste tires

This program is intended to support
community-based transportation projects that
bring new vibrancy to downtown areas,
commercial cores, neighborhoods, and transit
corridors, enhancing their amenities and
ambiance and making them places where
people want to live, work, and visit. Grants
are provided for projects that are developed
through an inclusive community planning
effort, provide for a range of transportation
choices, and support connectivity between
transportation investments and land uses.
Funds available for:
• Capital Grants
• Planning Grants
• Housing Incentive Program

This program was
formerly the Waste Tire
Playground Cover Grant
Program and the Waste
Tire Track and Other
Recreational Surfacing
Grant Program.
The Waste Tire
Playground Cover Grant
Program required a 25%.
The Waste Tire Track &
Other Recreational
Surfacing Grant Program
required a 50% match.
Both programs
allowed for possible
match waivers based
upon extreme financial
hardships.
Program provides
planning grants, technical
assistance & capital
grants. The program is
divided into two parts:
(1) a recommended list of
projects to be funded
with TLC capital funds
currently available, & (2)
a contingency list of
projects to be funded
should additional funds
become available before
the next capital cycle.

Funds Available

Eligibility

In 2004/2005, the Waste Tire
Playground Cover Grant
Program was allocated $800,000
and allowed up to $25,000 per
applicant.
For the same year, the Waste
Tire Track and Other
Recreational Surfacing Grant
Program was allocated $800,000
and allowed up to $100,000 per
applicant.

Cities, counties, cities
and counties, colleges,
universities, school
districts, qualifying
California Indian
Tribes, park districts,
special districts, and
public recreational
facilities are eligible to
apply for these grant
funds.

Project funding allocations
for Capital Grants for the 200405 cycle totaled 18,394,000 with
individual allocations ranging
between $360,000 & $2.6
million.
HARD, Alameda County &
City of Hayward were both
allocated $0
The next Call for Projects for
the TLC Planning & Capital
Grants program between Dec.
2005 & June 2006.

Cities & nonprofit
agencies are eligible to
apply for these grant
funds.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Transportation
Planning Grants

Agency Admin.
Program
CalTrans

Descriptions

Requirements

Each Transportation Planning Grant
program has program-specific purposes
and is intended to address local needs and
issues. Transportation Planning Grants
should also incorporate the broader goals
of the transportation system, which are
intended to foster desirable attributes that
are common to the entire transportation
system.
Funds are available for:
• Environmental Justice: Context
Sensitive
Planning
• Community-based Transportation
Planning
• Partnership Planning
• Transit Planning
! Statewide Transit Planning Studies
! Transit Technical Planning
Assistance
! Transit Professional Development

Depending upon the
planning grant topic,
grants will require as
much as a 20% match.
In some cases, as much
as half of the local match
may be in-kind
contributions.

Funds Available

Eligibility

Funding is provided
annually. 2005/2006
funding allocations are as
follows:
• Environmental Justice:
Context Sensitive
Planning -- $1,500,000
available; max $250,000
per project
• Community-based
Transportation Planning
–
$1,500,000 available;
max $250,000 per
project
• Partnership Planning –
$950,000 available; max
$300,000 per project
• Transit Planning
! Statewide Transit
Planning Studies –
$950,000 available;
max $350,000 per
project
! Transit Technical
Planning Assistance –
$750,000 available;
max $100,000 per
project
! Transit Professional
Development –
$150,000 available;
max $50,000 per
project

Agencies involved in
transportation planning in
California are eligible to apply
for these funds. Eligibility
restrictions may apply
dependent upon the planning
grant topic.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Urban and
Community
Forestry Program

Urban Park and
Recreation
Recovery
Program
(UPARR)

Agency Admin.
Program
US Dept of
Agriculture's
Urban &
Community
Forestry Program Through a
contract
agreement, Trust
for Public Lands,
Ca. ReLeaf org.
administers
volunteer
coordination for
tree planting and
capacity building.
National Park
Service

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

Provide technical and financial assistance to
help improve the livability of cities and
communities through managing urban forest
resources to promote a healthy ecosystem. The
outcome is to restore and sustain the health and
quality of the natural and human environments
in urban areas.
The Program provides financial and
technical assistance for:
• Planning
• Technical assistance to protect, establish, and
manage trees, forests, & related resources,
• Community-based support

A dollar-fordollar match is
required with this
grant program.
Matching funds
may come from any
non-federal source.

On a roughly annual
basis, CA Releaf has
approximately $100,000 in
available funds for tree
planting grants and
programs. Grants may not
exceed $7,500.

To receive funds,
an applicant must
have a current
Recovery Action
Plan that is
approved by the
National Park
Service.

Established Nov. 1978 by
Public Law 95-625,
authorizing $725 million to
provide matching grants
and technical assistance to.
From the programs
inception in 1978 to 2002,
the program has distributed
approximately $259
million. Funds have not
been available for this
program since FY 2002.
Information concerning
future funding allocations
may be tracked at
www.ncrc.nps.gov/uparr.

Only community-based
groups are eligible to apply for
these funds. Units of local
government may not apply for
these funds; however, projects
may be performed on
government-owned property
and in conjunction with
government projects. A unit
of local government would
need to partner with a
community-based
organization, such as a
beautification committee, to
make use of these funds.
Only cities and urban counties
meeting established criteria
are eligible for assistance.

