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The Riverside Park Master Plan is intended to guide the reconstruction of Riverside Park 
after it was destroyed by the September 2013, South Platte River flood.  The master plan is 
designed to meet the goals established through an extensive community outreach process, 
FEMA funding requirements and revised floodplain mapping and regulations.

Located 5 miles south of the City of Greeley, the City of Evans has a population of 
approximately 20,000 residents.  While being a predominately white community, the City 
has a large population of Hispanic or Latino communities where Spanish is the primary 
language spoken at home.

Chapter I:  
Project Introduction

Figure 1.1 U.S. Census Bureau Data 2013
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Riverside Park is located at 4000 Riverside Parkway in the City of Evans, Colorado.  It is a 
101-acre regional park that sits along the banks of the South Platte River.  

In September 2013, torrential rains fell throughout Northern Colorado causing massive 
damage along most major river corridors in Boulder, Larimer and Weld Counties.  The 
City of Evans was not spared from the flooding, leaving Riverside Park, Evans Wastewater 
treatment plant and several private properties in ruins.  

The flood waters that flowed through the park also uncovered another problem; the buried 
debris that had been used to build the protective berm separating the park from the river.

After the flooding, City of Evans staff created multiple Project Worksheets to submit to the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for emergency federal funding.  Realizing 
that the reconstruction of Riverside Park would require an extensive Master Planning effort, 
the City of Evans also applied for a planning grant from Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO).  
After receiving the grant, the City solicited qualified firms to lead the Master Planning effort 
and upon selection, work began on the Master Plan.

Figure 1.2 Location Map
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The Master Planning process began by looking at the existing conditions of the Park, 
including the damaged infrastructure, changed topography and buried debris spread 
throughout the Park.  The existing conditions were then compared against the pre-flood 
conditions so that an accurate picture of the flood event and its causes could be formed.

Additionally, in order to understand which activities and amenities might be necessary for 
the new design of Riverside Park, the City of Evans’ Parks System was inventoried and 
compared against similar sized communities.

This information was used to assist the public in making informed decisions about the 
community’s desires for how the park should be reconstructed.  Five goals were identified 
for the new design of Riverside Park:
1. Create a more flood resilient park
2. Consider both past and future recreational needs
3. Create a sustainable park that is maintenance appropriate
4. Maximize additional funding opportunities
5. Connect Riverside Park to other City resources

Figure 1.3 3-Day Strategic Planning Session Walkthrough
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Participating in public meetings and gatherings, a three-day design workshop and an 
online survey, the community members were able to voice their opinions, concerns and 
desires so that three design alternatives could be constructed and eventually combined into 
a single preferred design concept.

Highlights of the preferred design concept include:
• Increased open space and passive recreation areas
• Additional trails 
• Easier and additional access to the river
• A canoe/kayak drop-off structure
• A raised area of the park (out of the 100-year floodplain) that will protect:

• 4 full-sized ball fields
• 4 multi-purpose recreational fields
• 2 full-sized basketball courts
• Restrooms, maintenance and concession buildings
• Gated through-access
• Additional parking

Figure 1.4 Neighborhood Night Out
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Upon review and approval from the City of Evans Flood Recovery Task Force, Planning 
Commission and City Council, cost estimates and an estimated timeline for reconstruction 
of the Park were completed.  These estimates were used to rewrite the FEMA Project 
Worksheets and identify where additional funding would be necessary.  

Figure 1.5 Preferred Design Concept
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Vision and Goals
At the beginning of the planning process, the consultant team listened to opinions and 
concerns from City staff, Task Force members and local residents.  The overarching theme 
behind the input received was that Riverside Park had incredible potential to become a 
regional destination point.

The vision for Riverside Park is to re-establish a regional 
park with increased flood resiliency that improves and 
enhances the local community and economy by attaining 
anticipated recreational needs.

The following five goals and strategies were developed in order to achieve this vision:

GOAL 1: Create a more flood resilient park

Riverside Park is a regional amenity that the local community has come to rely on.  The 
damage to the Park was so complete that the Park may remain closed for 2 more years.  
The purpose of this goal is avoid losing the Park for an extended period of time and 
protect it and adjacent private property from future flood events.

• Strategy 1.1:  Understand and work with the natural systems of the South Platte River
• Strategy 1.2:  Create parts of the Park that are outside of the 100-year floodplain
• Strategy 1.3:  Design portions of the Park with the ability to flood

GOAL 2: Consider both past and future recreational needs

Even in the wake of a disaster, there are opportunities.  Being able to assess how Riverside 
Park was used before the flooding allows the City and the community an opportunity to 
redesign the park to be more user friendly, increasing activities that are more desireable, 
while alleviating unused or unwanted infrastructure.

• Strategy 2.1:  Evaluate existing Parks and Recreation amenities and demands
• Strategy 2.2: Compare and contrast similar sized communities to identify Parks and 

Recreation programming gaps
• Strategy 2.3:  Conduct a public opinion survey to identify desired parks programs
• Strategy 2.4: Interview key stakeholders responsible for programmed park activities
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GOAL 3: Create a sustainable park that is maintenance 
appropriate

Designing a park is an exciting process with endless possibilities.  However, every park 
must be maintained to a certain standard in order to keep the park beautiful and the 
surrounding community proud.  Creating design features that require less maintenance 
will not only achieve this goal, but lower overall maintenance costs for the City.

• Strategy 3.1: Work within the natural systems of the South Platte River valley to create 
more naturally sustainable vegetation
• Strategy 3.2: Re-create the natural Western river terraces and their associated 

ecosystems
• Strategy 3.3: Strive to use environmentally friendly, duarble materials
• Startegy 3.4: Reconnect the floodplain through the Park to the river

GOAL 4: Maximize additional funding opportunities

Although FEMA has already committed funds to help rebuild Riverside Park, the Park will 
require additional funding to be 100% realized.  In order to obtain additional funds, the 
Park design features will have to cultivate multiple funding opportunities.

• Strategy 4.1: Identify and research funding opportunities
• Strategy 4.2: Develop partnerships
• Strategy 4.3: Work with local, state and federal agencies to shape projects to meet 

specific funding programs

GOAL 5: Connect Riverside Park to other City resources

Making connections between parks and other community resources encourages 
increased usage of the parks and garners more interest for park upgrades and 
maintenance levels.  Additionally, it reconnects humans to the natural environment and 
promotes healthy lifestyles.

• Strategy 5.1: Provide better access to the river
• Stratgey 5.2: Explore additional access points to the Park
• Strategy 5.3: Coordinate with Evans Riverside Master Plan to provide better access 

and mobility throughout Evans Riverside
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Pre-Flood Conditions
Prior to the September, 2013 flood event, Riverside Park was the City of Evans’ most utilized 
and largest public park. Key elements of the park included:
• 4 baseball/softball fields
• 3 multi-use recreational fields of varying sizes
• 2 full-court basketball courts
• 1 Playground
• Riverside multi-use trail
• Fishing pond
• Picnic area

The Park hosted several small recreation league 
sporting events including, baseball/softball 
tournaments, youth league soccer and flag 
football.  The Park also hosted the City of Evans’ premier public event, Evansfest.  

Evansfest is an annual festival that celebrates the local community with an abundance 
of activities, including a parade, live music, games, food and a host of information and 
activities booths.  The 2013 Evansfest featured a softball tournament for the very first time.  
The 2013 Evansfest was also the last event to be hosted in Riverside Park before the flood.

The Park was used for a variety of different activities, although the trails and river access 
were the most heavily utilized parts of the park.

Chapter II:  
Project Background

Figure 2.1 Evansfest 2014
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Existing Post-Flood Conditions
As part of the initial data gathering phase, engineers from Atkins performed an inspection 
of Riverside Park’s infrastructure (See Appendix A2, Riverside Park Post-Flood Assessment 
8/12/14).  Key findings of the report included:

Roadways and Parking Lots:

Major portions of the roads were washed away and destroyed in the southern portion of 
the Park.  While other roads and parking lots throughout the Park remain intact, they are 
structurally unsound due to areas of erosion and decay, and excessive sediment build-up.

Trails:

Similar to the roads, many trail 
segments were uprooted and washed 
away.  Where the berm breached on 
the southern end of the Park, the trail 
that sat atop the berm was mostly 
washed away. Although repairs to the 
berm have been made, the trail itself is 
non-existent.

Figure 2.3 Sediment on parking lots

Figure 2.4 Trail on South entrance of park

Figure 2.2 Road at South Enrance of park
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Additionally, the trash contained 
within the rest of the berm became 
saturated and swelled, loosening 
soil throughout the berm.  As the trash 
began to dry and the soil resettled, 
the topography and stability of the 
berm changed. This is evidenced 
through the twisted and degraded 
trail atop the berm and the sinkholes 
that have developed along the entire 
length of the berm.

Ballfields:

The softball fields suffered serious damage. The perimeter fences have all been bent over 
and covered with debris.  Sediment has covered the vast majority of the fields and dugouts. 
While the ballfield lights remain undamaged and structurally sound, the electrical systems 
inside of the light towers will need to be replaced.

Multi-Use Recreational Fields:

The recreational fields survived the damage from the force of the flood waters but were 
saturated for several days, destroying the manicured grass areas and depositing sediment 
throughout the fields.  Native grass and weeds have now populated the area where the 
fields once were located.

Figure 2.5 Trail segment on buried debris berm

Figure 2.6 Debris in ballfield dugouts Figure 2.7 Ballfield fences
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P l a y g r o u n d 
Equipment:

While the playground 
equipment is still in tact, the 
structural stability cannot be 
guaranteed without taking apart 
the equipment.  The cost to 
recertify the equipment is very 
close to the cost to replace the 
equipment.

Pump Station Building:

The pump station building located on the 
north side of the fishing pond suffered 
moderate damage.  The foundation, while 
exposed in some areas, is structurally 
sound.  The pump itself was damaged 
and will need to replaced.

Restroom Facility Building:

The restroom facility building located on the 
northeast side of the ballfields suffered very 
little damage.  While the building shows 
areas of distress, most of that probably 
occured pre-flood.  The facility is covered 
in sediment deposits and the plumbing and 
electrical systems will have to be replaced.

Figure 2.8 Playground Equipment

Figure 2.9 Pump House

Figure 2.10 Maintenance Building
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Irrigation Systems:

Besides the pump that was used to work the irrigation system needing to be replaced, 
major sections of irrigation lines were exposed.  In areas closer to the road, many of the 
exposed lines are broken and cracked.

Buried Debris:

The buried debris that was exposed has created many issues.  Besides depositing trash 
debris throughout the park, large sections of exposed trash have created sinkholes and 
other unstable conditions.  

