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Introduction
background
The Central Arroyo Seco is a national treasure, a 
mix of natural and man-made beauty surround-
ing one of the country’s most famous stadiums, 
the famed Rose Bowl. Making up 254 acres of 
prime real estate in the City of Pasadena, the 
Central Arroyo is among the most visited and 
used urban recreational spaces in the region.

The Rose Bowl Operating Company (an entity 
of the City of Pasadena) manages the famed 
Rose Bowl Stadium as well as the adjacent 
Brookside Golf Course. The Rose Bowl Aquat-
ics Center, with two Olympic-sized swimming 
pools, as well as the Kidspace Museum are 
independently operated entities within the 
Central Arroyo, and lie just south of the stadi-
um.
 
Other stakeholders and users in the Central 
Arroyo include neighborhood baseball and 
soccer teams, picnickers, and other casual 
recreational users. Concerts and other events 
occur with regularity at the Rose Bowl Stadium, 
and the area is host to several organized as 
well as casual running and biking events.
 
With so many different users and activities 
occurring within the Central Arroyo, neighbors 
to the stadium and park have voiced concerns 
and complaints over the years about compet-
ing interests and the overabundance of activity 
impacting their quality of life.
 
In early 2012, the City of Pasadena invited the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) to visit the Central 
Arroyo and study the situation. At the conclu-
sion of their visit, the ULI panel made a series 
of recommendations. One of the major recom-
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Introduction
mendations was for the City to establish a 
Central Arroyo Conservancy to bolster the 
fundraising capacity of the Central Arroyo, to 
improve and streamline management and coor-
dination of activities/stakeholders within the 
area, and to increase competitiveness of the 
Rose Bowl Stadium and the urban recreational 
space as a whole compared to other stadiums 
and recreational spaces across the country.
 
The City of Pasadena staff invited our team 
of graduate students from the Price School 
of Public Policy to assist them with gaining a 
better understanding of what a conservancy is 
and whether the idea would be worth pursuing 
in the Central Arroyo.

Research Questions
Our problem statement, which we kept at the 
center of our thinking throughout our research 
and study, was “Would a conservancy solve the 
issues facing the Central Arroyo Seco?”

methodology
Our methodology for answering this central 
question follows.

Focus Groups
We began by gathering basic background infor-
mation to gain a better understanding and hear 
for ourselves about the issues in the Central 
Arroyo Seco. We conducted an informal focus 
group session at a regular “Rose Bowl Neigh-
bors Meeting” where representatives of adja-
cent Resident Associations gather to discuss 
issues with Rose Bowl Operating Company 
executives. Represented at the meeting were 
the Linda Vista-Annandale, East Arroyo, and 

West Pasadena Neighborhood Associations. 
Also present was a representative from Pasa-
dena Water and Power, City and Rose Bowl 
Operating Co. staff, and Councilmember Terry 
Tornek.

Interviews
We then moved on to conduct semi-structured 
phone interviews with other stakeholders in the 
Central Arroyo, including other lessees and 
user groups of the land.
 
The organizations we contacted were: Rose 
Bowl Operating Company, Rose Bowl Aquatics 
Center, Chandler School, Kidspace Museum, 
City of Pasadena Department of Public Works, 
City of Pasadena Department of Human Servic-
es and Recreation, the Arroyo Seco Founda-
tion, AYSO, Pasadena Obedience Club, Pasa-
dena Redbirds Baseball, and Pasadena City 
College.

Out of our discussions, major themes emerged 
in terms of the issues in the Central Arroyo from 
the different stakeholders. Although, it should 
be noted that a number of the stakeholders 
interviewed expressed that their organizations 
did not experience any significant issues or 
concerns.

Case Studies
We then began to conduct research on urban 
park conservancies across the nation to 
acquire an understanding of their unique situa-
tions, histories, organizational structures, oper-
ating procedures and best practices, with the 
intention of gathering information relevant for 
the City of Pasadena. Subsequent to discus-
sion with City of Pasadena staff, we identified 
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Introduction
the following eleven conservancies which have 
parklands or stakeholders similar to the Central 
Arroyo: 

•	 Balboa Park Conservancy (San Diego, CA)
•	 Central Park Conservancy (NYC)
•	 Battery Park Conservancy (NYC)
•	 Brooklyn Bridge Park Conservancy (NYC)
•	 Memorial Park Conservancy (Houston, TX)
•	 Piedmont Park Conservancy (Atlanta, GA)
•	 Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (CA)
•	 Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy (CA)
•	 Arroyo & Foothills Conservancy (Altadena, CA)
•	 Civic Center Conservancy (Denver, CO)
•	 Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy (PA)

Literature Review
A literature review was conducted of other 
studies and reports available that described the 
formation and operations of urban park conser-
vancies. Among these materials were explor-
atory studies performed as organizations began 
to research the conservancy model of parkland 
management, as well as chapters from various 
books, and websites on parkland management. 
In addition, the research team has included a 
list of related articles, blog posts,  books, and 
presentations in the Appendices for review.

stakeholder analysis
We surveyed 12 stakeholders, as well as repre-
sentatives from Neighborhood Associations in 
and around the Central Arroyo area. We sought 
to understand their needs and concerns and 
learn about their perceptions. Although contact-
ing an exhaustive list of stakeholders was not 
feasible, we believe we captured the essence 

and breadth of concerns. Concerns raised by 
various stakeholders often overlapped and 
spoke to common themes. We have distilled 
their feedback into three categories:

Management
Concerns were expressed about the lack of 
coordination of events and activities occurring in 
the Central Arroyo space. Also, major concerns 
about the abundance of activities causing harm 
to the physical environment, as well as impact-
ing the quality of life for the neighborhood.

Revenue
Questions were raised about whether the activ-
ities occurring in the Central Arroyo generated 
enough revenue to justify the level of activity 
and impacts. Also, questions about whether 
the economic benefits from activity in the 
Central Arroyo were truly being used to benefit 
the impacted neighborhood were raised, and 
whether the funding generated was enough to 
support the needs of the Central Arroyo and its 
facilities.

Open Space
Along similar lines as the top two concerns 
were questions about competition between 
users for the same park space and the types 
and intensity of activities degrading the natural 
environment and beauty of the Central Arroyo. 
Some expressed concerns about the long term 
sustainability and even restoration of the natu-
ral environment with current levels of use.
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Case #1: 	    Arroyos & foothills conservancy

The Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy was 
founded in 2000 to preserve natural areas, 
plan regional trail systems, and educate people 
about issues pertaining to local history and 
open space. It is a 501(c)3 nonprofit organiza-
tion that was formed as the Altadena Foothills 
Conservancy but changed its name in 2010 
to reflect its expanded project area stretching 
from the Eaton Wash to the Verdugo Mountains 
(“History,” n.d.).           

Unlike other conservancies we studied (and 
briefed in subsequent pages), the Arroyos & 
Foothills Conservancy is purely dedicated to 
conserving land and preserving open space. In 
this respect it is more like a land trust. Fittingly, 
the conservancy is a member of both the Cali-
fornia Council of Land Trusts and the Land Trust 
Alliance. Although land trust and conservancy 
can be used interchangeably, land trusts focus 
primarily on preserving land while conservan-
cies are typically larger in scope and take on 

Founded 
2000

Agreement Created 
N/A

Master Plan Created 
2011

2011 Budget 
$526,700

Private Donations 
30.5% of 2011 revenue

Large Events 
N/A
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more functions (J. Howell, personal communi-
cation, March 19, 2013).  