UPARR is the urban component to the Land
and Water Conservation Fund in 1978. The
law encourages systematic local planning and
commitment to continuing operation and
maintenance of recreation programs, sites, and
facilities.
The purpose of the program is to provide
direct Federal assistance to urban localities for
rehabilitation of critically needed recreation
facilities in economically distressed urban
communities.
Funds available for:
• Rehabilitation of ex. recreation facilities
• Innovative activities that increase rec.
programs or improve operation efficiency
of ex. programs
• Planning for dev. of Recovery Action Plan
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Urban Water Use
Efficiency Grant
Program

USACE funds to
address flooding
issues that
threaten health
and safety

Agency Admin.
Program
CA Department of
Water Resources

U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers

Descriptions

Requirements

The CA Department of Water Resources
administers this Proposition 50 grant program
to fund projects that will provide benefits to
the Bay-Delta including water quantity, water
quality, and environmental benefits.
Funds are available for:
• Implementation Projects
• Research and Development
• Feasibility Studies
• Pilot or Demonstration Projects
• Training, Education, or Public Information
• Technical Assistance

Program req.
matching funds
from a non-state
source. The match
amount is formuladriven based upon
the benefit expected
from the project.
Applicants
serving
communities with
an annual median
household income
that is less than
80% of the
statewide annual
median income are
eligible for a full
waiver of the match
requirement.
To access these
funds, a sponsoring
government
entity(ies) must
contact its local
legislators regarding
the proposed
project. USACE
must also be
informed of the
proposed project.
Federal funds
typically cover 60%
to 75% of the
project cost.

The Corps plays a major role in helping
cities address flooding issues that threaten
their health and safety.
Funds available for:
• Incorporating recreational resources into
its flood control efforts

Funds Available

Eligibility

$120,000,000 is available
to be allocated over several
annual funding cycles.
$34,000,000 was made
available in the 2004
funding cycle (the first).
This is for the entire
Water Use Efficiency Grant
Program, which includes an
Agricultural Water Use
Efficiency Grant.
Approx. 50% of the grant
funds are for Urban projects
& approx. 50% are for
Agricultural projects.
There no per project
funding limits.

Cities, counties, cities and
counties, joint power
authorities, public water
agencies, tribes, non-profit
organizations, other State
political subdivisions,
universities and colleges, and
federal agencies may apply for
the grant funds.
75% of the grant funds are
earmarked for implementation
projects.

Funding varies year-toyear and project-to-project.
Congress must pass
legislation directing
USACE to review and
analyze any proposed
project.
Upon completion of its
project review and analysis,
USACE will make a
funding recommendation to
Congress.
If Congress approves a
project, it must pass
legislation appropriating
funds for the project and
directing USACE to
proceed with the project in
partnership with the
sponsoring government
entity(ies).

Projects in the jurisdictions
of government entity(ies) are
eligible for these funds.
Occasionally projects
sponsored by non-profit
organizations receive funding.
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Table A4-1 - Potential Local, State and Federal Funding Sources
Program Title
Vessel Pumpout
Program

Youth Education
in the Arts!
Program

Agency Admin.
Program
CA Department of
Boating and
Waterways

California Arts
Council

Descriptions

Requirements

Funds Available

Eligibility

In 1992, Congress passed the Clean Vessel
Act to help reduce pollution from vessel
sewage discharges into US waters. This grant
program was established by that Act. As part
of its commitment to provide clean, safe, and
enjoyable recreational boating in Calif., Dept
of Boating & Waterways serves as State Grant
Coordinator for these federal funds.
Funds are available for:
• Construction, renovation, operation, &
maintenance of pumpout & dump stations
that service pleasure craft
The California Arts Council provides grants
to support ongoing arts in education programs
and services at school and community sites to
continue its priority of engaging young people
through sequential, hands-on activities.
Funds are available for:
• Hands-on arts workshops at schools or
community sites

A 25% match is
required for all
grants. The match
may be in cash, the
fair market value of
any labor or
materials provided,
or a combination
thereof.

Approximately $700,000 is
available annually through
this program. There no
minimum or maximum
amount of funding an
applicant may request.

All local governmental entities
and private businesses that
own and operate boating
facilities that are open to the
general public may apply for
grant funds.

A dollar-for-dollar
cash match is
required.
The cash match may
be from private,
local or federal gov.
sources, or earned
income. Other State
funds cannot be
used as a match. Inkind contributions
are not allowed as a
match in this
program.

Approximately $500,000 is
available annually. A
strategic planning process
is going to be conducted
soon. This process will
determine whether or not
this program is continued as
it is currently, or whether it
is adapted into a new grant
program.

Non-profit arts organizations
and local city or county public
arts agencies that have been
serving K-12 students for a
minimum of 3 consecutive
years at the time of
application.
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APPENDIX 4
Stakeholder Interviews
Regarding Strategies for Implementing the Master Plan
Interview Panel
Jesus Armas, City Manager, City of Hayward
Nancy Van Huffel, and Kathy Ready, San Lorenzo Homeowners Association
Danielle Kiel, Castro Valley Mothers Group, Realtor
Ed Thierry, Hayward Business Owner, former President of Hayward Youth Soccer League
Richard Hancocks, Community Activist, Contractor, Alameda County Planning Commissioner
A.