Figure 2.11 Exposed Irrigation Lines Figure 2.12 Broken Irrigation Pipes

Figure 2.13 Buried Debris Figure 2.14 Buried Debris
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Buried Debris Berm

During the 1960’s, a domestic landfill 
was constructed in the form of a berm 
between Riverside Park and the South 
Platte River.  Because there were no 
hazardous materials, the material the 
berm is comprised of is now referred 
to as buried debris. The City of Evans 
purchased the land that Riverside Park 
now occupies in 1991 from Snyder Oil 
Company.  The City, State and Weld 
County did not have a record of the 
buried debris being located on the site 
at the time of the park’s construction, 
but have since acquired some limited 
records.

After the flood event exposed the buried 
debris contained within the berm, FEMA 
tasked the EPA to conduct an assessment of the buried debris to evaluate the hazards 
contained within the trash, as well as to ascertain the area and depth of the trash (See 
appendix B3, CO Floods Evans Landfill - Final Trip Report, 1/14/14).

The EPA response team utilized an Electromagnetic Induction (EMI) survey to identify 
areas of buried objects.  Once the area where the trash was contained was identified, the 
EPA response team dug several small test pits to verify the depth of the trash and visually 
investigate its composition.  The EMI report concluded that the trash stretched over a 13-
acre span, buried at an average depth of 7.5 feet, with some areas measuring 15 feet.

Concurrently, the EPA team installed temporary groundwater wells and conducted soil gas 
sampling to evaluate threats to the South Platte River and Riverside Park users.

Figure 2.15 Exposed Landill Waste Layers
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Although comprised mainly of light-industrial and household trash, the results of the EPA 
study showed levels of trimethylbenzene isomers, chlorobenzene, napthalene, toluene, 
trichloroethene and vinyl chloride above EPA action levels.  These toxins were identified 
as “simple irritants versus toxic chemicals with lasting health effects on humans.” Using 
the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) the EPA determined that there was “no risk of 
harmful exposure to City workers or contractors on the site.”  The report further concluded 
that “there is not a reasonable scenario that would result in harmful exposure to recreational 
users of the facility.”

Existing Floodplain Hydraulics
The natural behavior of a river is to cut a path of least resistance through the existing terrain.  
When flood events occur in a natural river channel, the flood waters rise and recede with the 
gentle force of the natural current.  When rivers are unnaturally channelized, the waters swell 
behind man-made structures and create areas of high energy as the river attempts to find 
the path of least resistance.  Eventually, the river overpowers these man-made structures 
and the resulting release of energy creates a surge of water that can have devestating force.

The berm separating the South Platte River and Riverside Park was created to protect 
the currently low lying areas inside of the Park, as well as adjacent private property, from 
flood events.  However, in doing so, it also channelized the river during times of heavy 
precipitation.  In 2008, a study performed for FEMA by Atkins Engineering concluded that 
the berm separating the Park and the river could not be considered a flood protection levee 
as its standards fell short of Army Corps of Engineers requirements. 

Figure 2.16 Floodplain Data
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Within a four day span in mid-September, 2013, over 17 inches of rain fell in Northern 
Colorado, resulting in a 1,000-year storm event (See appendix B2, Riverside Park Berm 
Evaluation, 7/14/14).  As the water volume in the South Platte River swelled, the shear stress 
against the berm built until it finally breached at a point near the Park’s fishing pond.  The 
water swept through the Park with such force that it scoured sediment from the 30+ foot deep 
fishing pond, lifted and relocated whole sections of asphalt road and trail, bent metal framed 
solar panels and ballfield fences and uprooted trees and other non-native vegetation. 

To compound the problem, once the river waters breached the berm, they were forced to 
remain flowing through the Park and adjacent properties, as the more stable areas of the 
berm would not allow the flood water to flow back to the main body of the South Platte River.

City-Wide Parks 
Inventory
As part of this project, THK 
Associates conducted a city-wide 
parks inventory. This study utilized 
existing data from the City of Evans 
and added additional information, 
such as evaluating each park’s 
condition and inventorying the 
city-wide recreation amenities. 
The study showed that overall, 
the City’s parks are in decent 
condition but many of them require 
additional maintenance or repair 
in order to be considered usable 
for organized recreational activities. Each of the City’s parks were evaluated and rated 
based on the Condition Criteria below:
In order to gain a full perspective of the City’s current recreational amenities, the inventory 
cataloged various recreational uses and linked these directly to the condition rating of the 
parks. This included active uses such as baseball fields, tennis courts and volleyball courts, 
as well as passive uses such as open space acreage and length of trails. The results of this 
study are shown in Figure 2.18.

Figure 2.17 Parks Condition Index

Condition
Index

No additional maintenance labor needed. 
All facilities are in good working order. No 
improvements are required to make the park/facilities usable.

Minor additional maintenance labor is required 
(ie weeding, more frequent/precise mowing/trimming, etc.). 
All facilities are in good working order. No improvements are 
required to make the park/facilities usable.

Minor additional maintenance labor is required 
(ie weeding, more frequent/precise mowing/trimming, etc.). 
Some, but not the majority, of the facilities need improvements 
in order to be usable (ie resurfacing courts, regrading fields, etc.)

Additional maintenance labor is required (ie weeding, more 
frequent/precise mowing/trimming, etc.). The majority of the 
facilities need improvements in order to be usable 
(ie resurfacing courts, regrading fields, etc.).

Major additional maintenance labor is required (ie weeding, 
more frequent/precise mowing/trimming, etc.). The majority of 
the facilities need improvements in order to be usable 
(ie resurfacing courts, regrading fields, etc.).
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Community Comparison Graphic
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Figure 2.20 Survey Wordcloud
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Given the fact that Riverside Park is a regional park, City staff and the Flood Recovery Task 
Force felt it was necessary to not only take input from the local community, but also from 
other interested citizens from around the region.  Figure 2.21 and 2.22 illustrate the survey 
was successful in achieving that goal.

When considering the new design for Riverside Park, it was important to capture what the 
community felt it needed most, both from a parks standpoint and a community activities 
standpoint.  Figures 2.23 and 2.24 demonstrate that although there is a need for more 
greenway, trails and open space, there is also a desire for more programmed sports and 
athletic events.  

This sentiment is further demonstrated when respondents were directly asked whether 
recreational sports or open space should direct the design of the Park.

What category best describes you? What part of the community do you live in?

Below is a list of indoor and outdoor 
facilities programs. Please indicate which of 
these activities is most needed by the people 
of Evans by checking each activity as Not 

Needed, Slightly Needed, or Most Needed (Top 
3 answers shown)

Which three activities are most needed in 
the City of Evans? (Top 3 answers shown)

Figure 2.21 Figure 2.22

Figure 2.23 Figure 2.24

Figure 2.25
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Given the division on Natural Areas and Recreational Sports, it was important for the City and 
consultant team to identify what amenities in the park were most used.  The new design for 
the Park could then be oriented toward keeping the most used amenities, while improving or 
removing amenities that saw less use.  Figure 2.25 illustrates which amenities were utilized 
most.

Some of the more critical information was captured in the survey open response section.  
This section allowed respondents to share any thoughts or concerns about the Riverside 
Park Master Plan that may not have been covered in the multiple choice questions.  Some 
of the responses included:

“I would like to see recreational water activities included as part of the Master Plan but 
above all make it safe for all who use it including helping protect the properties and future 
businesses from potential flooding.”

“Rebuild the multi-use recreational trail that connects to other regional bike pathways/trails.”

“Keep it simple, more walking path options, don’t need high traffic things like baseball fields, 
soccer fields are ok, have it patrolled at all times, If it is closed at night, close it at night.”

What amenities did you and/or your family 
use when visiting Riverside Park?

Figure 2.25
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“Restore Riverside Park to the way it was.”

“We would love to have more than just 4 fields rebuilt, or if only 4 that would be great too. 
We would use them a lot during our spring and summer months to run our youth events like 
we did last year!”

“I’d love to see gravel and dirt paths, rather than asphalt or concrete - natural surfacing is 
so much easier on my body when walking/hiking”

“Open space, don’t want to take the chance of flooding again and damaging millions of 
dollars of infrastructure.”

“GET IT BACK AS SOON AS POSSIBLE”

“Have more outdoor options - not just for sports.”

“I really feel that a splash park needs to be incorporated into the park, not enclosed, but as 
a feature of the park.”

“Change west entrance on 42nd street to a walk/bike entrance to allow the west side of the 
park to be the nature area. Put in driving entrance on 40 street as this is enters the park more 
centrally.”

“Don’t be cheap about it.  Make it a destination spot for the region.”

These are but a few of the responses received; however, they show some of the information 
that helped shape the goals of the master plan as well some of the varying and sometimes 
conflicting opinions of survey respondents.
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Project Start-Up
After the September, 2013 flood event, the City of Evans’ staff immediately began to explore 
opportunities to rebuild Riverside Park.

The first step was the preparation of FEMA Project Worksheets (PW) that documented and 
identified the damages and losses throughout the Park so the City could request federal 
funds for rebuilding efforts.

2 Project Worksheets were submitted: 

PW 608

Project Worksheet 608 was created for the trail system that ran along the berm separating 
the Park and the river.  This worksheet was created with the assistance of HDR Engineering 
and all estimates were made prior to knowing the full extent of the buried debris and future 
changes in the berm’s topography.

PW 997

Project Worksheet 997 was created to address the infrastructure of the Park including 
structures, ballfields, playground equipment and several other items. 

PW 997 was written as an alternative project; under FEMA’s alternative project guidelines, 
the amount shown on the original Project Worksheet cannot be negotiated or changed, and 
is guaranteed pending FEMA review.  The contents of the Park, however, can change as 
needed for the new design.

Chapter III:  
Planning Process
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During this process, the City also applied for and received a $100,000 grant from GOCO in 
order to hire a consultant to create the Master Plan for Riverside Park.  

In order to ensure that the community had input on the process and to assist with multiple 
flood recovery effort throughout the City of Evans, a Flood Recovery Task Force was created.  
One of the Task Force’s first responsibilities was to review proposals from qualified firms 
and select a consultant to use the GOCO grant and create the Riverside Park Master Plan.  
Upon selection of the preferred consultant, the Master Planning effort began.

Data Gathering
In order to understand causes of the flood event and the opportunities and constraints 
facing the redesign and reconstruction of Riverside Park, the consultant team compiled and 
analyzed several reports and maps.  The consultant team also created additional reports 
and maps to fill existing gaps in data.

