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Canyon County Parks, Open Spaces and Pathways Plan Advisory Group Meeting 

#1 

Overview  

On May 26th, 2022, Agnew::Beck alongside the 

Canyon County Parks, Cultural and Natural 

Resources department hosted the first of three 

Advisory Groups to help inform the development 

and recommendations of the Parks, Open Spaces 

and Pathways Plan. This first advisory group 

meeting was focused around two main topics (1) 

laying the foundation for regional partnerships and 

communication and (2) identifying priority focus 

areas for the plan (key user groups, challenges and 

opportunities/actions).  

This first Advisory Group meeting was held at the Canyon County Administration Building from 4:00-

6:00pm and was attended by the following groups/individuals. 

• Canyon County – Laura Barbour and Nicole Schwend  

• City of Caldwell – Denise Milburn and Jason Hardy  

• City of Greenleaf – Lee C. Belt  

• City of Melba – Noni Stapleton  

• City of Middleton – Becky Croft and Tim O’Meara 

• City of Nampa – Kristi Watkins, Doug Critchfield and Cody Swander 

• City of Parma – Brett Laird  

• City of Wilder – Wendy Severy  

• COMPASS Idaho – Braden Cervetti  

• Idaho Department of Fish and Game – Art Butts and Brad Lowe 

• LINC Idaho – Jeremy Maxand  

• Nampa Bicyle and Pedestrian Committee – Kasey Ketterling 

• SWIMBA – John Palumbo 

• Upper Snake River Tribes Foundation – Scott Hauser  

What words does the Advisory Committee use to describe the current system of parks, open 

spaces, cultural resources and pathways? 
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What words does the Advisory Committee use to describe the future system of parks, open 

spaces, cultural resources, and pathway (ten years out)s? 

Who are the primary users of recreation amenities and programs today and in the future that 

need to be engaged in the process of creating a shared vision for parks, open spaces, pathways 

and cultural resources in Canyon County? 

The following groups and interests were discussed by  

• Bikers – both recreation and transportation riders 

• Walkers and hikers 

• Dog walkers 

• Equestrians  

• Non-automotive users  

• Campers  

• Kayakers 

• Boaters 

• Disc golfers  

• Hunters and fishers  

• Decision and policy makers  

• Wilson Creek User Group 

• Whitewater association 

• Birders and wildlife preservationists  

• Adaptive recreation users 

• Children and families  

• Agritourists 

• RV Users 

• Sport shooters  

What data does the Parks, Open Spaces and Pathways Planning Team need to review and 

include in the planning process? 

• COMPASS Data – Bicycle and pedestrian counts opportunity for targeted counters if requested. 

• City of Nampa – Bicycle and pedestrian counts, park utilization, Parks and Recreation Plan survey 

results  

• SWIMBA bi-annual surveys  





• Lake Lowell interpretive center visitation numbers 

• Camping data at Martin Landing and Celebration Point 

• Highway Districts – Golden Gate, Parma Notus, Nampa, Canyon  

What are the challenges facing parks, open spaces, pathways and cultural assets throughout 

Canyon County? 

• Severe lack of funding and budgetary distribution to parks programming, maintenance, and future 

projects.  

o Grant fundings is often very limited in scope and is not a catch-all solution.  

o Often it is easier to get capital funding for projects, but difficult to get the funding necessary 

to maintain and operate the new facility. 

• Sever issues with staffing – currently it is very hard to hire and maintain a workforce that matches the 

needs of the existing system of assets. 

• Increasing property values makes acquisition more difficult.  

• Subdivision development and mismatched pathway development standards 

• House Bill 389 

• Water rights  

• Disconnection between assets, cities and existing pathways 

• Park branding is not consistent throughout the region 

• Limited vision from City leadership – Parks can be a huge economic driver if activated correctly  

• Short-sighted community decisions 

• Conflicts between agencies 

• Conflicts between users 

• Community leaders privatizing many aspects of the community  

• Difficulties maintaining existing facilities and operations  

• Overcrowding of recreational spaces – camping is booked out all year – not enough spaces 

What opportunities the advisory committee discussed for improvements and specific projects  to 

parks, open spaces, pathways and cultural resources in the County 

There were many suggestions and ideas provided by Advisory Group members. The specific opportunities 

and projects are listed below and loosely grouped by topic area. Not all of these projects are feasible or match 

the scale of this Parks, Open Spaces and Pathways Plan.  