CURRENT HARD ORGANIZATIONS / AGENCIES PARTNERSHIPS
DEFINED
1.

Current Partnership Relationship – HARD/ City of Hayward. Within the City of
Hayward, the City and the Redevelopment Agency are closely connected. The City
views the HARD /City partnership as a strong, positive relationship. City has been
working with HARD to plan multi-year budgets for capital projects, which is easier
than trying to develop multi-year budget plans for programs. Joint planning efforts
are conducted through a committee comprised of 2 school district representatives, 2
HARD representatives, and 2 council people. They meet monthly.
City is the entity that sets developer fees/exaction requirements and has the authority
to accept or not accept a developer’s proposal and fees or exactions are then proposed
to HARD. With major development projects, the City requires the developer to
dedicate property and develop park improvements. This is important because neither
the City nor HARD have the capital resources to develop new park facilities.
However, in some cases the city will serve as the lead agency fronting money that
will later be reimbursed through the receipt of in lieu school and park fees. This city /
developer financial relationship is possible in part because of the strength of the
housing market, which allows the City to dictate what development proposals will be
allowed, and what “carrots” the developer must provide Council to get a development
approved.

2.

Current Partnership Relationship – San Lorenzo Homeowners Association. HARD
serves as a good partner in filtering information to the Homeowners Association.
Partnership opportunities are limited in that the Association’s mission is focused on
the housing units that they serve. HARD provides benefits to the San Lorenzo
community through park improvements –e.g. new play equipment and excellent
recreation programs (e.g. star leadership program, day camp programs).

3.

Current Partnership Relationship – HARD/ Sports Leagues. HARD provides the
facilities and some maintenance. Youth Leagues offer the programming services recruit participants and organize games. Youth Leagues help to maintain the fields
that they play on. HARD provides supplementary maintenance and is responsible for
patrolling the parks. HARD does not charge the Youth Leagues any fees.
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4.

B.

Current Partnership Relationship – HARD/ Castro Valley Mothers Group. With
regard to HARD, this group serves primarily as a citizen’s advocacy group
supporting development of children’s play areas through their fundraising efforts.
While the, group generally supports HARD’s efforts there are divisions among the
group over the support of some programs. To date, this group’s efforts have been
focused on the development of one park in Castro Valley. This support has been
realized through their fundraising efforts, which have resulted in a $35,000 donation
to the park.
ISSUES WITH HARD PARTNERSHIPS

1.

HARD/Alameda County.
• Partnering at the political level provides the best opportunities for the Alameda
County and HARD to build a strong partnership. HARD has lobbied well before
the County planning commission when there are planning projects in their
jurisdiction or when there is an ordinance amendment that could directly impact
HARD (e.g. establishing the rate of in lieu fees). HARD also did a good job of
explaining the need for a parcel tax a few years ago.
• Alameda County / HARD partnership opportunities are limited as the County’s
focus is directed on housing. Their only role in parks / open space is collecting
and administering in lieu fees from development,
• It is difficult for Alameda County and HARD to create/sustain a viable recreation
programming partnership due to limited funding.

2.

HARD/Schools.
• Concerns with HARD’s school/park partnerships. Schools require large capital
outlay but provide limited hours for public park use in return.

3.

HARD /Homeowners Association.
• San Lorenzo’s Homeowners Association / HARD partnership opportunities are
limited as the Association’s focus is directing on serving their constituents.

C.

STRENGTHENING PARTNERSHIPS
1.

Specific Steps to Strength Partnerships.
Specific steps HARD could take to strengthen partnerships, and rally community
support as part of the overall long-term, cyclical, strategic fiscal plan.
• HARD should come and speak to advocacy groups/community groups about
future partnership opportunities and how HARD could work with community
supporters to:
a. Identify specific ways these clubs can help raise funds for specific
projects
b. Provide more insight to groups on how funds raised will be allocated.
(e.g. Mother’s Club –300 moms with children under 6 years old
representing San Leandro, Hayward and Castro Valley. They meet 2nd
Tuesday of the month)
• Look at opportunities for joint school / park fund raisers – currently parks fund
raising is competing with school fund raising, especially among parents with
school age children.
• Organize community meetings in the Avenues.
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•

•

2.

Ways Organizations / Agencies Should Work Together to Improve Joint-use
Agreements.
Ways organizations / agencies should work together to improve joint-use agreements
for recreational facilities constructed on school campuses or other public facilities
made available for public use include:
• City / HARD have a master joint agreement establishing roles and
responsibilities of the two agencies. When master agreement is updated, it
should:
a. Include a series of attachments that showcases a number of partnership
projects.
b. Provide recognition of HARD’s role as a consultant in the development of
new school park sites and in locating portable units at existing school sites to
minimize loss of parkland (e.g. Burbank school/park where a whole little
league field was lost without consultation with HARD).
•

•

•

3.

Create new or build on existing partnerships to assess opportunities, as well as ways to
overcome major barriers (e.g. railroads, freeways, flood control, large developed
blocks with no open space) to create opportunities such as:
a. Rails /trails
b. Trails on levees /bridges across levees,
c. Build under freeways/provide connection over freeways
d. Take advantage of redevelopment opportunities to create new plazas, parks,
and YMCA model recreation centers (e.g. Boys & Girls Club) to meet
recreation needs.
Partnering as an outreach tool provides the best opportunities for Homeowners
Associations and HARD to build strong partnerships. Key to this relationship is
outreach regarding the distribution of in-lieu funds for park development.