Several reports and documents were reviewed by the consultant team including:
• FEMA Project Worksheets
• EPA Berm Study
• HDR Berm Report
• Atkins 2008 South Platte River Assessment
• City of Evans Flood Regulations
• Records of Environmental Concern
• CDBG-DR Notice of Intent letters and Applications
• Flood-Event Photographs
• City of Evans Open Space Master Plan
• City of Evans Parks, Trails and Recreation Master Plan

Additionally, the consultant team produced the following reports to supplement data on 
hand, including:
• Public Opinion Survey
• Riverside Park Post-Flood Engineering Assessment
• City of Evans Parks Inventory
• City of Evans Parks and Recreation Comparison Model
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Utilizing the City and County’s GIS mapping files and assessors database, combined with 
pre-and post flood imagery, this data was analyzed and used to create maps that illustrated:
• Pre-flood conditions
• Post-flood conditions
• South Platte River Hydraulics
• Current Floodplain 
• Buried debris berm layout
• City of Evans parks location and amenities

These maps and reports formed the base for presenting the opportunities and constraints 
to the City and the community in a logical and transparent manner.

Public Facilitation
The public process had several different steps listed chronologically below:

Task Force Meeting

The initial process began with a meeting with the Flood Recovery Task Force.  The Task 
Force represented concerned citizens and was used to assist the City and consultant 
team to plan, identify and bolster public involvement.  The Task Force was instrumental in 
designing a strategy to achieve maximum community participation.  

Items identified in the initial task force meeting included:
• Dates and times of future Task Force Meetings
• Coordination of public events with the consultants’ 3-day design workshop
• Identifying and reaching out to interested/concerned citizens and stakeholders

Meetings with the Task Force continued throughout the process at major project milestones.

Online Survey

The online survey was used as a tool to gather quantifiable data from the community, while 
also allowing community members that could not attend the public meeting and events an 
outlet to voice their opinions and concerns.
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The survey was posted for a duration of 4 weeks, beginning before the 3-day workshop 
and ending shortly thereafter.  315 individuals responded to the survey.

3-Day Design Workshop

In an attempt to allow residents with varying schedules an opportunity to participate in the 
planning process, the consultant team organized a 3-day design workshop.  The primary 
focus of this workshop was to develop 3 design alternatives to be evaluated and combined 
into a single preferred design.  During the 3-day workshop, there were over 75 participants 
that contributed to the design concepts and 40 participants in the walking tours.

A flyer for the workshop was created and posted on the City’s website, distributed to the 
neighborhoods surrounding the Park and displayed in other community meeting areas.

Day 1:

Day one began the modeling of the 3 design 
alternatives.  The consultant team provided 
boards with background information and 
maps to illustrate some of the current 
conditions, opportunities and constraints 
of the project.  2 landscape architects/
designers were on site to take comments 
and incorporate them into each alternative.

The day also provided the opportunity for 
City staff and Task Force members to take 
a walking tour of the Park to assess the 
damage first-hand.

At the conclusion of the first day, the consultant team held a public meeting to provide 
project details and listen to input from the community.  A power point presentation was 
given, followed by a question and answer session.

Figure 3.1 3-Day Planning Session Workshop
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Day 2:

Day two featured more design refinement on the three alternatives.  An additional site walking 
tour was held for community members that had signed up the previous day to visit the Park 
and share their thoughts and concerns.

At the conclusion of the second day, the 
three alternative designs were finalized and 
prepared for presentation at the Neighborhood 
Night Out.

The Neighborhood Night Out was organized 
by the Flood Recovery Task Force.  It was held 
at City Park and featured food and games 
provided by the Task Force.  At the event, the 
consultant team presented the three design 
options developed over the previous two 
days, and explained each of the alternatives, 
while taking input on what features from each 
concept were most liked.

Day 3:

Day three was the final day for the public 
to stop in and assist with refining the three 
design alternatives.  One last walking tour 
was provided to members of the public 
who had signed up the previous two days.

Figure 3.2 Riverside Park Walking Tours

Figure 3.3 Evans Neighborhood Night Out
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Evansfest

The consultant team was invited to participate in Evansfest, an annual event that up until 
recently was held at Riverside Park.  The event featured food, games, a parade and multiple 
booths form varying local and community agencies.  Evansfest was the first opportunity for 
residents and community members to see and react to the preferred design concept that 
came out of the 3-day design workshop and input from the online survey.  The event was 
extremely successful  and resulted in some great feedback that helped refine the preferred 
design concept, including:
• Access points and gates
• Recreation ideas and possibilities
• Ballfield concession options
• Playground uses and design

Library Opening

Toward the end of the design process, the new Evan’s Library openned.  Once again, 
the consultant team participated by presenting the finalized design concept.  This event 
provided the community an opportunity to see the design that would be presented before 
City Council.

Final Task Force Meeting

Before presenting the final concept plan to City Council, the consultant team met with the 
Flood Recovery Task Force for a final time to hear all final concerns and answer any last 
questions.  This meeting was conducted more as a public meeting and was more heavily 
advertised so that any other residents that had any additional thoughts or concerns could 
participate as well.  The meeting was also used to explain the next steps of planning process 
and how some of the concerns voiced would be addressed further along in the process.  
Although some concerns remained about the protection of private property adjacent to the 
Park, the Task Force unanimously agreed to support the design for City Council approval.  
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ld

 c
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pl
y 
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 n
ew
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d 
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ai
n 

de
ve

lo
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en
t r

eg
ul

at
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m
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od
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de

si
gn

 c
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 b
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pt
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e 

m
os
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 b
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 p
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 p
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ld
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fie
ld

s.
 In

 th
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er
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de
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ay
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at
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ct

ed
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ic
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n 

ad
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eh
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ar
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ng
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in

t a
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2nd
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tre
et

 re
m
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pe
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an
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 p
ro
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de
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g 

R
iv

er
si

de
 P

ar
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ay
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s 
it m

ov
es

 fu
rth

er
 in
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th
e 

Pa
rk

.
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ec

ep
tio

n:
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ve
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pt
io
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as
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el

l r
ec
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ve

d.
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he
re

 w
er

e 
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ro
ng
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el
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 th
at
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ll 
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ur

 b
al

lfie
ld

s 
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ou
ld
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n 
at
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er
si

de
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ar
k 

an
d 

al
th

ou
gh
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m
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d 

fe
el

in
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ut
 th

e 
ou

tfie
ld
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ea

tin
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 b
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an
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te
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an
y 

pe
op

le
 d
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 n

ot
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ke
 th
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tre

et
 p

ar
ki

ng
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w
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n 
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R
iv

er
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de
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e 

pa
rk

in
g 

lo
t a
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 th
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ut
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lfie
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 p
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ki
ng
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tin
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Pa
rk
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r o
f p
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ce
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w
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r 
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et

 p
ar

ki
ng
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te
d 

an
d 
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er

s 
fe

lt t
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al
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f 
th

e 
pr
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 d
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an
y 

pe
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le
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fe
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in
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er
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de
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ou
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 b
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r 
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e 
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te
d 
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ce
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 s
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w

n 
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n.
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ct
io

n 
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e 
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de

d 
ve
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la
r a
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in
t a

lo
ng
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et
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as
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os
tly

 p
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lth
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e 
fe

lt t
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w

ou
ld

 b
e 
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s 
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ga

te
d 

te
m

po
ra

ry
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es
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in
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C
re

at
in

g 
a 

pe
de
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tio
n 
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l re
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d 
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tio

n 
w
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 p
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ue

 
or
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ue
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an
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s 
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lt 

th
ey
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ou
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 b

e 
w

illi
ng
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 p
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r f
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ur
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 p
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r o
f b
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 b
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fie
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ra
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g 
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 m
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ot
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 lo
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en
t t
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th

is
 c
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l 
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er
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g 
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cc
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s 
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ep
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th
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 p
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er
si
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at
he
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w
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d 
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cu
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r c
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th
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at
ed

 te
m
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ry
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iv
e.
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ep
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y 
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ds
 a

t R
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er
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de
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k 
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t p
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de
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 p
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r 
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el

d 
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pl
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 p
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xim
ity
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ei
gh
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t p

eo
pl
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al
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 d
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ed
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p 
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 c
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l p
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 b
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 b
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d 
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t p
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 c

rim
e 

is
su

es
 th

at
 w

er
e 

pr
ev

io
us

ly
 p

re
se

nt
 in

 th
e 

Pa
rk

. A
ga

in
, m

an
y 
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 d
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ot
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 p
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 p
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 d
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r f
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 p
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 b
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n 
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n 

C
 p
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se
d 
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rk
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at
 w

as
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uc
h 

m
or

e 
pa
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e 
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an
 th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
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he
r 
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ed
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tio

n 
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te
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at
ed
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e 
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en
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l g

re
en

’ a
re

a 
th

at
 c

ou
ld

 fi
t a
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ll-

si
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ce
r 

fie
ld
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ut
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al

 in
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s 
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ur
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nd
 p

la
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ro
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ds
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d 
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th
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f t
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re
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 re
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te
d 

to
 th

e 
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rk
in

g 
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s.
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ar

t o
f t

hi
s 

op
tio

n 
w
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 th

at
 a

ll 
fo

ur
 b

al
lfie

ld
s 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
re

bu
ilt 

at
 a

 d
iffe

re
nt

 
lo
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tio

n 
w

ith
in

 th
e 

C
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. 
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pt
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n 
B

, 
ve

hi
cu

la
r 

ac
ce

ss
 w
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 k

ep
t t

o 
th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
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 p
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nt
s 

at
 

R
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er
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de
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ar
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ay
 a
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2nd
 S
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U
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O
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n 
B
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th
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e 
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tin
g 

te
m
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 a
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es
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dr

iv
e.
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hi
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de
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el
y 
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p 
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e 
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cu
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s 

in
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or

th
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r W
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t e
nt

ra
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.

R
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tio
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lth
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gh
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an
y 
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t t
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C
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n 
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re
st
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g 
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te
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at

iv
e,
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 d
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ot
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el
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e 
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ria
te

 d
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n 
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r t
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k.
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he
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 w

er
e 
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ng
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s 

th
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ll 
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lfie
ld

s 
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ou
ld

 b
e 
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R

iv
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ar
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s 

op
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n 
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e 
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op
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 c
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r m
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e 
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ea

tio
n 
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r t

he
 P

ar
k.
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os
t 
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er
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y 
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ou
t t

he
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itio
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l t
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er
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es
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 e
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iro
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en

ta
l p
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y 
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s 
an

d 
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tiv
e 
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s 
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 o

pt
io

n 
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gh
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Th
er

e 
w

er
e 

a 
nu

m
be

r o
f i

te
m

s 
th

at
 re

m
ai

ne
d 

th
e 
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m

e 
th

ro
ug

h 
al

l t
hr

ee
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lte
rn

at
iv

es
. T

he
 c

on
ce

pt
 o

f 
re

-g
ra

di
ng

 th
e 

si
te
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 c

re
at

e 
a 

m
or

e 
re

si
lie

nt
 P

ar
k 

w
as

 m
et

 w
ith

 s
om

e 
cr

itic
is

m
 a

t f
irs

t, 
bu

t m
os

t p
eo

pl
e 

w
er

e 
re

ce
pt

iv
e 

to
 th

e 
id

ea
 o

nc
e 

th
e 

co
nc

ep
t w

as
 e
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la

in
ed

 in
 d

et
ai

l. 
C

re
at

in
g 

a 
pe

de
st
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n 

co
nn

ec
tio

n 
al

on
g 

40
th
 S

tre
et

 to
 C

ity
 P

ar
k 

an
d 

th
e 

Li
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ar
y/

C
ul

tu
ra

l E
ve

nt
s 

C
en

te
r w

as
 w

el
l r

ec
ei

ve
d 

al
l a

ro
un

d.
 T

he
 

re
-p

ur
po

si
ng

 o
f l

ar
ge

 a
re

as
 o

f t
he

 P
ar

k 
to

 m
or

e 
pa

ss
iv

e 
re

cr
ea

tio
n 

us
es

 w
ith

 n
at

iv
e 

ve
ge

ta
tio

n 
w

as
 

ve
ry

 w
el

l li
ke

d,
 a

s 
w

as
 m

or
e 

riv
er

 a
cc

es
s.