• Pathways and Connectivity 

o Regional pathway along the Boise River – Rails to trails  

o Regional Pathways along the Snake River – Water Trail  

o Regional pathway connecting to Indian Creek and the City of Kuna  

o Broad Right of Way acquisition strategy County wide. 

o R.R. Bridge 

o Additional and improved bike lanes and bike facilities 

o Winery Trail – focused on economic development  

o Lake Lowell Bike Loop 

o Connection at Teal to avoid biking Highway 95 

o Highway 19 to connect Greenleaf to Caldwell  
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• Parks and Recreation Facilities  

o Links style golf course with natural elements 

o Indoor bike park for year round access 

o Whitewater park  

o Additional urban fisheries – former gravel pits 

o More campgrounds and camping facilities  

• Cultural resources 

o Highlight and celebrate Oregon Trail sites 

o Expand the Ward Memorial historical site 

o Cultural trail connecting Ward Memorial to historic sites in the City of Middleton  

o Botanical gardens and pollinator pathways 

• Funding Opportunities and Policy 

o Parks and Recreation Districts – City level and in the broader county 

o Foster partnerships between private developers and the County/incorporated Cities 

o Partnership with local non-profits and private entities, e.g. Duck’s Unlimited 

o ADA accessibility in all things 
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Key informant interview questions. 

1. What is your title and role?  

2. What do you have planned for future parks, open spaces and trails improvements and expansion? 

3. What are your larger aspirations for the regional parks and open spaces system? 

4. What do you see as the greatest assets in Canyon County when it comes to creating a well-regarded 

and functional outdoor recreation environment? 

5. What are the challenges facing parks and recreation facilities in the County?  

6. What trends are you seeing with parks, trails, and open space utilization? Are you having any 

difficulty serving an increasing population? 

7. What opportunities for partnership do you see with the County and other cities?  

8. What are the most successful ways for you/other jurisdictions to for infrastructure development, 

maintenance and asset management?  

9. Who else should we be talking with throughout this process? 

10. Would you be willing to participate in an Advisory Group to inform this Canyon County Parks, 

Open Spaces and Trails Plan? 

11. Anything else we should know about as we move forward with the development of a Canyon County 

Parks, Opens Spaces and Trails Plan  
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Key Informant Interview Summary  

Between May 6th and May 23rd, Agnew::Beck conducted six key informant interviews to help gain critical 

information regarding the existing conditions, asset use, regional challenges and opportunities for 

improvement and partnership. This round of key informant interviews was aimed at creating connections 

between potential partner agencies and incorporated cities in Canyon County. Interviews to date have 

included: 

• City of Melba – Noni Stapleton, City Clerk 

• City of Middleton – Becky Crofts, City Administrator and Roberta Stewart, Planning and Zoning 

Official 

• City of Nampa – Darrin Johnson, Parks Director and Cody Swanders, Assistant Park Director  

• City of Wilder – Wendy Sverly, City Clerk and Chelsea Johnson, Superintendent of Public Works  

• Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge – Eddie Owens, Refuge Manager  

• Idaho Department of Fish and Game – Art Butts, Regional Fishery Manager and Brady Lowe, 

Regional Habitat Manager  

• Additional interviews may occur in phase 2 of this planning process  

Key Themes and Findings 

1. There is a lot of interest in creating meaningful partnerships that improve access to open 

spaces and outdoor recreation. All interviewees expressed some level of interest in participating in 

regional planning around open spaces, trails and recreation. These partnerships could help create 

connections to resources and assets with pathways and informational distribution. Partnerships to 

date have been limited, but shared asset management, particularly with IDFG and U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife services have allowed for recreational opportunities and education that would not have 

happened without partnerships with the County and other agencies.  

2. Parks, Open Spaces, Trails and Natural Areas are vital assets for Canyon County that 

improve quality of life and help define the character of the area. All interviewees indicated the 

importance of these spaces in some for or another – most regional parks are highly utilized, existing 

trails and pathways help create connectivity within the incorporated cities, and everyone would like to 

see these assets protected, improved, and expanded in some capacity.  

3. The incorporated cities in Canyon County are actively investing in and expanding their 

parks, trails, and open spaces. The City of Nampa and the City of Middleton both have large 

ongoing planning and construction plans, while the other smaller cities are trying to create smaller 

community spaces within their more limited budgets.  

4. Continued regional growth and development are anticipated to continue, which puts a strain 

on existing facilities and imposes a risk to undeveloped land that in many cases would be 

ideal for open space and pathway utilization. The incorporated cities interviewed in this process 

noted that their park utilization is going up and that they are needing to expand facilities to keep up 

with a growing demand. Additionally many interviewees noted that opportunities to create regional 

pathways and protected open spaces are at risk of new construction and development – one new 

suburban development in the wrong area could shut off opportunities for pathway connections 

entirely. It was also noted that as land becomes privatized and developed it is harder to secure right 

of way and easements.   
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5. Funding and staff capacity are challenging in the face of a growing population and 

expanded demand for assets and services. All interviewees stressed that they would love to be 

doing more to serve their population, but a limited staff capacity, difficulty hiring new staff, and 

ongoing funding for maintenance and capital improvements/acquisitions were limiting factors. In 

Canyon County there is not a lot of political will to fund major parks and pathways projects through 

traditional budgetary means, which requires innovation and a lot of work from staff who are trying to 

see projects through from start to finish to ongoing maintenance and operation.  