In the Arroyos & Foothills Conservancy’s 13 
year history, it has helped protect 41 acres of 
open space in Rubio Canyon and 16.5 acres 
of open space along Chaney Trail, both in 
the Altadena foothills. They have constructed 
a demonstration pocket park known as Old 
Marengo Park, using native plants and water-
wise gardening techniques. The conservancy 
regularly publishes comprehensive studies of 
the geography and is well versed in the regional 
systems of trails and open space in and around 
the Altadena area (“History,” n.d.).

Case #1: 	    Arroyos & foothills conservancy
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Case # 2: 	 Balboa Park Conservancy

Formed in 2010, the Balboa Park Conservancy 
is a non-profit 501(c)3 organization responsible 
for raising funds, developing public-private part-
nerships and collaborating with Balboa Park 
stakeholders to implement capital projects and 
address deferred maintenance needs in the 
Park. While the city of San Diego owns Balboa 
Park, the conservancy operates as a partner to 
manage and control projects it undertakes in 
the park.

One of the newer urban park conservancies 
in the nation, Balboa Park Conservancy came 
about only after significant and substantive 
public debate. After years of research and stud-
ies and public meetings with various stakehold-
ers, it was concluded that the park needed a 
public-private entity to manage the current 
issues. 

Of note, Balboa Park Conservancy board 
members are elected to a three year term 

Founded 
2010

Agreement Created 
None found

Master Plan Created 
1986

2011 Budget 
$6.9 million

Private Donations 
78% of 2011 revenue

Large Events 
8.9% of 2011 revenue
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that is renewable for a second term. After the 
second term, a board member must sit out at 
least one year before being voted on the board 
again. Conservancy bylaws require a minimum 
of nine board of directors with a maximum of 
25, unless changed by a vote of the board. 
Ex-officio members do not have a vote and 
may be removed at any time (“Bylaws,” n.d.). 

The Balboa Park Conservancy values collabo-
ration and cooperation. They seek to work with 
all stakeholders to continuously improve and 
sustain Balboa Park. It also identifies and prior-
itizes projects for the park and brings resourc-
es together to ensure their implementation. 
The conservancy also values outreach. This 
includes opportunities for interested friends of 
the park to stay informed about their activities 
through the conservancy’s website and sched-
uled public meetings. Further, it is a top priority 
to meet with stakeholder groups and individu-
als involved with the park and committed to its 
management, welfare, and growth (“Overview,” 
n.d.).

Case # 2: 	 Balboa Park Conservancy
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case # 3: 	 Battery Park conservancy

Battery Park is a 25-acre public park locat-
ed at the southern tip of Manhattan, NY. 
Conceived for the sole purpose of implement-
ing the 1986 Battery Master Plan, the Battery 
Park Conservancy provides project manage-
ment, master planning, and fundraising for 
park improvements and rehabilitation (Battery 
Park Conservancy, 2013). According to NYC 
Parks Commissioner, Adrian Benepe, “Battery 
Park for decades was a hodgepodge park that 
lacked any kind of cohesive design, and what’s 
remarkable is how the conservancy has made 
it a destination” (Barron, 2011).

Battery Park Conservancy currently employs 19 
people and is governed by a thirteen-member 
board of trustees comprised of local business 
leaders and the conservancy’s founder. In addi-
tion, the conservancy has six ex-officio trustees 
that include a NYC council member and three 
city park commissioners (Battery Park Conser-
vancy, 2013).

Founded 
1994

Agreement Created 
1995

Master Plan Created 
The plan was developed in 1986 but went 
unimplemented until 1995

2009 Budget 
$3 million

Private Donations 
23% of 2009 revenue

Large Events 
60% of 2009 revenue
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The conservancy operates on a budget of 
approximately $3 million. Private donations 
for 2009 totaled approximately $2 million, 
$1.3 million coming from fundraising benefits 
for the park. Over the past twenty years, the 
conservancy has completed numerous multi-
million dollar projects to restore and rebuild the 
park. To date, $118 million has been raised in 
private and federal funds to restore the park 
and Castle Clinton National Monument (Battery 
Park, 2009).
 
Battery Park serves approximately six million 
visitors a year and does not have any limits to 
the number of events it can host. The conser-
vancy only coordinates a few minor events 
in the park. The majority of events are coor-
dinated with the City and all events receive a 
city-issued permit (Battery Park Conservancy, 
2013).

case # 3: 	 Battery Park conservancy
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The Brooklyn Bridge Park Conservancy was 
first formed as a “friends of-” group in 1985. 
The group was a coalition of concerned citizens 
advocating for reclaiming the waterfront area in 
Brooklyn. In 2004 the group changed its name 
to its current one. It is a 501(c)3 nonprofit entity 
that raises funds to support park infrastructure, 
maintenance, and ongoing capital projects. The 
conservancy partners with the city of Brooklyn 
to provide over 400 public events per year, 
most at no cost (E. Newborn, personal commu-
nication, March 21, 2013).

Over the past decade, more than 700,000 
visitors have enjoyed the Conservancy’s free 
events and activities. In 2011 alone, 70,000 
visitors enjoyed over 325 free cultural, educa-
tional, and recreational events in the park. The 
same year, over 5,000 students from 50 New 

Founded 
1988

Agreement Created 
None found

Master Plan Created 
2005

2010 Budget 
$1.1 million

Private Donations 
53.6% of 2011 revenue

Large Events 
22.9% of 2011 revenue

case # 4:	  brooklyn bridgepark conservancy
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York City schools participated in Conservancy 
education programs and free day camps. As 
the program provider for the Brooklyn Bridge 
Park, the Conservancy encourages residents 
and visitors alike to join in boating, fitness class-
es, volleyball workshops, stargazing, chess 
lessons, history tours, bird watching, movies, 
concerts, and more (“About Us,” n.d.).

Various sections of the Brooklyn Bridge Park 
are undergoing renovations. As several park 
segments complete construction, the Brooklyn 
Bridge Park Conservancy will rely on volun-
teer help to program, maintain, and complete 
this remarkable 85-acre public amenity. The 
Conservancy’s Green Team logs over 1,500 
hours per year helping to keep the park beau-
tiful and clean. Like most conservancies, the 
Brooklyn Bridge Park Conservancy is well 
connected to the community and relies on indi-
vidual support to create such a dynamic urban 
space (“About Us,” n.d.).

case # 4:	  brooklyn bridgepark conservancy
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case # 5: 	central  park conservancy

Located on 843 acres in the heart of Manhattan 
in New York City, NY, the Central Park Conser-
vancy is often a prime example of a successful 
urban park conservancy. Established in 1980 
by citizens who were unhappy about the state 
of disrepair that their urban park had fallen into, 
these citizens organized themselves and start-
ed to raise private funds to support major park 
improvements and maintenance in an effort to 
restore Central Park to its intended splendor.
 
The conservancy’s mission is to restore, 
manage and enhance Central Park, in partner-
ship with the public, for the enjoyment of pres-
ent and future generations.
 
In the years since its founding, the Central Park 
Conservancy has raised over $600 million to 
fund capital improvements throughout the park 
and to help fund ongoing maintenance activi-
ties, with more than $470 million coming from 
private sources and $110 million from the city. 

Founded 
1980

Agreement Created 
2006, 8-year MOU approved. Currently 
negotiating new agreement

Master Plan Created 
1985

2011 Budget 
$39.7 million

Private Donations 
75.4% of 2012 revenue

Large Events 
11.8% of 2012 revenue
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case # 5: 	central  park conservancy
The conservancy has also prescribed and 
carried out a restoration management plan 
for the park; managed the capital restoration 
of much of Central Park’s grounds and facili-
ties; activated a strong volunteer network; and 
attracted visitors from throughout the world 
(Central Park Conservancy, 2010).