 A
lth

ou
gh

 a
ll t

hr
ee

 c
on

ce
pt

s 
sh

ow
ed

 m
or

e 
sh

ad
e 

st
ru

ct
ur

es
 

th
an

 c
ur

re
nt

ly
 e

xis
t i

n 
th

e 
Pa

rk
, m

an
y 

pe
op

le
 a

sk
ed

 fo
r a

dd
itio

na
l s

ha
de

 s
tru

ct
ur

es
 b

ey
on

d 
w

ha
t w

as
 

sh
ow

n 
in

 th
e 

co
nc

ep
ts

.

Fo
llo

w
in

g 
th

e 
3-

da
y 

W
or

ks
ho

p,
 a

 p
la

n 
(s

ho
w

n 
at

 r
ig

ht
) 

w
as

 c
re

at
ed

 th
at

 s
ho

w
ed

 th
e 

su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 
th

e 
co

m
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 fe
ed

ba
ck

 re
ce

iv
ed

 o
n 

th
e 

th
re

e 
op

tio
ns

. T
he

 C
ity

 o
f E

va
ns

, t
he

 T
as

k 
Fo

rc
e 

an
d 

st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
ad

di
tio

na
l 

in
pu

t 
on

 t
hi

s 
pl

an
, 

re
su

ltin
g 

in
 t

he
 p

re
fe

rre
d 

al
te

rn
at

iv
e.

 O
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e 
th

e 
pr

ef
er

re
d 

al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

w
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 d
ev

el
op

ed
, 

th
e 

co
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ul
ta

nt
 te
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 fu

rth
er

ed
 th

e 
de

si
gn

 b
y 
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tin
g 

a 
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op
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ed
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di

ng
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n 
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d 
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ng
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t e
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r c
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st
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at

io
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, p
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nd
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ve
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io
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:
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c
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o
be

r
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t
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ni
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ov

al
 b
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ng
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.
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o
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r
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3r
d
 -
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al
 p
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 p
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 C
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al
 b
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il.
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ta
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o 
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 d
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fic
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A 

an
d 

St
at

e 
O
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m
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M

an
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ne
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m
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le
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ca
si
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Th
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e 
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s 
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 c
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Chapter IV: Riverside Park Master Plan
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4-3

In effect, this design relocates the protection of the buried debris berm further back from 
the river and increases flood protection as the proposed raised area will be composed of 
compacted soil rather than unstable trash debris. The existing (Figure 4.3) and proposed  
(Figure 4.4)grading of the Park are compared in the graphics on this page. The center of 
the ballfields (the highest point) is raised approximately 4-5’ from existing, although this only 
results in a grade change of 12-18” at the edges of the fields.

Figure 4.4 3D Comparison of Existing vs. Proposed Hydraulics

Figure 4.3 3D Comparison of Existing vs. Proposed Hydraulics

South Platte River

Riverside Lake

Proposed Ballfields
Approx. Elevation: 4651’

Riverside Stables

CDOT Property
Riverside Parkway

Lowered Floodplain
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South Platte River

Riverside Lake

Existing Ballfields
Approx. Elevation: 4646’

Riverside Stables

CDOT Property
Riverside Parkway

Top of Landfill Berm
Approx. Elevation: 4648’

Existing Post-Flood Conditions
Bird’s Eye view from East of the River



4-4

This design approach allows flood waters to spread out in the lower areas of the Park, 
reducing flood water velocities and increasing the floodplain volume capacity within the 
Park property. Another hydraulic advantage of this approach is that by creating a break in 
the previously continuous berm, flood flows will now have a path to return to the river. Again, 
this is shown in the above graphics by comparing the existing grade (Figure 4.5) with the 
proposed grade (Figure 4.6).

Figure 4.5 3D Comparison of Existing vs. Proposed Hydraulics

Figure 4.6 3D Comparison of Existing vs. Proposed Hydraulics
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• The First Floodplain Terrace: These areas will become inundated with 
the five to ten year flood events.  They are designed to flood more often than the floodplain 
terraces as they are lower in elevation. Again, activities are passive and include walking/
jogging and bird-watching. However, there are more opportunities within these areas to 
create environmental play areas in which children can experience varying ecosystems 
up-close. Vegetation in these areas consist of native grasses but also contain more 
riparian species because the water table is closer to the surface. Maintenance within these 
areas is minimal and similar to that of the maintenance in the Floodplain Terraces. There 
are already a number of existing Cottonwood galleries (shown as existing vegetation in 
Figure 4.10), many of which are at the appropriate elevation. These Cottonwood galleries 
are in ‘holes’ that the berm was built up around and as the buried debris is removed 
and the area is re-graded, it is the intent of the Master Plan that many of these trees can 
remain in place. 

Figure 4.12 3D Aerial View of Proposed Water Quality Areas and Floodplain Terraces Transitioning to Raised Ballfield Area

Figure 4.13 3D Aerial View of Proposed Park Looking East over Riverside Lake
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• Bankfull Bench: The Bankfull Benches are the areas closest to the river and are 
the lowest areas within the Park. When the river is flowing high, these benches will be wet 
and possibly even inundated. In one and two year flood events, the water will inundate 
these areas and continue into the Water Quality areas. Vegetation within the Bankfull 
Benches is primarily riparian and wetland grasses, rushes and sedges. These species 
can survive and thrive here because of the proximity to the river and the water table. 
River access points are primarily within the Bankfull Benches. Maintenance within these 
areas is minimal, consisting primarily of weed management during establishment and 
then debris and trash removal after flood events.  The vegetation will be self-sustaining 
requiring no maintenance.

Figure 4.14 Example of a Healthy Stream with a Wide Floodplain
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During the Master Planning 
process, some of the 
Task Force members had 
a particular interest in a 
fireplace/swing structure 
that was similar to pergolas 
in construction and 
appearance. Figure 4.20 is 
an example of  one of these 
structures. This particular 
one includes a fire pit in 
the middle, surrounded by 
swing benches.

Concerning the more permanent structures such as restrooms, concessions, permanent 
shade structures and maintenance buildings, the Master Plan recommends pre-fabricated 
or CMU block buildings in order to conserve budget. To meet aesthetic goals, these 
structures should have additional adornments/architectural detailing such as stone or faux-
stone columns, wood-paneled ceilings in shelters, etc.

Figure 4.20 Swing Pergola Example Requested by Task Force Members

Figure 4.21 Examples of Concessions and Maintenance Buildings
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The Riverside Park Master Plan designates certain areas as Environmental Play Areas. These 
areas are intended to be discovery parks where children can interact with nature. Possible 
play structures in these areas could include logs, rocks, steppers, etc. These structures 
could be glass-fiber reinforced concrete (GFRC) or they could be natural materials. The 
advantage of them being natural materials is that they could be designed to wash away in 
major flood events without causing a large loss of invested money. Another advantage of 
natural materials is that these structures can easily be rearranged to create new play areas. 
If they are GFRC, they should be anchored in place in order to withstand flood events. 
Additionally, areas will be created to allow children to access sand, mud and water in safe 
side-channels to the South Platte River.

Figure 4.22 Examples of Environmental Play Areas

Figure 4.23 Examples of Environmental Play Areas
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Utilities
The September, 2013 floods did considerable damage to Riverside Park’s utility infrastructure. 
Although the ballfield light poles are intact and reusable in place, the electrical work for the 
Park needs to be removed and replaced. The new electrical system should, of course, 
be in alignment with the Master Plan. The irrigation pump needs to be replaced. The 
pumphouse needs some minor repairs such as new paint and cleaning.  New dark sky 
cut-off fixtures should be considered for the ballfields to minimize light pollution into adjacent 
neighborhoods.

Currently, the City of Evans Fire Department uses the lake for training and pumps water from 
the lake to charge their fire fighting equipment. To accommodate this activity, the Master 
Plan includes an unpaved access road to the lake near the Pump House. The material 
could be stabilized crusher fines. This is shown in Figure 4.24 as dashed lines leading to 
the pumphouse.

Additionally, there is a natural gas line (approx. 4” diameter) within the buried debris berm. 
This line needs to be relocated as a part of the buried debris removal stage of the project. 
The relocation should be planned in order to not conflict with the Park Master Plan.

Xcel Energy owns several large overhead transmission poles (Figure 4.25) within a utility 
easement that runs along the Eastern edge of the Park. Xcel Energy has approved the 
overall concept of lowering certain parts of the park to reconnect the river with the floodplain, 
however the poles must remain in place. The intent of the Master Plan is for grading activities 
to remain away from the power poles. If, however, grading activities come within a 50’ 
radius of the poles, Xcel requires that the area be regraded so that there is a 30’ radius of 

Figure 4.24 Plan View of Fire Department Access to Pumphouse

FISHING POINT

SHADE STRUCTURES

PUMP 
HOUSE

FISHING POINT

PARKING LOT
75 SPACES
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ground flat enough to set up bucket trucks around the pole. Although this is the requirement, 
many of the poles do not currently have this preferred 30’ radius. Because of this, the 
recommendation is to discuss any issues with Xcel as the final grading design is developed.

Restoring Previous Park Functions
All previous park functions are being restored within the Riverside Park Master Plan with 
the exception of a full size soccer field. The City mainly utilizes smaller youth soccer fields 
that the Master Plan does account for in the outfields of the baseball ballfields. In order to 
completely restore all functions of the previous Park, the Master Plan recommends that the 
City renovate the sod at Prairie View Park in order to use it as a full-size soccer field.

Figure 4.25 Existing Xcel Transmission Towers at Riverside Park

Figure 4.26 Existing Field at Prairie View Park



4-19

Updated User Estimates
Since there was not any statistical or empirical data about the Park’s usage that existed 
prior to the September, 2013 flood event, estimating how much the new design for Riverside 
Park will increase the Park’s usage is difficult. However, even if such data did exist, multiple 
variables have changed as a result of the floods. For example, the mobile home park that 
was adjacent to the Park was completely destroyed and will not be rebuilt. The relocation 
of these households, as well as other nearby households, directly affects the daily users of 
the Park.