6. The Snake River and The Boise River offer a strong opportunity for the development of 

regional pathways similar to the Boise River Greenbelt.  
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Canyon County Parks, Pathways and Cultural Resources Community Survey  

Summary and Analysis  

Overview  

The Canyon County Parks, Pathways and Cultural Resources Survey was designed to collect high level input 

regarding the future of the parks, trails, open spaces, and cultural resources in the County. The survey was 

open from July 18th to August 19th, 2022 and received 475 responses.  

The survey was distributed online via the SurveyMonkey platform and was promoted through numerous 

public channels, the County webpage, social media, email list serves, and through flyers posted around the 

County Parks system. The survey was available in both English and Spanish in an attempt to get as diverse of 

a sampling as possible and to remove any barriers to participation. Paper surveys were available upon request.  

Key Themes  

Analysis of survey responses resulted in the following key themes.  

1. User Satisfaction – Respondents were generally happy with existing facilities and management efforts 

but would love to see more investments to expand access throughout the County. 

2. Preservation and Sustainability – Preservation of open spaces, agricultural lands and natural habitats 

are guiding values that should be considered when making decisions and investments. 

3. Snake River Pathway – Respondents were very supportive of creating a regional pathways system, 

particularly along the Snake River.  

4. Addressing Conflict – Steps should be taken to minimize user conflicts and the impacts of population 

growth throughout county and partner managed assets. 

5. Opportunities and Investments – This plan should attempt to provide resources and opportunities to 

all of the unique user groups and demographics represented throughout Canyon County. 

6. Financing and Resource Allocation – Respondents largely supported exploring additional funding 

methods to support Parks, Pathways and Cultural Resources managed by Canyon County.  

Respondent Information  

The Canyon County Parks Survey received a diverse range of respondent participation. The following section 

highlights some important demographic information for each survey.  

• Age – All age groups are represented in the survey responses, however there was an 

underrepresentation of individuals under the age of 25, who represented only 4% of total responses.  

• Race –Survey respondents reflect a racial distribution similar to that of Canyon County overall, 

however there was an underrepresentation from Canyon County’s Hispanic community. Only 7% of 

survey respondents identified as Hispanic or Latino, however Census estimates indicate that nearly 

25% of the Canyon County population is Hispanic or Latino.   

• Household income – Approximately 40% of respondents self-reported an annual household 

income between $50,000 to $100,000. 16% of respondents reported earning under $50,000 annually, 

while the remaining 44% were somewhere over $100,000 annually. Canyon County has an annual 

median household income of $56,916, which means that respondents on average earn more than the 

median annual household income.  
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• Household Size – 70% of respondents indicated that they live in two-adult households and 59% of 

respondents indicated that they did not have children living at home.  

• Geographic location – Responses to the survey came in from many places in Canyon County and 

Ada County. A full distribution of locations is displayed in the chart below.    

 

Guiding Values 

Respondents were asked to identify which value-based statements they believed should be considered when 

making decisions about the future of parks, pathways, and public spaces. The top identified guiding values 

were: 

1. Preservation of Agricultural Land - Protect and preserve land that is viable for agricultural 

functions including farming, ranching, irrigation, and farm stands.   

2. Preservation of Open Space - Protect and preserve the undeveloped spaces in Canyon County. 

3. Preservation of Wildlife Habitat - Equity and Inclusion: Ensure the long-term health of wildlife 

populations and their natural habitats. 

4. Connectivity – Ensure that parks, pathways, and cultural resources are connected to population 

centers with accessible roadways and pathways. 

5. Environmental and Ecological Sustainability - Ensure the long-term viability of Canyon 

County's environment and natural resources. 

6. Recreational Value - Preserve and expand recreational uses throughout Canyon County parks and 

open spaces. 

Four of the top six guiding values dealt with a preservation or sustainability focused approach. This 

represents a strong desire for the long-term preservation of resources and natural spaces that have long been 

a defining characteristic of Canyon County. This also indicates that residents in Canyon County would be 

amenable to investments into preservation efforts and infrastructure that supports these beloved resources.  

Asset Utilization  
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Of the assets managed by the Canyon County Parks, Cultural and Natural Resources Department Celebration 

Park and the Upper and Lower Recreation Areas at Lake Lowell were the most utilized assets based on 

frequency of visits. The chart below shows participant utilization of each parks asset, with many respondents 

indicating that they never use certain assets including the Ward Memorial Park, Jubilee OHV Park, Martin 

Landing and the George Nourse Gun Range. The assets with the least amount of user engagement are typical 

of more niche activities or locations that are further away from major population centers.  