San Lorenzo Homeowner’s Association / HARD could explore ways to expand
use of Little League Park to accommodate year round – Park is now used for 3
months and then sits idle for 9 months.
San Lorenzo Homeowner’s Association / HARD could work together through the
Youth Services Committee, which is currently hosted by County Supervisor
Liker, to raise funds for more youth oriented recreation facilities – the skateboard
park in Louis Morris Park provides a good example. In this case, citizens raised
$30,000 for the facility, which was matched by HARD.
San Lorenzo Homeowner’s Association / HARD could explore ways to ensure
Del Ray Park is retained all or in part as a park (site could be reverted to a fire
station at San Lorenzo’s request).

Ways Organizations / Agencies Should Work Together to Provide “Low Cost
Services”.
Ways that the organizations / agencies and HARD could work together in newly
developing, revitalizing and underserved residential areas to retain the District’s
mission of providing “low cost services” to meet the active and passive leisure needs
of District residents, regardless of economic status include:
• Accessible & Affordable Recreation Facilities & Services. Youth Sports Soccer
League requires a $20-$40 annual service fee and a $120 participation fee for each
child to participate in league soccer. However, the league provides three incentive
programs to encourage participation by those otherwise unable to pay.
a. Parents who contribute volunteer hours can “earn” their service fee back
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b. Youth can sell raffle tickets to cover all or part of their participation fee. In
some cases local businesses will sponsor a child and then as the child sells
raffle tickets he/she will pay the business sponsor back.
c. League offers a limited number of scholarships each season.
HARD does not currently offer any financial assistance to individual players.
D.

WAYS TO DETERMINE COMMUNITY NEEDS
1.

Conduct Public Opinion Surveys.
• Send out a survey to determine community preferences – provide lots of
programs for younger (e.g. pre-school age) children – survey could be developed
for “on-line distribution” using a interactive programming format
• Use local clubs to distribute questionnaire – e.g. Mother’s club is connected via a
group email
• HARD needs to determine community’s specific needs – then leverage findings
by lobbying the State for implementation funds
• Reach out to schools to disseminate information about HARD opportunities and
/collect information about community needs.

2.

Assess Organization/Agency Partners’ Demographic Data.
• Play/Revenues – Comparison – Youth & Adults
Adult Play – 4 nights, one weekend - HARD Revenues – 10 game season –
$1,000/(league? team?)
Youth Play – primarily neighborhood school/parks – Southgate Park/School,
Martin Luther King School, Darwin – HARD Revenues – none –HARD requires
a permit from youth leagues, but does not charge a fee for non-profit youth
league teams.

E.

•

Growth Potential & Turn Over Rates.
1995 – 990 youth participants
2001 – 1,600 youth participants
40% of children live in rental housing in the greater Hayward area resulting in a
big turn over rate as their families move in and out of the area.

•

Reasons People are Moving into the Castro Valley Area & their Expectations:
• Schools
• Neighborhood ambiance.

•

Expectations from Castro Valley Specific Area Planning Effort
• A “real “ downtown
• More walkability, more restaurants, places to sit
• More of a village (e.g. Pleasanton, San Leandro, Danville, Hayward –newly
renovated part, but better management to discourage undesirable uses).

MARKETING
1.

“Selling” the Value of HARD
Ways that the organizations / agencies and HARD could work together to creatively
“sell” the social, environmental and economic values of the District’s green space
and program include:
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•
•

•
•

2.

F.

HARD could advertise in Mother’s group’s newsletter – newsletter goes out
monthly
HARD could work with civic organizations (e.g. realtor’s association) to develop
introductory packets to be distributed to new community members by realtors,
chambers of commerce, etc. (e.g. introductory packets describing benefits of
living within HARD’s jurisdiction – include recreation programs offerings
brochure).
HARD could help develop an incentive packet that realtors could use to request a
donation to the District every time an escrow closes in HARD’s jurisdiction
Organizations could work with HARD foundation to develop a sample letter that
club members could use to solicit donations – many employers will match
employee contributions if they have a clear understanding of the non-profit
organization’s mission and specific projects they are supporting.

Agencies/Organizations - Contacts
Agencies/Organizations HARD should follow up with.
• Southern Alameda County Realtor’s Association - 5,000 realtors in the
association – 80 in marketing group
• Title Companies
• All members of the Chamber of Commerce
• Eden Hospital
• Community groups (Mother’s group raised $35,000 for new park).
LEVERING FUNDING/INVESTMENT/EXACTION OPPORTUNITIES

1.