Most funding for the conservancy’s activities 
have come from private sources. Its Board of 
Trustees is made up largely of donors, with 
some non-voting ex officio spots and a few 
appointments by the Mayor, but the Board is 
largely independent from the City as an entity.
 
Specifically, the Board of Trustees is made up 
of 52 individuals:

The conservancy operates with an annual 
budget of approximately $40 million. The City 
does contribute a portion to the budget as part 
of a Memorandum of Understanding, in which 
the conservancy maintains about 85% of the 
grounds, with City staff maintaining the remain-
der. However, plans are for the Conservancy to 
eventually take over maintenance of the entire 
park.
 
New York City itself, however, maintains owner-
ship over the actual parkland, and retains 
permitting authority over activities and events 
within Central Park. While the City and conser-
vancy have a strong partnership in restoring 
and maintaining the land, the number and type 
of events that occur on the space remain firmly 
in the control of the City’s Parks Department. 
There is no policy capping the number or type 
of events, though the City and conservancy 
work together to ensure the parkland does not 
endure degradation.

•	 Four Trustees are Ex-officio Trustees 
(without voting rights), and include the 
Borough President of Manhattan; the 
Commissioner of the Department of Parks 
& Recreation of the City of New York; the 
President and CEO of the Conservancy; 
the Central Park Administrator (if a different 
individual than the person holding the title 
of President and CEO); and the President 
of the Women’s Committee;

•	 Five (5) Trustees are appointed by the 
Mayor of the City of New York;

•	 Forty-three (43) Trustees are “General 
Trustees,” none of whom are employees 
of, nor hold office in, the City of New York 
(Central Park Conservancy, 2010).
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case # 6: 	 Civic center conservancy

Civic Center Park is located in downtown 
Denver, between the city and county buildings 
and the state capital of Colorado. Although this 
might seem like a prime location for events and 
gatherings, the park was largely abandoned by 
both park users and government operators in 
the final decades of the last century. In order to 
turn around this situation, a group of concerned 
citizens founded a conservancy in 2004.

The conservancy is organized around four key 
emphases (Civic Center Conservancy, n.d):

1. to advocate for resources and improvements 
to the park;

2. to create events and programming that acti-
vate the civic center;

3. to create awareness and engagement on 
issues that affect Civic Center Park; 

4. and to fundraise for these activities, improve-
ments, and issues.

Founded 
2004

Agreement Created 
2006

Master Plan Created 
2005

2011 Budget 
$700,000

Private Donations 
70.3% of revenue

Large Events 
Minimal percentage of revenue
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case # 6: 	 Civic center conservancy

Although relatively young in comparison to 
some other organizations, the conservancy has 
a variety of achievements to it’s name. Partner-
ing with city, county, and state politicians, the 
conservancy helped secure passage of the 
2007 Better Denver bond initiative, ensuring 
over $9.4 million in funds for specific improve-
ments to the park (Civic Center Conservancy, 
n.d.). In addition, the conservancy has found-
ed a number of annual events, including Civic 
Center EATS, a weekly summer festival of food 
trucks and live music, and the Civic Center 
SOUNDS Independence Eve concert and fire-
works display (Civic Center Conservancy, n.d.).  
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case # 7: Golden gate Nat’l parks Conservancy

The Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy 
provides financial support, community outreach, 
and other services for 37 separate sites in the 
national park system throughout the Bay area. 
Initially named the Golden Gate National Parks 
Association, the 501(c)3 changed its name 
from “Association” to “Conservancy” in 2003 
(Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy, 
“History”, n.d.). 

As a cooperating agency of the National Park 
Service, the conservancy provides multiple 
support services. The Conservancy provides 
staffing to the visitors centers’ at the vari-
ous locations. Working with the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area, the Conservancy 
founded the Institute at the Golden Gate, an 
organization focused on “[fostering] new ideas, 
[sharing] best practices, [encouraging] leader-
ship, and [supporting and implementing] public 
policy changes that will benefit people and the 
planet” (Golden Gate National Parks Conser-

Founded 
1981

Agreement Created 
Yes

Master Plan Created 
N/A

2011 Budget 
$34.9 million

Private Donations 
20% of revenue

Large Events 
2% of revenue
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vancy, “Mission/Vision”, n.d.).

With the mission of preserving the Golden 
Gate National Parks, enhancing the park visi-
tor experience, and building a community dedi-
cated to conserving the parks for the future, the 
conservancy is involved in multiple innovative 
programs. Since 1985, the conservancy has 
run the Golden Gate Raptor Observatory with 
the National Park Service, a “‘citizen science’ 
program that trains volunteers as hawk coun-
ters, banders, and trackers” (Golden Gate 
National Parks Conservancy, “History”, n.d.). 
In addition, the Conservancy worked with the 
National Park Service to obtain the input of 
community members regarding the improve-
ments to various sites including the Presidio, 
Crissy Field, and Alcatraz Island. Through 
these stakeholder engagement processes, the 
conservancy has been able to help steer the 
master plans of specific sites. This is important 
for the conservancy given that the the Park 
Service does not seem inclined to create an 
area-wide master plan.

case # 7: Golden gate Nat’l parks Conservancy
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case # 8: 	memorial  park conservancy

The Memorial Park Conservancy (MPC) exists 
to provide financially for the enhancement 
and protection of Houston’s largest park. The 
conservancy originated from a decision made 
by the Memorial Park Advisory Committee, 
with approval from the Director of the Parks 
and Recreation Dept., that they expand the 
committee to include the major user groups of 
the park. The 1500-acre park is controlled by 
the City of Houston which allows MPC to make 
improvements on a by-permit basis. The staff 
consists of three full-time employees, includ-
ing one volunteer coordinator. Memorial Park 
offers many amenities including: an 18-hole 
golf course, six tennis courts, croquet, a swim-
ming pool, a fitness center, sports fields, hiking 
trails, sand volleyball, and picnic areas. On an 
average day the park accommodates 10,000 
runners, walkers, and mountain bikers (person-
al communication, March 19, 2013).
 

Founded 
2000

Agreement Created 
2008, contract with City to ensure right of 
entry and establish parameters of coop-
eration and fundraising

Master Plan Created 
2004, in cooperation with Parks Dept. & 
Parks Board. 

2012 Budget 
$1.25 million (approx.)

Private Donations 
64% of 2012 revenue (approx.)

Large Events 
36% of 2012 revenue (approx.)
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case # 8: 	memorial  park conservancy
Recently, MPC worked with the Houston Parks 
and Recreation Department and the Houston 
Parks Board to develop the park’s master plan. 
The plan originated out of widespread concern 
related to the uses and environmental degra-
dation occurring within the park. The master 
plan succeeded at establishing policies that 
direct events, vehicular traffic, types of uses, 
and habitat restoration plans that today guide 
the park’s management (personal communica-
tion, March 19, 2013)..
 
Memorial Park once held numerous large-scale 
events (e.g. weekly “Fun Run” fundraisers). 
However, resident groups located on the park’s 
periphery felt their communities were nega-
tively impacted by these events. In response, 
the City of Houston limited large-scale events 
to one Fun Run fundraiser per year. In addi-
tion, the park’s large-scale event policy prohib-
its events that would require the City to close 
roads or events that would have any negative 
impact on the average park visitor or residents 
located near the park. The effect of this policy 
has implications for the number of events taking 
place at any given time, along with the level 
of noise generated by such events (personal 
communication, March 19, 2013).
 
The conservancy has a 36 member board 
comprised mostly of private sector leaders, with 
seven ex-officio advisory members. New board 
members are approved by the current board 
(personal communication, March 19, 2013)..
 