As part of the online survey, data was collected to help guide the design of the Park to 
increase the Park’s usage.  To illustrate the key points that might lead to an increase in the 
Park’s usage, its best to break users into two groups: Athletic Recreation Users and Passive 
Recreation Users.

Athletic Recreation Users

Athletic Recreation Users are those that use the baseball fields, recreational fields and 
basketball courts.  This user group was identified as being the most deficient user group of 
the Park, holding the bottom three responses to the  survey question “ What amenities did 
you and/or your family use when visiting Riverside Park?”
• 32% Ballfields
• 28% Recreational Fields
• 13% Basketball Courts

This theme was confirmed when respondents to the survey identified Sports and Athletics 
(51%) as the most needed activities in the City of Evans.

Although the baseball fields receive the most use, the lack of restroom and concessions 
limit the organizations willing to hold tournaments at Riverside Park.  Similarly, the recreation 
fields are all different sizes and lack adequate restroom and concession facilities.  The 
basketball courts suffer from lack of exposure, as they are placed away from all other active 
recreational uses of the Park.
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The new design of the park addresses the ballfield issues by creating a ballfield complex 
that will be capable of hosting Triple Crown events.  Many baseball and softball coaches 
and organizations have already shown an interest in hosting events at Riverside Park. 
However, they are tentative to commit to a contract until the reconstruction of the Park is 
completed. All four fields will be the same size, allowing for easier tournament organization 
and programming.

The proposed design would also relocate the basketball courts, moving them closer to 
other active recreation areas of the Park, creating easier access and increased visibility.

Passive Recreation Users

Passive Recreation Users are defined as those that primarily use the trails, river and fishing 
pond and picnic areas.

The results of the online survey identified this group as the most active user group inside of 
Riverside Park.  However, to increase their use of other Riverside Park amenities, respondents 
to the survey also expressed an interest in adding both more trails (79%) and better river 
access and egress points for boating activities (55%). 

The proposed plan for Riverside Park accomplishes both of these tasks by not only replacing 
the current trail, but also adding several sections of new trail, some of which provide easier 
access to the river.  Additionally, two canoe/kayak pull-out docks have been proposed.

While these changes and improvements cannot quantifiably measure how much they will 
increase user levels for Riverside Park, they were all made with input from the community 
who are the primary users of the park. These improvements should increase interest in 
using Riverside Park for passive recreation purposes.
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Maintenance Requirements
The desire to create a park that could be efficiently maintained was one of the primary goals 
of the new design for Riverside Park.

Maintaining 4 full-sized baseball fields and 3 multi-purpose recreation fields, as well as 
other general park maintenance created a substantial burden on the Parks and Recreation 
staff.  

According to the City’s Parks and Recreation staff, Riverside Park required approximately 
90 maintenance hours per week.  Maintenance duties included:

• Mowing (10 hours)
• Field Preparation (30 Hours)
• Trash Cleanup and Removal (35 Hours)
• Irrigation (10 Hours)
• Spraying (2 Hours)

As previously discussed in Chapter 2, the City of Evans has a smaller Parks and Recreation 
staff than most similar sized community.  The maintenance hours required to upkeep Riverside 
Park were difficult to accommodate, and Parks staff found themselves struggling to maintain 
the integrity of the ballfields and recreation fields, many times performing maintenance only 
prior to scheduled events.

The new design of Riverside Park will lower maintenance hours and costs in the following 
ways:

Open Space and Trails

The new design increases the amount of natural open space throughout the park.  Natural 
areas are easy to maintain, as native vegetation requires little or no maintenance.  The 
new trail that will be installed along the South Platte River will be constructed from concrete 
according to the City’s requirements, eliminating the asphalt trail that deteriorates more easily 
and is less flood resilient.  The additional soft surface trails spread throughout the wetland 
banks will also require very little maintenance given the natural design and materials.
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Ballfields and Recreation Fields

In order to increase the natural open space areas along the river, the recreation fields at 
Riverside Park will be incorporated into the outfields of the ballfields.  By combining the 
fields, the amount of turf maintenance required for field upkeep drops dramatically by 
decreasing the amount of mowing, field preparation work and irrigation required.  These 3 
tasks accounted for 50 hours of maintenance a week.  Assuming that maintenance hours 
for these tasks are decreased by 30%, the Parks and Recreation staff would save 780 
maintenance hours per year.

Additionally, once construction on Riverside Park is completed there will be an initial period 
when maintenance requirements to structures, trails, roads and parking lots will be very 
minimal given the young age of the parks infrastructure.  This period should allow the City 
of Evans and Riverside Park enough time to seek interested sports recreation leagues that 
would like to sign contracts for programmed events and tournaments.  Once interested 
leagues have started hosting their events at Riverside Park, the additional funds can be 
used to assist with park maintenance by adding personnel, further relieving the maintenance 
burden on the Parks and Recreation staff.
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2. Trails Project Worksheet #608 Shortfalls:

FEMA Project Worksheet #608 
was originally written to repair 
and replace portions of the trails 
through Riverside Park that were 
damaged. Because much of 
the trail is on top of the buried 
debris berm and the buried 
debris material has subsequently 
swelled and shrunk, the entire 
trail needs to be replaced. The 
existing trail was only 8’-0” wide and to meet current City standards, the new trail must 
be built at 10’-0” wide.

The consultant team and the City met with FEMA and State representatives on October 22, 
2014 to discuss the overall cost estimates and spoke in detail about these circumstances 
that will cause the actual cost of  construction to be greater than the costs anticipated in 
Project Worksheet #608. The general consensus was that Project Worksheet #608 is a 
standard FEMA project and as long as procurement guidelines are followed, the full cost 
of the reconstruction of the main concrete trails should be funded. It should be noted, 
however, that the Project Worksheet will need to be re-written with new line items and 
quantities as a part of following the procurement guidelines.

Figure 5.3 Trail Damage due to Swelling of Buried debris Material

Figure 5.4 Trail Damage due to Swelling of Buried debris Material
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3. Buried Debris Removal Shortfalls:

The removal of the buried debris berm is a cost 
that was not reflected in either of the FEMA Project 
Worksheets and therefore is a funding shortfall. This 
is a complex issue, especially when combined 
with the overall redesign of the Park. These cost 
estimates were completed with the assumption that 
the entirety of the buried debris material would be 
removed and disposed off-site. The philosophy 
behind this is that complete removal would be the 
most expensive option and ideally these costs 
can be reduced as the design is refined. In reality, 
there may be options to only remove parts of the 
buried debris and stabilize and cap other parts. 
This should be fully explored in the Buried Debris 
Removal Strategies implementation step (explained 
fully in the Implementation Steps section). 

The cost for complete removal of the buried debris material ranges from approx. $4.1 
million to $5.3 million.

Figure 5.5 Layers of Buried debris Debris

Figure 5.6 Buried debris Debris Uncovered by the Floods
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4. Additional Park Enhancements:

Items that the consultant team felt were new park features not covered in Project Worksheet 
#997 were separated into the Additional Park Enhancements project. For example, the 
Project Worksheet only accounted for replacing two dugout roofs because the other 
six could be cleaned and repaired. However, the redesign of the Park would require all 
eight dugout roofs to be replaced (because they need to be rebuilt at a higher elevation). 
To define this in the cost estimates, two new dugout roofs were accounted for in the 
PW 997 funding project and the remaining six dugout roofs were separated into the 
Park Enhancements project. Similar separations were done for the ballfield bleachers, 
park benches and picnic tables. Since the existing Park only had one playground, the 
second playground was separated into the Park Enhancements project.

Any add alternates from the base Park project that cannot be accommodated in the $5.6 
million budget (as previously discussed) should be included in this project as Additional 
Park Enhancements.
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Implementation Steps
The Riverside Park Master Plan is a very complex project with many moving pieces that 
require multiple funding sources and consultants. The Master Plan recommends the  
schedule and accompanying implementation steps described below:

1. Conduct Additional Buried Debris Studies

Projected Schedule - 4 months
 Consultant Services Recommended - Geotechnical Engineer, 
        Landscape, Architect

*Through the studies described below, it was determined that this step

 was not necessary to proceed with the Park project.

Prior to the beginning of the Master Planning effort but after the 2013 floods, the 
Environmental Protection Agency contracted Weston Solutions to conduct an on-site 
study and evaluation of the buried debris. The purpose of this study was to determine 
the composition of the debris as well as the extent of it. The EPA study (full report can be 
found in Appendix B under separate cover) determined that there were no hazardous 
waste materials present and it also defined the approximate area and depth of the 
buried debris. This was completed by digging multiple test pits and trenches, drilling 
core samples and by conducting a EM-31 Electromagnetic Induction (EMI) survey. The 
deepest that any buried debris material was discovered was approximately 14-15’ below 
the existing ground surface. At public facilitation meetings, however, concern arose from 
some attendees who, based upon local knowledge, were under the impression that 
the buried debris was much deeper. In order to assure the City has the most accurate 
approximation of the scope of the buried debris, it was decided to further investigate the 
current studies.

During this investigation, the City provided information that the EMI study only detects to 
a maximum depth of 20’, which increased concern over the original report conducted 
by Weston Solutions. The consultant team reviewed the report in more detail, discussed 
the procedures used with the Weston Solutions team and interviewed a third-party 
geotechnical engineer to gain a second opinion. The result of these investigations is 
outlined below:
• In all of the on-site studies, no buried debris material was encountered greater than 

14-15’ below the ground surface.



5-
9

Implementation Schedule

Im
pl

em
en

ta
t

io
n

 S
c

h
ed

u
le

Fi
g

u
r

e 
5.

7 
Pr

o
je

c
t

 Im
pl

em
en

ta
t

io
n

 S
c

h
ed

u
le

D
ec

CD
BG

-D
R 

Ro
un

d 
4 

??
??

??