Opportunities to Involve the Private Sector.
Opportunities to involve the private sector in park creation through redevelopment
investment partnerships include:
• Cannery- HARD/School District included in initial planning phase. Project
included 800 homes converted from old warehouses and replacement of a 40year old school. Development of two-story school provided a smaller footprint
that retained more parkland. Dense school envelope included a school
gymnasium - viewing school/park as one parcel enabled the City to meet its open
space requirement.
• Boys and Girls Club – City purchased the property then contracted with HARD
to operate the program. _
• A residential development and Mission Golf Course, a 9-hole Golf Course +
additional parkland - developed through the City with provisions that HARD
lease the course and operate it as a public facility.
• Stonebrae- a gated residential development near Cal State University –
Developer will convey land and construct a new school park as part of the
project. Park site will be managed by HARD.
• Mission Blvd. – encompasses 700 acres – 300 of which are contained within the
designated planning area. Planning area extends from Harder to Industrial. Multiuse development that will need to speak to school and park needs. To meet these
needs, partners will need to look at assembling parcels combine school park
acreage in a similar fashion to the Cannery project to create parklands. City and
HARD are working together to develop a model for a new development project
in the Mission Blvd area.
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•
•

25-acre Sports Park – City/HARD Partnership – paid for by residential
development – 4 baseball diamonds, 2 soccer practice fields and one league field
Quarry – will include a 30-acre park site that will be constructed by the
developer.

2.

Leverage Partnerships.
Opportunities for HARD to leverage partnerships with non-profit organizations to
incorporate new facilities/services in the District include:
• Partnership with Trust for Public Lands. Non-profit organization is assisting with a
park development on E. 14th Street.

3.

Leveraging Funding Sources.
Opportunities to maximize the potential of leveraging one funding source to take
advantage of other funding sources include:
• Youth Sports/Business Partnership Opportunities.
Tournaments - With three leagues (South Alameda County-San Lorenzo
Community, Hayward and Castro Valley) and several tournament play periods
involving out of town teams requiring food and lodging over a number of
weekends throughout the season (e.g. Hayward Aug – 24 teams, Oct 76-96
soccer teams). Currently league/business partnerships relationships are informal
and do not involve HARD. These include:
a. Businesses sponsoring teams (currently the league provides a list of
motels/hotels in the area and these establishments in turn provide discounts)
b. Coaches solicit local business to help fund tournament play by encouraging
individual businesses to sponsor an individual team at $200-$300 per team /
per tournament
c. Local businesses are being enhanced by the league in that league parents
from out of town frequent local business establishments (e.g. hotels,
restaurants, etc.).
d. Uniforms - Mervyns has helped participants with uniforms by providing
them at a discount.
• Youth Sports/Professional League Partnership Opportunities. Currently
league/business partnerships relationships are informal and do not involve
HARD. So far no team has donated funds towards a large capital works project
such as a new sports field. While opportunities may exist to build relationships
with professional leagues, there is a need for more outreach to professional
teams.
Currently youth leagues receive some assistance from the Raiders for youth
football by:
a. Participating in fundraisers
b. Offering discount tickets youth league to attend Raider games
c. Offer a clinic to work on sports techniques.

G.

PROGRAMMING PARTNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES
1.

Leveraging Public and Private Funding.
Opportunities to leverage public and private funding to meet the recreational needs of
District residents include:
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•

H.

Programming Partnerships. A number of enrichment programs are offered to the
community through partnerships agreement between the City of Hayward, the
Hayward Unified School District and HARD.

MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS
1.

Augmenting HARD’s Maintenance and Operations Services.
Opportunities to encourage organizations / agencies partnerships to augment
HARD’s maintenance and operations services include:
• City of Hayward Lighting and Landscape Districts. In the south area of the City
of Hayward a 5-acre parcel near Sports Park, as well as the 9-hole golf project is
maintained through an assessment district.
• Maintenance - Citizen Involvement - Building Volunteer Programs.
a. Local Youth Leagues, together with local community members/organizations
provide volunteer maintenance to meet larger goals of public involvement and
safety. Soccer leagues provide ongoing maintenance of soccer fields. The league
coordinates these volunteer efforts by having parents fill out an application each
season indicating their skills/resources. Soccer league then follows up with phone
calls to recruit participation by parents.
b. Volunteer efforts are generally focused on general upkeep of the fields, not new
construction. However, Omar Rodriguez, a Kennedy Park, caretaker renovated the
sports field at this site by converting a single soccer field to 3 soccer fields and
one baseball field.
c. HARD currently has a strong volunteer program, but is it primarily directed
toward supplementing staffing recreation programs. There are very few
opportunities to support parks development/maintenance. What is done is
done on a very informal basis. For example, Richard Hancocks gave a $500
personal donation to HARD. Additionally, he has provided maintenance to
his neighborhood park – Fairmont Terrace Park for 25 years.
d. Local community organizations would be willing to work to raise funds to
pay for maintenance –and to participate in maintenance and construction
projects if the District is specific about their needs and is HARD’s position is
clearly stated (e.g. do not want to repeat incident where demolition
equipment and operator were donated and then the Mother’s group was not
able to take advantage of services because of HARD’s liability clauses and/or
work obligations to staff/contractors).
e. Look for ways to develop citizen/HARD “anti-graffiti” control to rid parks of
graffiti quickly to dissuade undesirable uses and gang infiltration into park
areas.

2.

Capturing Funding Mechanisms such as Grants, Bonds and Tax Measures.
Ways that organizations / agencies and HARD could work together to develop multiyear capital, programming and maintenance budgeting strategies to fully capture
funding mechanisms such as grants, bonds and tax measures include:
• Local Bond Measures - New Sports Park. Youth Soccer League mobilized their
members to put the bond measure funding the Sports Park on the ballot. The
bond measure was successful. Project has been built. Disappointment from Youth
League perspective as:
a. Fields are dominated by adult play because they provide more revenues to
HARD
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b. League had anticipated development of 4 soccer fields. Upon build out
project includes 2 soccer fields and 4 softball fields.
3.