How participants engage with parks, pathways, open spaces, and cultural 

resources.  

Respondents indicated a wide range of activities that they participate in throughout Canyon County Parks 

Spaces, with the most common activities being: 

1. Hiking/Walking 

2. Outdoor leisure time  

3. Fishing 

4. Appreciating the history and culture of Canyon County  

5. Camping 
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Primary mode of interacting with Parks  

To further narrow in on how respondents utilize Canyon County’s park assets, we asked respondents to 

identify their primary mode of interaction. The top five primary user groups represented in the survey results 

were:  

1. Hiking/Walking 

2. Trail Running 

3. Biking for Recreation 

4. Biking for Transportation 

5. Horseback Riding 

This list differs from the overall user patterns represented in the previous section, which indicates that while 

these user groups are smaller than individuals who are generally recreating in Canyon County, they are 

important user groups who need to be considered in all planning efforts around park assets.  

Satisfaction with Canyon County Parks, Pathways, Open Spaces and Cultural 

Resources 

Generally, respondents indicated that they were quite satisfied with the Canyon County Parks System with 

54% of respondents indicating that they were either very satisfied or satisfied with the system overall and 33% 

of respondents had neutral feelings towards the system. 11.5% of respondents however indicated that they 

were either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with parks overall. Respondents who indicated that they were 

dissatisfied listed the following reasons: 

1. Activities they wanted to participate in were not supported by existing infrastructure 

2. Spaces and resources were too far away from their residence 

3. Spaces and resources were not well maintained  

4. Space and resources were too busy 

87.89%

70.46%

43.34% 41.40%
36.56% 34.14% 33.41%
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5. Other open-ended comments listed for dissatisfaction included:  

a. Spaces are disconnected and difficult to access 

b. Pathways are not sufficient for extended recreation and are often too short 

c. Lack of ADA accessible resources, particularly fishing docks. 

d. Reduced equestrian parking and access to formerly used routes.  

e. Safety concerns with biking and walking along roadways and on trails  

Opportunities for Improvement  

Respondents identified many opportunities for improvement related to the Canyon County system of parks, 

pathways, open spaces, and cultural resources. The most prominent themes and recommendations were: 

• Improvements to trails and connectivity with a desire for a larger regional “greenbelt” 

• Investment into additional park spaces to increase access 

• More programming and community-led activities 

• Improvements to overall maintenance and safety  

• Focus on creating and preserving natural spaces, green spaces, and wildlife 

• Better promotion and awareness of park resources 

Connectivity and Access 

Survey respondents largely felt that unincorporated Canyon County was not well connected through a system 

of pathways and trails. On a scale of 1-5 where 1 is very disconnected 5 is very connected, the average 

respondent score was 2.18 indicating a perceived lack of connectivity. Despite this lack of connectivity most 

respondents (66%) indicated that they could reach a park space within 15 minutes. This level of access 

combined with the perception of low connectivity indicates that there are likely barriers to access, particularly 

non-automotive access throughout the County that could be addressed through pathway and sidewalk 

improvements.  

25.9%

40.9%

23.8%

7.4%

2.1%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

Less than 5 minutes Between 6 and 15
minutes

Between 16 and 30
minutes

Between 31 and 45
minutes

Greater than 45
minutes

How long would it take you to reach the nearest park space in 
Canyon County





Desired Connections  

Respondents were asked to identify locations that they most wanted to see additional connectivity created 

through pathways, trails and additional infrastructural investment. Respondents were most interested in 

seeing pathways around Lake Lowell and the Snake River Corridor but were generally supportive of a larger 

system of connected pathways county wide. 70% of respondents indicated that they would support the use of 

canals and other public right-of-way areas to help increase connectivity and access. 

Funding Support  

83% of respondents generally supported expanding funding to improve parks, pathway and open spaces in 

Canyon County. 70% of respondents supported exploring additional funding opportunities including: 

• Creation of nonprofit land trusts to purchase or protect key areas,  

• Increases to user fees to cover increased recreation uses 

• Voter-authorized levies to fund specific community projects 

• Requesting grant funding and voter-authorized formation of recreation taxing districts 
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Priority Investments 

Respondents were asked to identify to what degree they believe Canyon County should prioritize a wide range 
of potential investments with 5 being a very high priority. While all projects were generally supported, 
projects focused on protecting recreational opportunities along waterways and protecting natural habitats and 
ecosystems were identified as the highest priority. There was also substantial support for the creation of a 
larger regional pathway system that would require partnership between the County, incorporated cities and 
other partner agencies
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