Le
gi

sl
at

iv
e 

Se
ss

io
ns

FE
M

A

CD
BG

-D
R

G
O

CO

Xc
el

/G
as

 &
 O

il

Lo
ca

l G
en

er
al

 
Fu

nd
s

20
15

 L
eg

is
la

tiv
e 

Se
ss

io
n

20
16

 L
eg

is
la

tiv
e 

Se
ss

io
n

20
17

 L
eg

is
la

tiv
e 

Se
ss

io
n

Park Design and Construction Buried Debris Studies and 
Removal

Additional Park 
Enhancements Funding Phases

Pr
el

im
in

ar
y 

D
es

ig
n 

(2
0%

)
Su

rv
ey

in
g

G
ra

di
ng

H
yd

ra
ul

ic
 M

od
el

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l A
ss

es
m

en
t

Ba
se

 P
ar

k 
an

d 
Tr

ai
ls

 D
es

ig
n 

Re
fi n

em
en

t (
50

%
)

D
eb

ris
 R

em
ov

al
 

Pl
an

ni
ng

 a
nd

 C
os

t 
Es

tim
at

es

Ac
tu

al
 ti

m
in

g 
of

 A
dd

iti
on

al
 P

ar
k 

En
ha

nc
em

en
ts

 s
te

ps
 d

ep
en

ds
 o

n 
aw

ar
d 

of
 

ad
di

tio
na

l f
un

ds

Fi
na

l D
es

ig
n 

(1
00

%
)

Co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

Bi
dd

in
g

Co
or

di
na

te
d 

W
ith

 P
ar

k 
Co

ns
tr

uc
tio

n

Bu
rie

d 
D

eb
ris

 R
em

ov
al

Ja
n

M
O

N
TH

S
Fe

b
Au

g
M

ar
Se

p
A

pr
O

ct
O

ct
O

ct
A

pr
A

pr
Ja

n
Ja

n
Ju

l
Ju

l
N

ov
N

ov
N

ov
M

ay
M

ay
Fe

b
Fe

b
Au

g
Au

g
D

ec
D

ec
D

ec
Ju

n
Ju

n
M

ar
M

ar
Se

p
Se

p

20
17

20
18

M
ay

Ju
n

Ju
l

M
as

te
r P

la
n 

A
pp

ro
va

l

Cit
y C

ou
nc

il A
cti

on
 Po

int
s

20
16

20
15

Ba
se

 P
ar

k 
an

d 
Tr

ai
ls

 F
in

al
 D

es
ig

n 
(1

00
%

)
Co

ns
tr

uc
tio

n 
D

oc
um

en
ts

Pe
rm

itt
in

g

Ad
di

tio
na

l P
ar

k 
En

ha
nc

em
en

ts
 F

in
al

 D
es

ig
n 

(1
00

%
)

Co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

D
oc

um
en

ts
Pe

rm
itt

in
g

Co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

Bi
dd

in
g

Co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n 

Bi
dd

in
g

Ba
se

 P
ar

k 
an

d 
Tr

ai
ls

 C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n

Ad
di

tio
na

l P
ar

k 
En

ha
nc

em
en

ts
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

FE
M

A 
Pr

oj
ec

t W
or

ks
he

et
s

Ro
un

d 
2 

Aw
ar

de
d

CD
BG

-D
R 

Ro
un

d 
3

G
O

CO
G

O
CO

G
O

CO
G

O
CO

G
O

CO

30
 M

on
th

 F
EM

A 
Ex

te
ns

io
n



5-
10

• 
In

 a
ll 

te
st

 p
its

/tr
en

ch
es

/c
or

e 
dr

illi
ng

s 
w

he
re

 b
ur

ie
d 

de
br

is
 m

at
er

ia
l w

as
 e

nc
ou

nt
er

ed
, 

ex
ca

va
tio

n/
dr

illi
ng

 c
on

tin
ue

d 
un

til 
an

ot
he

r s
ub

st
ra

te
 w

as
 e

nc
ou

nt
er

ed
 (w

at
er

, s
an

dy
 s

oi
l, 

et
c.

).

• 
Th

e 
EM

I t
es

t m
et

ho
d 

di
d 

in
 fa

ct
 o

nl
y 

m
ea

su
re

 to
 a

 m
ax

im
um

 d
ep

th
 o

f 2
0’

, b
ut

 th
is

 
m

et
ho

d 
w

as
 c

ho
se

n 
an

d 
de

em
ed

 a
cc

ep
ta

bl
e 

be
ca

us
e 

no
 b

ur
ie

d 
de

br
is

 m
at

er
ia

l w
as

 
en

co
un

te
re

d 
de

ep
er

 th
an

 1
4-

15
’.

• 
Th

e 
EM

I r
es

ul
ts

 s
ho

w
n 

in
 F

ig
ur

e 
5.

8 
w

er
e 

m
is

le
ad

in
g 

be
ca

us
e 

of
 h

ow
 th

e 
da

ta
 w

as
 

ca
te

go
riz

ed
. 

Th
e 

de
ep

es
t c

at
eg

or
y 

of
 b

ur
ie

d 
de

br
is

 m
at

er
ia

l w
as

 d
ef

in
ed

 a
s 

10
-2

0’
 

de
ep

 n
ot

 b
ec

au
se

 m
at

er
ia

l w
as

 d
et

ec
te

d 
up

 to
 2

0’
, b

ut
 ra

th
er

 b
ec

au
se

 m
at

er
ia

l w
as

 
de

te
ct

ed
 d

ee
pe

r t
ha

n 
10

’ a
nd

 th
e 

m
ax

. d
ep

th
 o

f t
he

 s
tu

dy
 w

as
 2

0’
.

Fi
g

u
r

e 
5.

8 
EM

I S
u

rv
ey

 f
ro

m
 E

PA
 R

ep
o

rt

Le
ge

nd
G

ar
ba

ge
 D

ep
th

 In
 F

ee
t

0 
- 0

.4
0.

5 
- 2

3 
- 4

5 
- 5

6 
- 7

8 
- 1

0
10

 - 
20

R
iv

er
si

de
 P

ar
k 

B
ou

nd
ar

y



5-11

• The third party geotechnical engineer felt that the Weston Solutions study provided 
more than enough data and would not recommend additional studies. They felt that they 
could interpret the data into subterranean cross-sections to provide a more complete 
picture of the extent of the buried debris material.

Based on these findings, the consultant team evaluated whether the subterranean cross-
sections were necessary in order to continue with planning strategies for the removal of 
the buried debris material. Based largely on the input of the geotechnical, hydraulic and 
structural engineers on the consultant team, it was deemed that these studies were an 
unnecessary step that created additional cost and time to the project. Therefore, this step 
was not included on the list of recommended implementation steps.

2. Preliminary Park Design:

Projected Schedule - 5 Months, January 2015-May 2015
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
        Civil Engineer, Surveyor

With the Master Plan complete, the next step in the design phase is to refine the Park 
design to a higher level of detail. This involves creating a detailed proposed grading plan 
that requires an accurate site survey. While the City has provided topographic data from 
post-flood LiDAR, significant changes have taken place since this data was collected. 
In particular, the buried debris and adjacent areas have experienced massive swelling 
and settling. A surveyor should be employed to create an accurate topographic and 
physical feature survey of the site.

Once the survey is complete, the design consultants can develop a 20% design. This 
design should include accurate proposed layouts of hardscapes (roads, parking 
lots, paved walks) and items dependent on major infrastructure (structures, ballfields, 
playground location/size, etc.). The design should also include a final proposed 
grading plan. This is particularly important because the civil engineers need to create 
an accurate hydraulic model to prove a no-rise in the 100-year flood elevation as part 
of the preliminary design.

Although the cost estimate makes a distinction between base Park design and add 
alternates, the design will not be developed enough to make these distinctions until the 
Park Design Refinement step.
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3. Develop Buried Debris Removal Strategies:

Projected Schedule - 4-5 Months, February 2015-May 2015. Final Design  
  will need to be coordinated with Final Base Park Design
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
        Civil Engineer

The first construction that needs to take place on the site is the removal and/or capping of 
the buried debris material. This is the first scope of work for which construction documents 
and specifications will need to be created. The preliminary park design will need to be 
started (but not completed) prior to this step because the removal plan will be partially 
Dependant upon the design of the Park.

This step will be primarily conducted by the civil engineer, with oversight and coordination 
by the landscape architects in order to ensure compatibility with the Park design. The 
consultants should provide biddable construction document plans, construction details 
and specifications that define how and where the buried debris material shall be 
excavated, transported and capped (if necessary). They should also provide detailed 
cost estimates for the physical work.

4. Environmental Studies (NEPA):

Projected Schedule - 12 Months, March 2015-March 2016
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
  Civil Engineer, Environmental Engineer

Because this project is receiving Federal government funding, the project must go 
through the NEPA approval process. As part of the original FEMA Project Worksheet 
#997 development, a Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) was completed. 
This REC anticipated a CATEX in place of an Environmental Assessment (EA), although 
this was in anticipation of rebuilding the Park to pre-existing conditions, not re-designing 
the Park. Because the Master Plan includes re-designing the Park, it is anticipated that 
an EA will be required. It is possible that FEMA will require the REC to be re-written as part 
of the NEPA process. The $175,000-$200,000 projected cost and projected schedule 
is based on assuming an EA with a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). If an 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is required, this would require additional funding and 
time.
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This step also includes the following permitting processes:
• 404 permitting-this is approved through the Army Corps of Engineers. It is part of the 

Clean Water Act and is necessary whenever any development is within waterways or 
wetlands.
• CLOMR/LOMR/No-rise certificate-this is approved through FEMA and involves proving 

a no-rise situation and sometimes showing the revised floodplain. Sometimes FEMA will 
only require a no-rise report, but either way this requires the full hydraulic modeling of the 
final proposed grading for the site.

5. Base Park Design Refinement:

Projected Schedule - 8 Months, May 2015-December 2015
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
  Civil Engineer, Structural Engineer, Electrical Engineer,
  Mechanical Engineer, Architect

This step can occur while the Environmental Studies are taking place, although the 
Environmental Studies step should be well underway (at least 1-2 months) so that any 
initial reactions and findings from the environmental team can be implemented into the 
Park design. During this step, the consultant team will develop the Park design to a higher 
level of detail (approximately 50% design). This includes selection of key materials, layout 
of unpaved trails, playground design, preliminary structure design, preliminary lighting 
design and refinement of any previous elements (with the exception of grading, as this 
should already be finalized). Although not always required, it is the recommendation of 
the Master Plan to also require a construction cost estimate during this step. Preliminary 
decisions about what can be funded by the $5.6 million base Park funding will be made 
based on the cost estimate.

While no permitting processes will be part of this step, the consultant should engage 
the appropriate parties concerning flood plain development permits, stormwater 
management and erosion control permits and SB40 permits. This will increase the 
likelihood of the permits being approved the first time.
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6. Final Base Park Design:

Projected Schedule - 10 Months, January 2016-November 2016
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
  Civil Engineer, Structural Engineer, Electrical Engineer,
  Mechanical Engineer, Architect

This step is essentially a continuation of the previous step, Park design refinement. The 
main reason for separating these two steps is that the Environmental Studies need to be 
complete in order for the final design work to begin. However, the final design can begin 
while the Environmental Assessment is being reviewed by the EPA.

The products of this step include creating 100% construction documents that specify 
all layouts, materials and details of the final design. During this step, the consultant 
will also create specifications that define material parameters, installation techniques, 
approval processes and all other requirements related to construction. These plans 
and specifications are the main bid documents that contractors will use to bid on the 
construction project.