I.

Grant Eligibility.
• Youth Sports Grants. To date there have been no joint HARD/California Youth
Sports Association (CYSA) grant proposals. However, CYSA has successfully
pursued grant funding for equipment such as goals.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HARD TO BETTER SERVE THEIR
CONSTITUENTS

1.

Future Facility or Program Plans.
Future facility or program plans that provide the opportunity for HARD to partner or
benefit HARD’s facilities and/or services in other agencies jurisdictions include:
• Board Education/Training Evolution.
a. Board is too risk adverse – e.g. an opportunity to open up Centennial Park
was lost when a few people showed up to protest the idea.
b. HARD should be proactive regarding demographic changes – Hayward (and
HARD) have gone from suburban to urban connoting a big shift in outlook.
Additionally their District is very mixed with Hayward presenting a largely
liberal, racially mixed community and Castro Valley representing a
conservative, relatively homogenous community. Balancing these two
factions takes continual reevaluation and sensitivity to the constituency.
c. Showcase development opportunities that are working to give the Board new
models to work from
d. Reevaluate loss from relocation of funds to redevelopment agencies (from
special districts). While this $ loss has occurred, parkland opportunities are
gained through conditions placed on developers in redeveloping segments of
the communities – in the need the losses and gains may achieve a balance
that creates a win – win situation for all parties.
e. Create new models for developing / accepting /using park/open space.
Conventional open parklands may no longer be viable options in many areas.
Look at smaller sites (less than 3 acres) if they provide potential to serve the
surrounding neighborhoods.
• Outreach.
a. Focus on the children of the community.
b. More Community Outreach – a clearer understanding where HARD $ are
spent – why not on youth leagues.
c. In many ways HARD is a very traditional organization – 20-year board is not
representative of composition of larger community – To overcome this the
Board need more outreach to youth.
d. HARD needs to allocate a staff position that will serve as a volunteer liaison
to help community organizations develop fund raising campaigns so that the
community and HARD’s interests are mutually served.
e. HARD needs to be more connected with the community. There need to be
more community meetings to determine community needs. There is a
disconnect between what people want and what HARD is willing to provide.
f. HARD has a very “in-house” approach to doing business. They need to
develop a stronger outreach program tied to standing community groups (e.g.
San Lorenzo Homeowners Association).
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•

Partnerships.
a. HARD should explore, and foster, better partnership relationships with
Chabot College and Cal State East Bay.

•

Capital Park Facility Improvement Needs.
a. Add land area to park near hospice center.
b. Add /provide parkland to Avenues area.
c. Provide a sports park in Ashland/Cherryland/San Lorenzo Area, though this
is not realistic unless connected to school property as the area is already
highly developed.
d. Add smaller, one –acre neighborhood parks with basketball, picnic &
children’s area to provide some open/green space in high-density,
underserved areas of Ashland/Cherryland/San Lorenzo.
e. Develop park facilities to accommodate multi-activities – discourage single /
exclusive use of facilities at parks (e.g. little league).
f. Focus more on parks (informal use) over recreation (formal programming)
g. Reevaluate Fairmont Park design – linear “median” not viable, not used,
fence needed.
h. Renovate existing tot lot in Castro Valley – retain fence when placing new
equipment for toddler’s safety.
i. Parsons Park – add restrooms.
j. Community Centers outdated, not serving communities well, not competitive
with surrounding park districts. Evaluate design/function/programs- Look at
San Ramon for a prototype.
k. Upgrade ballfields – new field at Castro Valley High School.
l. San Leandro recently renovated all of their parks – How were their capital
improvements paid for?
m. San Lorenzo, Ashland and Cherryland are underserved, low-income areas.
With very limited transportation / access to the District’s parks within and
outside this area, there is a need for local parks that are easily accessible to
these local communities.
Program Improvements / Needs.
a. HARD has a strong conventional sports program, but does not address many
non-conventional recreation / sports programs (e.g. Skateboard Park – it was
difficult to get HARD Board to initially support – but now it is a great
success).
Fund Raising.
a. Develop a gift list so volunteers can have effective tools to support their
efforts – reward donor’s by “putting their name on the donation (e.g. tile,
bench, brick etc. – (what is the Board’s policy on ‘personal advertising
/branding of park facilities).
Operations/Maintenance.
a. Provide a stronger ranger presence to create a safer parks environment;
especially on youth league game days.
b. Provide better emergency maintenance contact information and surveillance
of routine maintenance issues than can have a long term economic and user
impact. (e.g. if sprinklers do not turn off automatically they can saturate
fields which can then result in ruined fields and injuries to participants if they
play on these fields).