The conservancy’s annual budget is approxi-
mately $1.25 million and is supported through 

its various fundraising efforts. Revenues for FY 
2013 are as follows:

•	 Annual Gala: $230k, 180 attended

•	 Annual Fun Run: $125k, 2,500 attended

•	 Annual Golf Tournament: $96k, 160 attended

•	 Foundation donors: $600k (yearly avg.)

•	 Corporate donors: $200k (yearly avg.) 
(personal communication, March 19, 2013).
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case # 9: 	piedmont  park conservancy

The Piedmont Park Conservancy, located in 
Atlanta, GA, was established in 1989. Modeled 
after the Central Park Conservancy, citizens 
came together as Piedmont Park was fall-
ing into disrepair, with high crime and unsafe 
conditions for many community members.

The Piedmont Park Conservancy’s mission is 
to enhance and preserve Piedmont Park as a 
vital urban green space and as a cultural and 
recreational resource that enhances the quality 
of life for all Atlantans.

Sitting on 189 acres in urban Atlanta, the 
Conservancy has restored the historic portion 
of Piedmont Park. The Conservancy has raised 
and invested more than $64 million for park 
beautification, maintenance/security, programs, 
and a 53-acre expansion of usable park space. 
The once dilapidated Piedmont Park has been 
transformed into the most visited green space 
in Atlanta. The Conservancy currently manages 

Founded 
1989

Agreement Created 
1992, long-term MOU

Master Plan Created 
2006

2012 Budget 
$3.3 million

Private Donations 
14.9% of 2012 revenue

Large Events 
15.9% of 2012 revenue
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case # 9: 	piedmont  park conservancy
more than 90 percent of the park’s daily main-
tenance and security under a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the City of Atlanta.
 
The Conservancy Board of Directors consists 
of 41 members, with 36 members as “general 
directors”, 13 of which also sit on the Execu-
tive Board. Two additional members are 
appointed by the City Council and three by 
the Mayor, though these members do not hold 
voting rights. Voting members of the Board are 
largely independent of the city (Piedmont Parks 
Conservancy, About the Conservancy, 2012)
 
Much of the Conservancy’s funding comes from 
private sources, and the Conservancy also has 
the authority to operate concessions, where 
profits are returned to invest in maintenance of 
the park.
 
While the Piedmont Park Conservancy oper-
ates as an independent entity, the City of 
Atlanta remains the owner of the parkland and 
retains authority over permitting of activities 
and events within the park space. The private-
public partnership between the Conservancy 
and the City showcases the strong working 
relationship between the two independent enti-
ties to work together to restore and improve a 
community treasure.
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case # 10:    pittsburgh parks conservancy

The Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy has been 
in a constant state of evolution since day one. 
Founded in 1996 as the Schenley Park Conser-
vancy, the organization was initially focused 
on stopping the degradation taking place in 
the second-largest park of the City’s municipal 
park system. However, because of requests 
from Pittsburgh’s then-mayor, the organization 
expanded the scope of its mission within the 
first year to include all four of the City’s regional 
parks: Schenley, Frick, Highland and Riverview.

With the express mission of “[improving] the 
quality of life for the people of Pittsburgh by 
restoring the park system to excellence in part-
nership with government and community part-
ners” (Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy, “Mission/
Vision”, n.d.), the conservancy initially focused 
on raising funds for specific capital improve-
ments for the city (Blaha, 2013). It has proven 
incredibly successful in this pursuit, raising over 
$60 million dollars for renovations and mainte-

Founded 
1996

Agreement Created 
1998, revised 2008

Master Plan Created 
2000

2011 Budget 
$6.9 million

Private Donations 
78% of revenue

Large Events 
8.9% of revenue
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nance of various areas throughout the regional 
parks since the City and conservancy officially 
became partners through a contract in 1998.

Through its versatile MOU with the City of 
Pittsburgh, the conservancy has adjusted and 
evolved the types of programs that it provides. 
In 2001, the two organizations began restor-
ing Schenley Plaza and converting a former 
storage shed into the park’s first cafe and visi-
tor’s center. When the project was completed 
in 2006, the conservancy and city signed a 
30-year contract for the non-profit to run the 
visitor’s center and manage day-to-day oper-
ations of Schenley Plaza. With the success 
of these various projects and programs, the 
conservancy is moving to expand the scope of 
its mission yet again to provide funding to key 
projects within the 170 community parks also 
within the municipal park system (Blaha, 2013).    

case # 10:    pittsburgh parks conservancy
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case # 11: 	  santa monica mountains conservancy 

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy was 
established by the California State Legislature 
in 1980 to preserve parkland in wild and urban 
areas in Southern California. The Conservan-
cy purchases land outright (over 69,000 acres 
since its inception), and also works to promote 
low impact use among private land owners 
within its protection area through private-public 
partnerships.
 
The Conservancy’s mission is through direct 
action, alliances, partnerships, and joint powers 
authorities, to strategically buy back, preserve, 
protect, restore, and enhance treasured pieces 
of Southern California to form an interlinking 
system of urban, rural and river parks, open 
space, trails, and wildlife habitats that are easi-
ly accessible to the general public.
 

Founded 
1980

Agreement Created 
N/A

Master Plan Created 
1979 adopted, work plan implemented in 
2000

2011 Budget 
$20 million (approx.)

Private Donations 
Funded by state bonds, state grants, and 
user fees

Large Events 
Minimal percentage of revenue
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The key to the Conservancy’s success has 
been partnerships. The Conservancy maxi-
mizes its effectiveness by working together 
with local government, joint powers entities, 
landowners, State and Federal agencies, and 
community-based organizations to secure and 
develop parkland. Through a strategic planning 
process that includes community participa-
tion, the Conservancy’s projects and priorities 
are continually updated to reflect the changing 
dynamics of the region.
 
The Conservancy Board of Directors consists of 
nine voting members, three ex officio members 
and six legislative members. This policy-making 
entity for the Conservancy is broadly represen-
tative of state, regional, and local interests. A 
twenty-six member Advisory Committee meets 
jointly with the Conservancy and offers citizens 
the opportunity for even greater participation. 
 
The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
owns thousands of acres of public parkland 
and park facilities and serves as a repository 
for open space and trail dedications within its 
jurisdiction. The Conservancy receives no state 
funding for the operation and maintenance of its 
properties. The management of Conservancy 
land including operations, maintenance, patrol, 
and resource monitoring is performed under a 
memorandum of understanding with the Moun-
tains Recreation and Conservation Author-
ity (MRCA), a local public park agency, from 
property or program generated fines or fees 
and other non state funding sources. Under the 
agreement, for no additional consideration, the 
MRCA provides services to the public in a coor-
dinated and integrated fashion, and creates 
efficiency through sharing of expertise, person-

nel, and equipment (Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy, Who we are and What we do, 
2013).
 
Funding for land acquisition largely comes 
from state bonds and some money is gener-
ated from user fees, such as on-site filming 
and events. The Conservancy operates on an 
annual budget of approximately $20 million.
 
There is no policy or maximum on events 
occurring on Conservancy land. The geogra-
phy makes large scale events difficult, though 
the Conservancy would like to explore having 
more events to generate revenue to fund its 
operations. Recent state budget problems 
have resulted in some internal cutbacks at the 
Conservancy.

case # 11: 	  santa monica mountains conservancy 
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five KEY FINDINGS
Upon concluding our research of the eleven 
conservancies and reviewing the available liter-
ature on the topic, the project team formulated 
five key findings which pertain to conservancies 
and that we feel have particular relevances to 
the City of Pasadena: 

1. Definition & Activities
2. Formation Processes
3. Organizational Structures
4. Funding & Relationships
5. Event Policies

1. DEFINITION & Activities
We begin by answering the question: what is 
a conservancy? Our observations found that a 
conservancy is a private, non profit support enti-
ty that fundraises for targeted capital improve-
ments and assists with park  management and 
community engagement.  