This step also includes the following permitting processes:
• Erosion control plan and Stormwater Management Plan-this is approved through the 

City of Evans (typically through the engineering department).
• Floodplain development approval- this is approved through the City of Evans (typically 

through the building or engineering department).
• Senate Bill 40-this permit is required for projects dealing with waterways in Colorado 

that are completed or funded by State Agencies. Although the funding is federal, because 
the money is going through the Colorado Department of Public Safety (a State Agency), 
there is a chance the project will have to go through this permitting process as well.
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7. Buried Debris Removal Bidding and Construction:

Projected Schedule - 6 Months, July 2016-December 2016
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
  Civil Engineer, Structural Engineer, Electrical Engineer,
  Mechanical Engineer, Architect, General Contractor

The removal and capping of the buried debris is the first construction that needs to 
occur on the site. Because of this, THK recommends that the buried debris removal 
and capping portions of the project be separated from the rest of the Park design as 
Phase I. This way, the removal and capping of the buried debris can be bid on prior to 
completing the final 100% park construction documents.

While the majority of the work in this step will be completed by the general contractor, the 
consultant team will conduct construction administration and observation duties such as 
submittal reviews, responses to requests for information (RFIs) and site meetings and 
inspections. The fees for the construction administration and observation services would 
typically be included in the original design fees.

8. Base Park and Trails Bidding and Construction:

Projected Schedule - 11 Months, November 2016-September 2017
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
  Civil Engineer, Structural Engineer, Electrical Engineer,
  Mechanical Engineer, Architect, General Contractor

The ‘base’ Park is what the consultant team feels the FEMA funding from Project Worksheet 
#997 will cover. This is largely based upon restoring previously existing uses within the 
Park, and is explained in greater detail in the Projected Cost Estimates and Funding 
Shortfalls sections of Chapter 5. As is the case with the previous step, the consultant 
team will conduct construction administration and supervision duties.

In addition to Project Worksheet #997, the City has also established Project Worksheet 
#608 to address the reconstruction of the main pedestrian trails along the South Platte 
River. A more detailed description of the projected costs and how they match up with 
the Project Worksheet is provided in the Projected Cost Estimates section of this chapter. 
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While these trails may need to be bid separately to follow FEMA procurement guidelines, 
the bidding and construction can occur simultaneously with the base Park bidding and 
construction.

The additional Park amenities can be bid and constructed through two options:

• Add alternates - The additional amenities can be added to the baseline bid as add 
alternate line items. This way, if the contractor feels they can install these amenities within 
the budget, the FEMA funds can be used to pay for them.
• Separate phase - The additional amenities can be bid separately as their own project. 

While this would require additional funding sources and a separate bidding process, it 
will likely be necessary because the approved FEMA funds from Project Worksheet #997 
are most likely not enough to cover the construction of the entire Park Master Plan.

The recommendation of this Master Plan is to include, at minimum, some of the additional 
park amenities as add alternates in the ‘base’ Park bid. After reviewing submitted bids, 
the City and consultant team can identify the items to be completed in a second phase. 
Following this, they can identify funding sources and proceed with the bidding process 
when funding is available.

9. Additional Park Enhancements Final Design

Projected Schedule - Variable based on funding
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
  Civil Engineer, Structural Engineer, Electrical Engineer,
  Mechanical Engineer, Architect

This step is the refinement and final design for the additional park enhancements. If 
funding is allocated for these additional park enhancements by or during step 5, this 
step can be combined with steps 5 and 6. This would allow the entire Master Plan to 
be constructed in one step. If, however, funding is not allocated in time, these additional 
park enhancements can be designed during or after the ‘base’ Park is installed.
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10. Additional Park Enhancements Bidding and 
Construction:

Projected Schedule - Variable based on funding
 Consultant Services Recommended - Landscape Architect, 
  Civil Engineer, Structural Engineer, Electrical Engineer,
  Mechanical Engineer, Architect, General Contractor

This step is the bidding and construction for the additional park enhancements. Again, if 
funding is allocated in time, this step can be combined with step 8. This would allow the 
entire Master Plan to be constructed in one step. If, however, funding is not allocated in 
time, these additional park enhancements can be installed at a later date after the ‘base’ 
Park is installed.
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Funding Opportunities
Federal Emergency Management Agency

FEMA funding is different than most grants in that it is not given on a competitive basis, 
rather it is used solely for disaster recovery.  The Project Worksheets that the City of Evans 
has already submitted were based upon estimated losses within the Park.  For the actual 
Riverside Park reconstruction, the amount is capped at $5.6 million, since it is an alternative 
project and not an exact rebuild.  

However, the trails Project Worksheet can be re-written to cover any additional costs that 
were not accounted for when the original cost estimates were submitted.  The modification 
to the original Project Worksheet with updated cost estimates is already being worked on 
by the City of Evans. 

Community Block Development Grant – Disaster Recovery 
(CDBG-DR)

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) approved Colorado’s 
CDBG-DR Grant program specifically for flood recovery efforts, thus it does not renew on 
an annual basis and has limited funds available.  The program has approximately $260 
million for flood recovery efforts, with Boulder, Larimer and Weld Counties receiving the 
majority of funds.

Chapter VI:  
Funding & Partnering  
Opportunities
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The grant program works off of Notices of Intent submitted by local governments that prioritize 
their projects and show amounts requested per project.  The City of Evans submitted an 
NOI for 15 prioritized projects and 5 non-prioritized ones.

The first round of CDBG-DR grant fund requests were completed in late summer of 2014. 
There will be at least two more rounds for grant applications to be received; one in early 
2015 and the other in late summer 2015.

Concerning Riverside Park, the City has submitted 3 projects for CDBG-DR funding:

• $5 million – Buried Debris Removal
• $1.5 million – Berm Repair
• $1 million – Park Enhancements

Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO)

GOCO received almost $60 million dollars from lottery proceeds in 2013.  Together with the 
Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW), GOCO grants fund several different project 
types with varying levels of funding awarded by contract.  

GOCO offers two grant cycles per year, one in the spring and one in the fall.  Their grants 
include money for:

• Planning
• Open Space Aquisition
• Local Government Parks and Recreation Construction
• Trails Construction
• Riparian Restoration 

Specific to Riverside Park, a GOCO grant application could be used to fund the construction 
of environmental play areas, additional trails, wetland and riparian habitat re-vegetation 
and open space acquisition.
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Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)

CWCB established a Healthy Rivers Fund Grant Program that helps support local watershed 
organizations in efforts to provide clean water, protect habitat, and improve recreation and 
accessibility.

Grant application periods are offered once a year and due by April 30.  Similar to GOCO, 
grants are offered for both planning and construction projects.  

Project grants cannot exceed $50,000 but can be used for:

• Riparian restoration and re-vegetation
• Sedimentation Mitigation
• Creek Stabilization
• Community Outreach and Education
• Park Enhancements that Provide River Access

For Riverside Park, the Healthy Rivers Grant Fund could be used to build an egress point 
or docking area for canoers, tubers and kayakers, assist with re-vegetating wetland areas 
and stabilizing areas of the river.

Additionally, Watershed Recovery Funds are available.  There is $19 million available for 
counties and municipalities that experienced 2012-2013 wildfire damage and 2013 flood 
damage.  CWCB would like to distribute these funds through local watershed coalitions.

Partnerships Opportunities:
There are possibilities of partnerships to assist with the reconstruction of Riverside Park.  

Xcel Energy

As part of the Master Plan final design concept, representatives from Xcel Energy were 
engaged to determine the requirements for reconstruction around the existing transmission 
lines in the Park.  After walking the Park, Xcel agreed that the current conditions would not 
allow proper maintenance to be performed and that access to the transmission poles had 
to be reestablished.  
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To meet the guidelines that Xcel Energy planners and engineers require, there is an 
opportunity to work together to share the costs for trails in order for the trails to provide 
maintenance access to the transmission poles.

Oil and Gas Companies

The City of Evans has a close relationship with the oil and gas companies in the local region.  
Many of these companies have expressed a willingness to donate/assist with recovery and 
reconstruction efforts by lending heavy equipment to remove sediment and debris and 
perhaps haul the materials as well.
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Potential Land Acquisitions for the Park
Throughout the Master Planning process, two properties in particular were identified as 
potential acquisitions that could be used to enhance and expand Riverside Park. The first 
property is the former CDOT/Colorado State Patrol Building at 3939 Riverside Parkway. The 
building has been vacant since the September, 2013 floods and neither agency currently 
has any plans to repair and use the building. Because the possibility of the City acquiring 
this property is fairly good at the time of this report, the graphic in Figure 7.1 was created to 
show a possible use of the property. The parking lot area is intended to be above the 100 
year floodplain, while the rest of the site is lowered in order to direct water to the East, back to 
the river. The majority of this water should be directed through the culvert that will be placed 
under Riverside Parkway (discussed in the Hydraulics section of Chapter IV). The raised 
portion also incorporates a small plaza area with some shade shelters. This serves as a 
hub for trails that explore the lower areas of the Park.

Chapter VII:  
Adjacent Land Acquisitions

Figure 7.1 Master Plan for CDOT Property Acquisition

PARKING LOT
156 SPACES

PARKING LOT
50 SPACES

LOW AREA FOR 
DRAINAGE TO RIVER

SHADE
STRUCTURES



7-2

The second potential land 
acquisition is the former site of 
Eastwood Village Mobile Home 
Community at 200 37th Street. 
Because the future of this site is 
more in question than the CDOT 
site, the Master Plan does not 
include a potential plan drawing 
for a proposed use of the site. If the 
City were to acquire this property, 
however, the recommendation 
of the Master Plan would be to 
aquire the property as open space and re-examine the site grading concepts to provide 
future flood mitigation.  The goal would be to reconnect the South Platte River with the flood 
plain and lower the 100-year flood elevation. 

Figure 7.2 Eastwood Village during the Floods

Figure 7.3 Eastwood Village after the Floods
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Appendix A1: Community Survey 
Results
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Appendix A2: Riverside Park 
Post-Flood Assessment

 MEMORANDUM

Page | 1

To: Kevin Shanks, THK

From: Josh Hollon, Pedro Fernandez, Frank Schultz

cc: Jon Altschuld

Date: 8/12/14

Re: Riverside Park Post Flood Assessment

On July 3, 2014, Atkins hydraulic, civil/utility and structural staff visited the Riverside Park in Evans,
Colorado, to perform a visual assessment of the park. The intent of the assessment was to provide a
brief description of the existing conditions, review damages caused by the September 2013 flood event
and provide conceptual guidance on possible repair and enhancements as part of the Riverside Park
Master Plan.
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Riverside Park Post Flood Assessment
8/12/14

Page | 2

Hydraulic Assessment

Riverside Park is located within the 1% annual chance (100 year) floodplain of the South Platte River.
The park is separated from the main channel of the river by an earthen berm. Portions of the berm may
also be constructed of debris and trash. Additional information about the berm can be found in the HDR
draft Technical Memorandum, dated Thursday July 3 2014 and City of Evans Riverside Park Berm
Evaluation, dated July 14, 2014.
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Riverside Park Post Flood Assessment
8/12/14

Page | 3

During the September 2013 flood event, a portion or portions of the berm failed and allowed
floodwaters to flow through the berm and into the park. The berm failure occurred upstream of the park
at the narrowest section of the berm that separates the South Platte River from the pond. The berm
failure allowed floodwaters and flood debris to flow into the park. Erosive velocities damaged the
roadway, paved trail, solar panels and uncovered a previous dump site.