•

•

•
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•

Specific Plan/Master Plan Notes/Recommendations.
a. Mt. Eden Specific Plan – The Mt. Eden Specific Plan is still in the draft
stages – incomplete and stalled at this point. San Lorenzo / 70,000 population
would like to incorporate – Richard Hancocks has spearheaded this effort
over the last year.
b. HARD could serve a prominent role in redevelopment programs for high
density neighborhoods as represented by the Eden Redevelopment Area
(Cherryland, San Lorenzo, Royal Sunset) to ensure more park and recreation
opportunities are incorporated into these areas, which contain large numbers
of high-density apartments.
Other Contacts. Youth Sports – Carlos Thierry, brother of Ed Thierry, Hayward
Youth Football League.

A4-10
HARD MASTER PLAN
APPENDIX 4 - STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

JUNE 2006

Index

I

Index
Subject

Page

Chapter 1 - Introduction
Setting
Map 1 - Project Vicinity
Map 2 – Hayward Area Recreation & Park District Boundaries
Historical Context
District Establishment
Board Directive and Services
Planning Updates
Advisory Committees
Purpose & Organization
Purpose and Function of this Master Plan
Organization of the Master Plan Document
Plan Vision
District-wide Goals
Overview of Findings
Action 1
Action 2
Action 3
Action 4
Action 5
Action 6
Action 7
Action 8
Action 9

1
2
4
5
5
5
6
6
6
6
7
8
8
10
10
11
12
12
13
14
14
15
16

Chapter 2 – Existing Park Facilities & Recreation Programs
Introduction
Map 3 – Existing Park Facilities
Table 1- Summary of Park Types & Areas Served
Recreation Programs
Local Parks
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Map 4 - Existing Local Parks
Table 2 - Existing Local Parks
School Recreation Sites
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Community Parks
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Map 5 - Existing Community Parks

17
18
19
21
22
22
22
22
23
24
25
25
25
25
26
26
27
27
28

I-1
HARD MASTER PLAN
INDEX

JUNE 2006

Table 3 - Existing Community Parks
Community Centers
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Map 6 - Existing Community Centers
Table 4 - Existing Community Centers
Table 5 – Major Building Facilities
Special Use Facilities
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Map 7 – Existing Special Use Parks, Open Space & Trails
Table 6 - Existing Special Use Parks, Open Space & Trails
Trails, Linear Parks and Greenways
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Open Space
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Shoreline Parks
Definition
Objectives
Goals
Chapter 3 - Recommendations for Meeting Recreation Service Needs
Introduction
District-wide Program Recommendations
Intergenerational Programming - Family Group Recreation Programs
Youth Programs
Special Interest Classes Activities
Expand / Modify Schedules to Reflect Demand
Strive to Maintain Affordable Recreational Programs
District-wide Outreach Recommendations
Maintain and Enhance Name Recognition
Communicate the Benefits of Recreation and Leisure
Develop Outreach Tools to Reflect Demographic Trends
District-wide Maintenance & Operational Recommendations
Standard Level of Care - Paramount to Quality of Service
District-wide Capital Maintenance Program
District-wide Staffing Recommendations
Staffing – Maintaining the Current Quality of Service Facilities and Programs
Role of Technology in Assisting with Staff Functions
District-wide Partnership Recommendations
Park Ownership – The Importance of Partnerships
Enhancing /Strengthening Partnerships
Park / School Cooperatives
Programming Partnerships

29
30
30
30
31
32
33
34
35
35
35
35
36
37
38
38
38
39
40
40
40
40
41
41
41
41
42
43
43
44
44
45
45
46
46
46
47
47
47
49
50
50
51
51
51
52
52
53

I-2
HARD MASTER PLAN
INDEX

JUNE 2006

Acquiring and Developing Parklands and Greenways with Partner Agencies
Maintaining Parks through Partnership Agreements

53
54

Chapter 4 - Recommendations for Augmenting Existing Parklands & Facilities at the
Community Level
Introduction
District-wide Strategies for Meeting Future Recreation Needs
Recommended District-wide Strategies
Use / Program Assessments
Map 8 - HARD Neighborhood Districts
Upgrading Existing Parks and Activity Areas
Accommodating New Community /Fitness Center Models
Special Use Facilities Supplementing HARD’s Parks and Community
Service Facilities
Opportunities for Adding District Parklands
City of Hayward
Setting
Planned City Development Projects
Hayward Highland Infill Area-Walpert Ridge/Stonebrae (New Developments)
Eden Shores
Hayward BART Station – Downtown Hayward
Map 9 – Hayward’s Potential Change Areas
Mission Blvd. Corridor / South Hayward BART Station
Mission Boulevard Foothills
Cannery Area
Hayward Industrial Corridor
Implications of Proposed Developments on District Parklands/Services
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
Recommendations
Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the City of Hayward
Ashland
Setting
Planned Projects
Alameda County Land Use Plan
The Ashland-Cherryland Business District Specific Plan
Holland Oil Site
Implications of Proposed Developments on District Parklands/Services
Map 10 - Alameda County Redevelopment Project Areas
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
Recommendations
Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the Community
of Ashland

56
56
56
56
57
58
60
61
62
66
66
66
66
66
66
67
68
68
69
69
69
70
70
70
70
71
71
71
74
74
74
74
75
75
75
76
77
77
77
77
77
77
77