Our project team also found that all conservan-
cies initially engage in fundraising, and make 

this a vital component of their mission state-
ment. Then, as trust grows and relationships 
with stakeholders evolve, conservancies take 
on new activities. The first new activity is usual-
ly community outreach. Conservancies find this 
activity useful for establishing a volunteer base, 
reaching out to park users, and engaging them 
in park activities.

Conservancies will also advocate for the park, 
and most become part of the master plan 
process. Through their boards, conservancies 
advocate for various improvements and even 
become the face for bond measures that bene-
fit the park. As time progresses and their repu-
tations grow, conservancies build important 
strategic partnerships with the public sector, 
community based organizations, and corporate 
sponsors.

Finally, we found that most all conservancies 
eventually take on the daily maintenance and 
operations of the park. This means that local 
governments do yield some authority, but 

Conservancy Activities Progress as
Relationships Evolve Over Time
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five KEY FINDINGS
they are still responsible for issuing permits to 
conservancies for the work done in the park; 
this includes everything from debris clearing to 
reseeding the grass. This, however, does not 
mean conservancies are working effectively 
with every organization. Pittsburgh Park, for 
example, has an observatory that is a lessee. 
The observatory constructed a solar panel 
array on an area the conservancy had planned 
to develop for its own uses. This happened 
despite the fact that the conservancy and 
observatory generally worked well together. 
This example is relevant for the City of Pasade-
na because the lessees within the Arroyo may 
not have fundraising or improvement goals that 
are compatible with the goals of a conservancy.

2. formation processes
Of the conservancies surveyed by our team 
there are multiple commonalities among each 
organization’s founding. Foremost among these 
is that conservancies are founded by private 
citizens who are concerned over the long-
term viability of the parkland in their commu-
nity. These private individuals are assisted by 
respected civic leaders (such as wealthy patri-
cians and politicians) and organizations who 
utilize their political and financial resources 
to provide legitimacy to a grass-roots move-
ment. The initial organization is typically formed 
through months, sometimes years, of debate 
and discussion over the place of public parks 
within civic life. 

The formation process is characterized by 
the Four D’s - Stages in the formation of a 
Conservancy:  

Degradation -The impetus for the formation 

of a park conservancy is the degraded nature 
of the public park, both the environmental and 
man-made infrastructure. This degradation typi-
cally stems from a lack of financial resources to 
maintain the park, which directly translates into 
reduced levels of maintenance. Reduced main-
tenance leads to a reduction in the number of 
park users.

In some instances, this slow spiral of degrada-
tion is all that it takes to create a long-lasting 
coalition. In other instances, a significantly 
large event or decision is required to set off the 
group that will eventually advocate for purpose-
ful reinvestment in park facilities. Atlanta’s Pied-
mont Park provides us with an example of the 
latter.  Years of overuse left the park in disrepair 
(The Trust for Public Land, 2006). In addition, 
the lack of a master plan to guide development 
caused some stakeholders to complain that the 
park was becoming both overdeveloped and 
severely undermaintained (Campbell, 1991). 
However, despite these issues the citizens did 
little to step in and alter the downward course 
that the park was set on. Thus, crime in the park 
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increased as local residents began to frequent 
certain areas with less frequency (Atlanta Jour-
nal-Constitution, 1990). Some local residents 
formed a “Friends of the Park” organization in 
1986, but this organization was unable to rally 
stakeholders in any substantive way (The Trust 
for Public Land, 2006).

However, an unlikely issue was able to galva-
nize residents to do something about the park: 
water quality. In the mid-1980’s, the City Coun-
cil of Atlanta faced the threat of significant fines 
if it did not improve the quality of water in Lake 
Clara Meer, which had been polluted from years 
of sewer runoff  (Lee, 1991). As it was located 
in the center of the park, the City Council imme-
diately made plans to place a sewer treatment 
facility next to the lake and in the heart of the 
park. Though crime and degraded facilities had 
caused frustration, it was the possibility of this 
facility being placed in the park that ultimately 
caused a number of stakeholders and business 
interests to come together with the Friends of 
Piedmont Park to create the Piedmont Park 
Conservancy in 1989 and begin to make effec-
tive change.

Debate - Once stakeholders have formed a 
coalition, they begin to make their case in the 
court of public opinion. In order to do so, groups 
typically rely on sponsors to assist them by 
providing legitimacy for the budding coalition. 
These sponsors often provide financial and 
institutional support in the form of fact-finding 
studies. In addition, they provide political capi-
tal by opening public debate in various venues 
such as the local newspapers’ editorial pages 
and within public meetings.

One clear example is provided by San Diego’s 
Balboa Park Conservancy. Three foundations 
were instrumental in pushing for the formation 
of a conservancy in Balboa Park: the Legler-
Benbow Foundation, the San Diego Founda-
tion, and the Parker Foundation (P. Harnik, 
personal communication, April 10, 2013). These 
organizations drove the debate from a minor 
conversation into something that the public and 
public officials throughout San Diego took seri-
ously (Balboa Park Committee, 2008). In order 
to further the legitimacy of their cause, these 
organizations sponsored a series of studies 
produced by the Trust for Public Land, among 
other groups, to study the effectiveness of the 
city’s management of the park, and begin to 
answer whether a conservancy might be able 
to manage the park more effectively.

What is really interesting is what came next. 
Up to this point, the foundations came across 
as openly critical of the City’s management of 
Balboa Park, if not confrontational. However, 
instead of responding in kind with negative criti-
cism, City officials began to join forces with these 
groups. First, city officials commissioned a two-
year study that built on the Legler-Benbow foun-
dation’s report (Balboa Park Committee, 2008). 
Next, they used the data-gathering process as 
a means to begin bringing in other organiza-
tions and stakeholders who took issue with the 
City’s management of Balboa Park, and offered 
those individuals seats on the new Balboa 
Parks Committee, which would act as the offi-
cial information gathering body for the conser-
vancy creation process (Balboa Park Commit-
tee, 2008). In doing these things, City officials 
provided both the sponsors of the conservancy 
and the city organization the chance to achieve 
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greater legitimacy in the eyes of the public. 
And, though much still needed to be done in 
order to solve the problems within Balboa Park, 
the major stakeholders were able to agree to a 
process and begin an open dialogue that could 
produce results.

Definition - With an understanding of both the 
specifics of the problem and the  available alter-
natives in place, interested stakeholders can 
begin to define how to implement their solu-
tion. In this stage, one typically sees the actual 
conservancy founded, or refounded, in some 
manner. However, the founding of the organi-
zation is not an end in the process, because 
each organization must define exactly what it 
means to be a park conservancy.  

The Central Park Conservancy provides an 
interesting example of this stage. Throughout 
the 1970’s, debate raged on how to fix Central 
Park. In the late 1970’s a number of citizen 
groups formed the Central Park Task Force, 
a group whose goal was to advocate for “the 
direct involvement of the public as park volun-
teers and donors” to turn around the park (Proj-
ect for Public Spaces, 2000, p75). After much 
internal discussion and external debate, the 
coalition formed the Central Park Conservan-
cy in 1979. They appointed Elizabeth Barlows 
Rogers, the head of the Central Park Task 
Force, as the head of the Central Park Conser-
vancy, signaling a continuation in their direction 
despite the change in name (Project for Public 
Spaces, 2000).

Interestingly, at the same time that the conser-
vancy was in the process of being founded to 
provide an outside funding stream to the park, 

the Parks Commission was making plans to 
consolidate authority over the park to one figure 
in order to “address long-term planning and 
facilitate fundraising” (Project for Public Spac-
es, 2000). To capitalize on this new group’s 
founding, the Parks Commissioner appointed 
Elizabeth Barlow Rogers to be the first Central 
Park Administrator (Project for Public Spaces, 
2000). Although he did not provide her with any 
staff or funding, he did provide her with the abil-
ity to effect change in the  organization, there-
by giving the conservancy the ability to effect 
change in the city’s park department (Project 
for Public Spaces, 2000). She took this as an 
opportunity to effectively alter the culture among 
the maintenance workers of Central Park (Proj-
ect for Public Spaces, 2000). In providing them 
with better  equipment, training, and standards 
of accountability, she raised the standards at 
Central Park, while also beginning to alter the 
focus of the organization (Project for Public 
Spaces, 2000). At the same time, she began to 
define how the conservancy would work close-
ly with the City by focusing on the day-to-day 
maintenance of the park. 

Development - With the conservancy found-
ed, and it’s purpose defined, the organization 
begins to operate. However, the exact rela-
tion of the conservancy to the city continues to 
develop for some time. These formal bonds with 
park owner take time to be agreed upon, both 
explicitly and implicitly. Specific programs and 
projects provide opportunities for that relation-
ship to evolve and change. At the same time, 
alterations in the relationship between the city 
and the the conservancy can significantly affect 
the mission and focus of the conservancy.
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The Pittsburgh Parks Conservancy provides 
an interesting example of the development 
and evolution of Public-Private Partner-
ships between cities and conservancies. As 
discussed above, in order to meet the needs 
of the park system, the conservancy’s role has 
changed over time. While initialy focused on 
fundraising and community engagement, the 
conservancy’s role has evolved first to that 
of manager of restoration projects, and most 
recently to co-manager of day-to-day mainte-
nance. It appears to be in process of changing 
further, increasing in scope as the organization 
obtains greater capacity to tackle larger prob-
lems.

3. organizational structures
Now that we know how conservancies are typi-
cally formed, we turn to their organizational 
structure. More specifically, we are interested 
in their board composition. Representation on 
conservancy boards mirror typical nonprofit 
boards. Concerned citizens, donors, and high 
profile individuals make up the majority of board 
members. These “voting” board members 
comprise about 80% of membership of conser-
vancy boards (Brooklyn Bridge Conservancy, 
Directory, n.d.).

The remaining 20% of board membership 
is typically split between any combination of 
ex-officio members and appointed members. 
The Central Park Conservancy in New York 
provides a good example of this arrange-
ment. On the Central Park board, the borough 
commissioner and city parks director both have 
seats on the board by virtue of their job titles. 
Additionally, the mayor is entitled to personally 

appoint five board members (Brooklyn Bridge 
Conservancy, Governance Overview, n.d.). 

The following bar graph is a helpful visual 
representation of board make-up among four 
conservancies that most closely resemble the 
Central Arroyo Seco. 

4. Funding and Relationships
Of the conservancies we examined, the largest 
funding source was often private, mostly from 
individual and corporate donors. Many of the 
conservancies were established by groups of 
private citizens who wanted to see their neigh-
borhood park restored and maintained, and felt 
compelled to provide the resources to do so. 
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Grants from foundations and government also 
were sources of funding for a number of our 
conservancies, and bond funding provided 
some funds--often in government conservan-
cies like the Santa Monica Mountains Conser-
vancy. 

We also found that strong relationships exist-
ed between the independent conservancies 
and the cities in which they operate. Most of 
the conservancies had decision making boards 
largely made up of members independent 
from their city, though the cities often have 
some representation (always a minority of 
votes, if not ex-officio or non-voting member-
ship). But through formal and informal means, 
the cities and conservancies developed trust 
and mutual understandings in efforts to push 
forward towards common goals of restoring 
and enhancing parkland for the benefit of the 
community. 

Some conservancies operated under formal 
agreements, with signed memorandums of 
understanding and contracts to lay out specif-

ic responsibilities and roles. However, most 
conservancies we examined also had many 
informal agreements and understandings. 

While the cities technically maintained owner-
ship of the land, with ultimate authority over 
capital projects and activities, we found that the 
cities worked quite closely with the largely inde-
pendent conservancies to ensure the success 
and sustainability of their urban park space.
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5. event policies
Some common practices we found across our 
survey of conservancies were: 

1. Conservancies generally increase events 
and users 

2. City permits are required for most events.

3. Cities maintain control over type and number 
of events. 

With the exception of Memorial Park, we found 
that the conservancies actively worked to 
increase the level of users entering the park. 
Conservancies accomplish this by means of 
adding events to their calendars or by install-
ing programming and attractions which draw in 
more users. 

However, because most conservancies are not 
land managers, events are still approved by the 
city, which owns the land, on a permit basis. 
This means that the cities maintain ultimate 
control over the number and type of events. 

Memorial Park 
Houston, TX
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Final considerations
The essential question boils down to this: what 
do conservancies do well and what are their 
limitations? The insights into these questions in 
combination with Pasadena’s values will inform 
the city’s future direction. 

conservancy strengths
Conservancies can address certain issues 
that Pasadena faces. Below we detail five 
key strengths of conservancies including park 
improvements, community engagement, fund-
ing, maintenance, and city relationships. 

Park Improvements - One key feature of all 
- if not most - conservancies is that they exist 
to improve the land. Whether they are directly 
associated with one particular park or they span 
a geographical region, conservancies excel 
in park improvements. From organizing trail 
work and preserving native species, to major 
campaigns and capital projects, conservancies 
are dedicated to continually improving the land 
they steward. In part, they are able to do so 
because they effectively marshal the resources 
from concerned citizens. 

Community Engagement - Conservancies 
are particularly adept at engaging the commu-
nity. Concerned citizens are the heart of nearly 
every conservancy. Without their passion, few 
conservancies would have formed. Because 
of this, conservancies rally communities to 
keep open space clean, to reinvest back into 
their local parks, and to take an active role in 
preserving the natural and recreational history. 

Funding - The ability to attract funding from 
both individuals and foundations is a major 

advantage for conservancies. Unlike govern-
ment and local municipalities, conservancies 
are much better at raising funds. As a nonprof-
it entity, they have a better rapport with the 
community and work diligently on establish-
ing trust. With this relationship at the center of 
their operations, conservancies are viewed as 
a responsible agent. Thus, a conservancy is 
better positioned to make grant requests and 
seek money from individual donors who might 
otherwise never give to a city’s general fund. 

Maintenance - As mentioned in earlier sections 
of this report, conservancies tend to be good at 
maintaining parkland. Not only do they oversee 
large-scale improvement projects, but conser-
vancies can also be involved in the day-to-day 
maintenance. Although city parks or public 
works departments might oversee park upkeep 
during the early stages of forming a conservan-
cy, over time cities typically give conservancies 
more and more responsibility. Enlisting the help 
of volunteers (who often form their own “green 
clubs”), conservancies are able to perform 
many maintenance duties as part of communi-
ty events. Not only do conservancies “win” but 
concerned residents also get the opportunity to 
make a difference. 