I-3
HARD MASTER PLAN
INDEX

JUNE 2006

Castro Valley
Setting
Planned Projects
Castro Valley Strategic Plan
Eden Hospital
Castro Valley Library
Stanton Site
Measure D Initiative
Implications of Proposed Developments on District Parklands/Services
Map 11 - Castro Valley Specific Plan Area
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
Recommendations
Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of Castro Valley / Palomares Canyons
Cherryland/Eden Area
Setting
Planned Projects
Implications of Proposed Developments on District Parklands/Services
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
Recommendations
Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of Cherryland
Fairview
Setting
Planned Projects
Implications of Proposed Developments on District Parklands/Services
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland
Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
Recommendations
Recommended Strategies
Recommendations for Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services
Objectives in the Community of Fairview
San Lorenzo & Unincorporated San Leandro
Setting
Planned Projects
The San Lorenzo Village Center Specific Plan
Implications of Proposed Developments on District Parklands/Services
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing Parklands and Community Centers
Existing District Parkland

78
78
79
79
79
80
80
80
80
81
82
82
82
82
83
83
83
84
84
85
85
85
85
85
86
86
86
86
87
87
87
87
87
87
87
88
88
88
88
88
88
89
89
89
90
90
90

I-4
HARD MASTER PLAN
INDEX

JUNE 2006

Existing District Community Centers – Facilities and Functions
Recommendations
Recommended Strategies
Meeting Parkland and Recreation Services Objectives in the
Community of San Lorenzo & Unincorporated San Leandro

90
90
90
90

Chapter 5 - Assessments of Recreation Demand Used as Framework for Developing
Parkland & Recreation Service Recommendations
Overview of Existing Facilities
Assessing Demand for Park Facilities & Recreation Programs
Public Opinion Surveys
Methodology
Determining Demand through Public Opinion Surveys – User
Satisfaction Inquiries
Methodology - Overview
Methodology – About the Sample
Rating of System Identity & Use
HARD Residents Rating of HARD Facilities and Programs
HARD Outreach and Branding Recognition
Residents Use of HARD Facilities and Programs
Reasons Given By the 10% (n=30) Who Are Unlikely to Visit a HARD
Park or Facility In the Next Year
Satisfaction with Hard Fees for Park and Program Usage
Rating of System Fees & Funding Priorities
HARD Residents Funding Allocation Preferences
HARD Residents Funding Mechanism Preferences
Summary of Findings from Public Opinion Survey
Findings – What is Working
Findings – Future Direction
Recreation, Park, & Open Space Standards & Guidelines
Overview of Park Categories
Park Categories – Historical Context
Revised Park Categories to Meet Current Conditions
Acreage / Population Standards
Park Acreage / Population Standards – A National Guide
Table 13 – National Parkland Acreage Standards
Park Acreage / Population Standards – Recommended Standards for HARD
Table 14 – HARD Park Acreage / Population Standards for
Park Facility Acquisition & Development
Table 15 - Current Park Dedication Fee Requirements Park Facility
Type / Population Standards
Park Facility Type / Population Standards
Overview of Facility Space Guidelines
Park / Recreation Service Area -Accessibility – Travel Distances
Significance of Travel Distances as a Measure of Recreation Demand
Providing a Public Local or Community Park/Center within
Walking Distance of District Neighborhoods
“Walkable” Service Areas for Existing Local and Community Parks
Table 16 - Neighborhood and Community Service Areas

92
92
93
93
93
93
93
93
93
94
94
94
95
95
95
96
96
96
97
97
97
97
98
99
99
100
100
101
102
102
102
103
103
103
104
105

I-5
HARD MASTER PLAN
INDEX

JUNE 2006

Chapter 6 - Implementation Plan
Objectives & Goals
Objective
Policies
Focus of this Section
Historic Overview
Historical Context
Income Sources Lost or Reduced since Adoption of 1990 Master Plan –
State Shift of Property Tax Revenues
Funding Support for HARD Recreation Facilities & Programs
General Support for Continuing Existing Recreation Services and
Allocating Funding for Parks Maintenance
Funding Challenges
Restoring a Stable Tax Funding Base
Willingness to Tax and Spend on Parks and Open Space
Addressing District Residents’ Fiscal Ability to Support Recreation Services
Financial Strategies
Key Fiscal Actions
Master Plan Implementation Strategies
Vision
Desired Outcomes
Summary of Recommended Strategies
Establishing Priorities
Maintaining the Desired Level of Service and Operating the Existing System
Managing Growth and Maintaining User Satisfaction
Maximizing Cost Effectiveness
Current Funding Mechanisms
Current Sources of Income
Base Budget
Auxiliary Funds
Future Funding Strategies to Augment Current Funding
Table 17 – Summary of Recommended Strategies
Chapter 7 - References & Participants
Documents
Web Sites
Participants

106
106
106
106
107
107
107
109
109
109
109
109
109
111
111
111
111
111
112
113
113
113
115
115
115
115
117
118
120
131
133
134

Appendices
Appendix 1 - Hayward Area Recreation District - Summary of Sports Facilities
Table A-1 - Hayward Area Recreation District – Summary of Sports Facilities
Appendix 2 - Park and Recreation Participation Trends Used as Framework for Developing
Parkland & Recreation Service Recommendations
Appendix 3 - Potential Local, State & Federal Funding Sources
Table A-3 - Potential Local, State & Federal Funding Sources
Appendix 4 – Stakeholder Interviews Regarding Strategies for Implementing the Master Plan

I-6
HARD MASTER PLAN
INDEX

JUNE 2006