City Relationships - Another benefit of a 
conservancy lies in its relationship with cities. 
Most public-private partnerships between 
cities and conservancies are done so through 
contracts or memorandums of understand-
ing. Although the act of establishing a conser-
vancy typically means the city relinquishing 
some control over the park, contracts ease the 
tension. When relationships are prescribed in 
this manner, changes based on lessons learned 
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or changing circumstances can more easily be 
addressed. The legislative alternative is much 
more cumbersome should any problems arise 
leading to termination of the agreement (The 
Trust for Public Land, 2008). 

conservancy limitations
Though a conservancy could provide many 
benefits to the City of Pasadena and the 
Central Arroyo, certain issues remain unre-
solved. Conservancies do not address specific 
issues found within the area, issues that should 
be addressed in order to ensure the Central 
Arroyo’s long-term success. The prioritization 
and coordination of events, the overusage of 
park facilities, and maintenance of relations 
with lessees of parkland within the Central 
Arroyo are areas of particular concern.

Prioritization of Events - In nearly every 
instance conservancies do not issue park 
permits or regulate activities taking place within 
a park. Instead, they attempt to partner with 
the city and user groups in order to engage 
community members in the various initiatives 
of the conservancy. As such, they have little 
official power to prioritize the types of uses 
taking place within a park.  In certain instanc-
es, as with Houston’s Memorial Park, the City 
altered its policy in order to accommodate the 
needs of passive and active local park users, 
but this was against the wishes of the Memorial 
Park Conservancy. Further, we could not find 
one particular instance wherein a conservancy 
was the main vehicle to prioritize the requests 
of various park users.

Overuse - Part of the mission of many park 

conservancies is to activate spaces within a 
park by providing new activities that introduce 
new users to the park. In so doing, they are 
able to increase usage of park facilities and 
create new advocates for the park. However, 
given that these organizations are intended to 
increase usage, the research team is uncer-
tain as to how effective a conservancy will be 
to address issues of overusage of facilities 
within the Central Arroyo. During an interview 
with Peter Harnik, director of the Center for 
City Park Excellence and a leading advocate 
for public parks, he expressed concerns as to 
whether a conservancy would be able to prop-
erly address the issue of overusage within the 
Central Arroyo (personal communication, April 
10, 2013). 

Lessee Relations - The research team has 
found numerous instances where conservan-
cies formed partnerships with one or more 
private organizations in order to further the goals 
of both groups. In some instances, successful 
partnerships were formed with lessees of the 
park. One such example is the Pittsburgh Park 
Conservancy’s current project working with the 
operators of the Bob O’Connor Golf Course to 
reduce the course from 18-holes to nine-holes. 
The goal of this project is to improve the viability 
of one of the ecosystems in Schenley Park (S. 
Rademacher, personal communication, March 
26, 2013). 

However, the research team has also found 
numerous instances throughout the literature 
wherein a conservancy was unable to work 
or properly communicate with one or more 
lessee’s on various issues. Given this track 
record, the research team believes that it is 
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equally likely that a conservancy based in the 
Central Arroyo would experience issues in its 
dealings with the current lessees as it would 
work cooperatively with the lessees. As such, 
there is reasonable probability that the City of 
Pasadena would need to assist the various 
organizations to maintain effective relations.

The central arroyo and the 
production of Public Value
Ultimately, the creation of a conservancy could 
provide benefits to the City, the community, 
and associated stakeholders depending on the 
mission of that organization and the expecta-
tions placed upon that organization. Were a 
conservancy founded with the express goal of 
increasing funding for various improvements in 
and around the Central Arroyo (or with another 
goal that is a traditional strength of the conser-
vancy model), it is likely that the organization 
could thrive. However, were the conservancy 
intended to solve all issues outlined by stake-
holders, it is possible that the organization may 
eventually be viewed as a failure due to unrea-
sonable expectations over the power and effi-
cacy of the types of programs that a conser-
vancy can implement.

One of the major benefits that has not been 
addressed as of yet is the way in which a 
conservancy can alter the governance struc-
tures of a park. By providing the citizens of 
a community with a means to advocate and 
actively work towards the improvement of 
public spaces, a conservancy empowers those 
citizens to alter their perception of their relation 
to both the park and the government that owns 
that park. Citizens stop seeing themselves 

as mere consumers of a good produced by a 
government agency, and begin to see them-
selves as equal partners in the production of 
public value within their community. Those citi-
zens start to see themselves as co-owners of 
the park, and begin to alter the strategies that 
they use for solving problems so as to maximize 
their long-term investment in the parkland. At 
the same time, in working with a conservancy, 
city staff are forced to alter their perception of 
their job and their relation to citizens. No longer 
are they the only means for affecting change 
in the park. Instead, they are forced to reckon 
with the reality that they are equals of the citi-
zens they serve, who have the ability to either 
combine resources or fight against those part-
ners. However, they cannot completely ignore 
the power that such a shift has upon their rela-
tion to the citizenry.

In order to properly move forward on this or any 
proposal, both the City and stakeholders must 
begin to grapple with the specific type of public 
value that is to be produced within the Central 
Arroyo. The answer to this question appears 
unclear based on inconsistent answers by 
stakeholders regarding the City’s purpose in 
the Central Arroyo. 
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Final considerations
conclusion
In order for the City of Pasadena to properly 
consider if a conservancy is the right approach 
to addressing the issues presented by the 
Central Arroyo, it must prioritize its goals for 
the Arroyo in light of the public value it will 
bring to the city. Among the more prominent 
considerations are the balance between active 
and passive recreation, the economic value 
of the site, the production of funds for capi-
tal improvements and maintenance, and the 
effects of human activity on the surrounding 
man-made and natural environment. The city 
might ultimately conclude that while some of 
these factors are best addressed by specific 
programs or aspects of a conservancy model, 
others might be better addressed by an alter-
native management strategy. 

An understanding of the issues and goals of 
the Central Arroyo, whether they be economic 
development or natural habitat management, 
would further focus the work of city staff to tailor 
specific management alternatives suited for 
maximizing community benefits. While stake-
holders may disagree on the issues, many 
would likely appreciate the legitimacy of such a 
process given that it is transparent and recep-
tive to stakeholder input.
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Appendix a.
SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Standardized quesitons for interviewing conservancies. 

  Organization: 
  Name/Position: 
  Intervied By: 
  Date: 

1.	 Mission? 
2.	 Services and programs provided (in addition to managing just open/park space.)? 
	 Do they manage other entities (e.g., stadiums, golf courses, museums, events, etc.)? 
3.	 Noted Accomplishments? 
4.	 Board Structure (who gets seats, control)? 
5.	 Org. Structure? 
6.	 Staff size, budget, volunteers? 
7.	 Funding sources? 
		  public
		  private
8.	 Public-private partnerships to increase resources? 
    		  Depth of network? 
9.	 Changes to funding and network since establishment of conservancy?
10.	 Park use before/after conservancy? 
11.	 Maximum number of events (large) annually?
12.	 Recent issues? 
		  Problems/Solutions
13.	 Greatest needs? 
14.	 Barriers to success/stability? 
		  Political
		  Human capital
		  Governmental
15.	 Resource constraints? 
16.	 Suggested Best Practices? 
		  For increasing funding
		  For garnering City support
		  For separating Park operations from City politics
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SAMPLE MOU: Pittsburgh Park Conservancy and the City of PittsburghÍ

Appendix b.
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SAMPLE MOU: Pittsburgh Park Conservancy and the City of Pittsburgh

Appendix b continued
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Appendix b continued
SAMPLE MOU: Pittsburgh Park Conservancy and the City of Pittsburgh
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SAMPLE MOU: Pittsburgh Park Conservancy and the City of Pittsburgh
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SAMPLE MOU: Pittsburgh Park Conservancy and the City of Pittsburgh
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Appendix b continued
SAMPLE MOU: Pittsburgh Park Conservancy and the City of Pittsburgh
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ALTERNATIVE PARK MANAGEMENT MODELS FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION

1. Joint Powers Authority

A joint powers authority (JPA) is a stand alone government entity created by two or more public 
agencies.  These organizations are able to enter into contracts, own land, raise revenune, hire staff, 
and create policy independent of the parent organizations. At the same time, the parent organiza-
tions have direct say upon the organization through an allotment of voting seats upon the executive 
board.

Although somewhat uncommon, joint powers authorities have been created in numerous instances 
for parks, such as with the San Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park Joint Powers 
Authority, also known as the San Dieguito River Park (go to http://www.sdrp.org/home.htm for addi-
tional information). The organization was formed by the County of San Diego in conjunction with the 
Cities of Del Mar, Escondido, Poway, San Diego, and Solana Beach in order to preserve open space 
in and around the San Dieguito River valley. 

In addition, although it is a direct creation of the state of California, the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy acts much like a joint powers authority given that it is a government agency with an 
executive board made up of members from multiple government agencies. Unlike a a traditional joint 
powers authority, however, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy does not obtain assistance 
from outside organizations

As a government entity with taxing authority, a joint powers authority has the ability to issue bonds 
as a means to raise capital and support its operations. In addition, the organization has the ability to 
raise outside funds such as grants or private donations.

Unfortunately, because it is a joint venture with another government agency, the nature of of a JPA 
requires the government agencies to work in close coordination or risk additional difficulties. Further, 
the City of Pasadena would be required to find a government agency to partner with on the venture. 
Given that this question was outside of our area of research, we have little basis upon which to 
gauge exactly how difficult it would be to find a partner organization. 

Appendix C.
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ALTERNATIVE PARK MANAGEMENT MODELS FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION

2. Park District

Park districts are stand alone governmental entities that manage specified geographical boundaries 
containing open space or recreation areas. Park districts have their own board of governors which 
manage all of the property within their district. Funding for district operations typically comes from 
property taxes or state grants, the determining factor being whether the point of origin was a vote by 
local property owners or an act of the state legislature. 

One well known example of this management model is the Chicago Park District (CPD). The CPD  
is headed by its Board of Commissioners which manages and controls all of the District’s property. 
The CEO-Superintendent of the District is appointed by the City Mayor and subject to the approval 
of the board. The board is allowed to appoint the District’s treasurer and other high level employees 
(Source: “The Code of the Chicago Parks District” accessed at http://www.chicagoparkdistrict.com/
departments/board-of-commissioners/pdf-group-board-sidebar/).

To assist with revenue generation, the CPD has created a separate entity known as the Chicago 
Parks Foundation. The foundation is the non-profit, philanthropic arm of the Chicago Park District. All 
donations made to the foundation benefit the District’s parks. An operating subsidy from the District 
funds the salaries of three full-time foundation employees.Though presently led by an interim board 
comprising three District employees, the foundation is in the process of hiring an executive director 
who will then recreate the board. Upon completion, the restructuring is expected to leave the foun-
dation completely independent of the District. (Source: Personal correspondence with Tim Later, 
Chicago Parks Foundation Treasurer 4/29/13). 

To further support it efforts, the Chicago Park District often partners with conservancies to restore and 
enhance natural and historical features within its parks. For example, the District recently entered 
into an agreement with the Lincoln Park Conservancy to restore Lincoln Park’s Alfred Caldwell Lily 
Pool. The Lincoln Park Conservancy worked with the District to develop the pool’s master plan. In 
addition, the Conservancy manages the pool’s upkeep and staff. (Source: Lincoln Park website 
accessed at http://www.lincolnparkconservancy.org/about_us.html)

Appendix c continued
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Appendix c continued
ALTERNATIVE PARK MANAGEMENT MODELS FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION

3. Sole Control

Another option the City could pursue is to maintain sole control of the Central Arroyo, and to consoli-
date power within one position or decision-making body. As mentioned in the main report, the City of 
New York appeared to be on this path to some extent in 1979, when Parks Commssioner Gordon J. 
Davis was looking to appoint the first Central Park administrator.

Were the city to pursue this option, it would likely also need to pursue one or more non-traditional 
funding models, such as a corporate sponsorship, fee-based services, or a some sort of public trust 
(Please see Appendix E for additional information on these alternative funding models).

While this could be the easiest move for the City organizationally, it could also prove problematic 
politically, depending on the particulars of the appointment and the types of funding model put in 
place. A move to consolidate power over the Central Arroyo in one individual or decision-making 
body could be viewed negatively depending upon who were to receive the authority. Further, orga-
nizations that implement fee-based structures or pursue corporate sponsorships have been the 
subject of significant backlash and been accused of attempting to privatize community resources 
that are intended for public usage. Thus we recommend that the City pursue this option only after 
having a clear understanding of the political implications of proposing such an idea. In addition, if 
the City can alter the governance structure in a manner that allows residents to act as partners and 
co-creators of the Public Value being produced within the Central Arroyo Seco, then they may be 
able to effectively deal with this possible backlash.
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Appendix D.
ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

This annotated bibliography acts as a starter kit should the City of Pasadena be interested in pursuing 
further research on a conservancy or one of the other models of parkland management discussed in 
Appendix D. For assistance, we provide a brief description of the assorted books, documents, reports, 
and webblogs listed.

Information on Conservancies

Project for Public Spaces. (2000). Public Parks, Private Partners. New York, NY: Project for Public 
Spaces, Inc. The book provides an excellent overview of the conservancy movement from 1980 to 
2000. It includes chapters that discuss aspects of conservancies, including roles, activities, written 
agreements, etc. In addition, it provides in-depth portraits of 16 conservancies from across the coun-
try, including two of the conservancies discussed in our report.

Trust for Public Land. (2009). Governing Urban Park Conservancies: A Review of Board Struc-
ture and Roles at Six Major City Park Conservancies. Washington, D.C.: Trust for Public Land.	
A report that provides a good overview of the governance structures in place at a handful of conser-
vancies across the nation. This is retrieveable free of charge from the Center for City Park Excel-
lence’s website at the following web address: http://cloud.tpl.org/pubs/ccpe-governing-urban-park-
conservancy-articles.pdf

Trust for Public Land. (2006). Keeping Balboa Park Magnificent in its Second Century: A Look at 
Management, Fundraising, and Private Partnerships at Five other U.S. City Parks. Washington, 
D.C.: Trust for Public Land.	 A 2nd report from the Trust for Public Land, this time providing a brief 
history and overview of fundraising programs of  each organization. This is also retrievable from the 
Center for City Park Excellence’s website at the following web address: http://cloud.tpl.org/pubs/
ccpe-balboaparkreport-2006.pdf

Harnik, Peter (2013, March 13). Urban Parks: Strengthening the City, Saving the Countryside. A 
speech by Mr. Harnik in which he relates the difference of purpose between a conservancy and a 
land trust. Available at the following web address: http://www.njconservation.org/documents/Harni-
kRallySpeech-3-9-13.pdf

Information on Alternative Funding Sources

Bartram, Kevin. (2013, May 1). Parks and Corporate Partnership. Retrieved from http://www.pps.org/
reference/bartrum1/	 Provides an overview of best practices on obtaining corporate sponsor-
ships for public parks. 
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Appendix D CONTINUED
ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Harnick, Peter. (1998). Paying for Urban Parks without Raising Taxes.	 This extended report 
provides an overview of alternative funding structures, drawing from examples across the country. 
Retrievable from the Center for City Park Excellence’s website at the following web address: http://
cloud.tpl.org/pubs/ccpe-localparks-localfinancingvol2-textonly.pdf

Information on Parks Generally

The City Parks Blog (http://cityparksblog.org/) provides a handy resource on current park practices, 
with particular emphasis on Public-private partnerships (including conservancies) and governance 
structures.  