As floodwaters flowed across the park road, localized, erosive velocities scoured the downstream side of
the road and undermined the existing roadway.

Figure 1. Damage to Park Road



A2-4

Riverside Park Post Flood Assessment
8/12/14

Page | 4

Similar to the roadway failures, floodwater scoured areas near the trail and exposed large areas of trash
and debris that had been buried prior to the park construction.

Figure 2. Damage to Paved Trail

The erosion caused by the floodwaters also undermined the foundation of the existing solar panels and
exposed more areas of buried trash and debris.

Figure 3. Damage to Solar Panels

Flood debris also caused damage to the park. As debris accumulated on the ball field fences, hydraulic
pressure pushed over fences. Debris accumulation on the ball fields and parking areas was also
observed. Sediment deposits were also observed inside the pump house and restroom buildings, as well
as throughout the park.



A2-5

Riverside Park Post Flood Assessment
8/12/14

Page | 5

Figure 4. Damage to Fence

Figure 5. Accumulated Debris

The flood waters in the park reached a depth of approximately four feet and inundated the pump house
and restroom building. The floodwaters also inundated the electrical panels located in those buildings.
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Riverside Park Post Flood Assessment
8/12/14

Page | 6

Figure 6. Accumulated Sediment in Storage Building

The majority of the damage caused by the flood waters in the park area was associated with the damage
to the roadway and paved trails. Those features would need to be repaired or replaced prior to re
opening of the park. The exposure of the buried trash identified possible environmental concerns and
the removal of the trash should be coordinated with environmental professionals. Other areas of
erosion and scouring should be filled and re vegetated.

Civil/Utility Assessment

The purpose of this civil/utility assessment s the following:

Identify the type and location of each existing utility
Identify flood impact to each utility (if any)
Recommend options for replacement if required

Existing Water Facilities

There are existing water line facilities in the limits of the park. The existing water line enters the north
side of the park in Riverside Drive. The water line continues south to the restroom facilities. The location
of the existing waterline is not apparent, however there is an existing curb stop locating the water
service line to the restroom facilities. The water service has been turned off to the facility. However
there is no apparent damage to the water line.

Existing Sanitary Sewer Facilities

There are existing sanitary sewer facilities in the limits of the park. The existing sanitary sewer line
enters the north side of the park in Riverside Drive. There is an existing manhole located on the east side
of Riverside Drive just before the first parking area. This existing sewer line provides sewer service to the
bathroom facilities. With the water service turned off to the facility, it is difficult to determine to
condition of the sanitary sewer without running water. The bathroom facility is filled with sediment and
the water level in the facility exceeded the height of the toilet opening to the sewer facilities. Based
upon the field observation, there are no visible impacts to the existing sanitary sewer facilities.
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Figure 7. Flood Waters Above Plumbing Fixtures

Existing Irrigation Facilities

There are existing irrigation facilities throughout the park. In general, these facilities are buried and do
not appear to be impacted by the flood events in the park overall. However this is one instance where
the facilities have been impacted. The existing irrigation conduits have been eroded out near the
existing pump house facility near the existing water storage pond just north of the South Platte River.
The existing pump house was significantly under water. The existing irrigation facilities outside the
building need to be replaced.

Figure 8. Exposed Irrigation Lines
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The existing pump house located near the water storage pond north of the South Platte River was
significantly flooded. However the existing water lines and pumps in the building appear to have no
flood damage.

Existing Electrical Facilities

There are existing electrical facilities throughout the park. In general, it appears that the existing
electrical system providing electrical service to the park has not been damaged. After further
observation of the existing light poles that serve the ball fields, there appears to be no damage to this
portion of the electrical system. The existing pump house located near the water storage pond north of
the South Platte River was significantly flooded. The electrical conduits adjacent to the building have
been eroded and exposed. These electrical conduits providing electric service to the pump house need
to be replaces. There are also existing solar panels located to the east of the existing pump house. The
foundations of some panels have been underminded and need to be fixed.

Existing Storm Sewer Facilities

There are various inlets and culverts throughout the park area. These facilities were significantly
underwater during the flood event. The system does not visibly appear to be damaged; however, debris
and sediment will need to be removed from the system when the remainder of the park is cleared of
debris and sediment.

Structural Assessments

The intent of the structural assessment was to provide a brief description of the existing conditions,
determine if flooding on the premises in September, 2013 compromised the structural integrity of the
structures, and provide guidance on structural repairs needed, if any.

Two structures were visually evaluated, as shown in Figure 9:

Pump station building
Restroom facility building
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Figure 9. Structures Location Map (Riverside Park)

Pump Station Building

The pump station structure, shown in Figure 10, was constructed with concrete masonry unit (CMU)
walls and wood trusses for the roof and diaphragm. The CMU walls were built using a running bond
pattern. During our walkthrough, no evidence of bowing in the walls was found, nor displacement
between walls and floor. Connections between the CMU walls and the diaphragm (trusses) were in good
condition—no signs of distress were found. During our inspection, only one corner joint showed
cracking, as seen in Figure 11. This is, however, not a structural issue, and the crack was not observed in
the interior of the building. The crack can be repaired easily by repointing or tuckpointing the joint.
Overall, the building is structurally sound. However, there is significant scour around the building
foundation, as shown in Figure 12. Nonetheless, no signs of settlement were found and the foundation
appeared in good condition. The fill around the structure will need to be replaced and recompacted.

Pump Station
Building

Restroom Facility
Building
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Figure 10. Pump Station Building, Looking South

Figure 11. Joint Crack at the Lower Southeast Corner Block
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Figure 12. Scour around Pump Station Building Foundation, Looking North

Restroom Facility Building

The restroom facility is located on the northeast side of the park, as seen in Figure 9. Figure 13 shows
that the exterior walls were built using two different masonry units: CMU and brick. It appears that the
exterior walls are infill panels rather than structural shear walls. That is, they form the skin of the
building, but are not part of the lateral resisting system. On the other hand, the interior walls were
constructed with CMU blocks using a running bond pattern, as seen in Figure 14. It is very likely that the
interior walls are structural in nature and form part of the lateral resisting system. The roof structure
consists of steel elements. Due to the existing soffit, it was not possible to inspect the underside of the
roof. However, no visible signs of failure were found between the walls and the soffit that could indicate
structural distress in the roof system.
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Figure 13. Restroom Facility

Figure 14. CMU Interior Walls

Vertical cracks were found on the exterior walls at the joints between the CMU block sections and the
brick sections. Figure 15 shows an example of this cracking. These cracks are very likely to have formed
prior to the flooding. This type of crack is very common in construction where a weak joint is formed by
using two dissimilar masonry patterns. However, no cracks were found in the interior walls, which
appear to be in good condition. There were no visible signs of bowing in the walls, structural distress, or



A2-13

Riverside Park Post Flood Assessment
8/12/14

Page | 13

any other kind of structural failure that could compromise the structural integrity of the building. In
addition, there is no sign of floor slab failure that could indicate a loss of fines under the slab or
foundation failure. Overall, the building appears to be in good structural condition. The cracked joints
can be repaired by repointing or tuckpointing.

Figure 15. Vertical Crack Between CMU and Brick Sections
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PROJECT TITLE:
DESCRIPTION:

JUSTIFICATION:

COMPLIANT WITH COMP. PLAN AND/OR OTHER MASTER PLAN?

EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
PLANNING/FEASIBILITY
DESIGN 360,000$
ROW/LAND AQUISISTION
CONSTRUCTION 5,631,491$
EQUIPMENT
OTHER
TOTAL 5,991,491$

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
ANNUAL MAINTENANCE ???
PERSONNEL COSTS
OTHER
TOTAL -$

FUNDING SOURCES
SOURCE EST.
G. O. BONDS
SPECIAL ASSMT.
REVENUE BONDS
CURRENT REV.
FEDERAL AID 5,631,491$
STATE AID
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP
INTERNAL FUNDS
DEDICATED FEES
OTHER 360,000$
TOTAL 5,991,491$

Design, Engineering, Construction and Construction Supervision for the rebuilding of Riverside Park. This scope of work 
includes the line items that can be funded with Project Worksheet #997 funds.

The Park was destroyed by the September 2013 floods. This scope of work is to rebuild the base Park as designed in the 
Riverside Park Master Plan.

PW 997 Riverside Park Base Design

Design and Engineering Fees appropiate for redesigning and rebuilding the Park as a more flood 
resilient park were not accounted for in the original Project Worksheet #997. Design and 
Engineering fees were accounted for (in the amount of $161,694) in PW #997, but only with the 
intent of cleaning and rebuilding the Park to pre-flood conditions. This scope of work does 
not include removal of the landfill debris berm. This cost estimate includes a 30% contingency 
on all items except design and engineering fees. This contingency includes Davis-Bacon wages 
(necessary if Federal funding is used), which can vary from 1.3-1.6 times normal labor costs. 
This equates to 5-10% of the 30% contingency; if Davis-Bacon wages are not required, the 
continengcy can be lowered to 20-25%.

COMMENTS

LOCATION MAP

ADDITIONAL SCORING INFORMATION

NOYES

Appendix A3: Capital Cost Sheets
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PROJECT TITLE:
DESCRIPTION:

JUSTIFICATION:

COMPLIANT WITH COMP. PLAN AND/OR OTHER MASTER PLAN?

EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
PLANNING/FEASIBILITY
DESIGN 60,000$
ROW/LAND AQUISISTION
CONSTRUCTION 906,638$
EQUIPMENT
OTHER
TOTAL 966,638$

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
ANNUAL MAINTENANCE ???
PERSONNEL COSTS
OTHER
TOTAL -$

FUNDING SOURCES
SOURCE EST.
G. O. BONDS
SPECIAL ASSMT.
REVENUE BONDS
CURRENT REV.
FEDERAL AID
STATE AID
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP
INTERNAL FUNDS
DEDICATED FEES
OTHER (GRANTS) 966,638$
TOTAL 966,638$

Design, Engineering, Construction and Construction Supervision for the rebuilding of Riverside Park. This scope of work 
includes the line items that may be able to be funded with Project Worksheet #997 funds, but can be pushed to a later 
date if funding does not allow for them to be part of this base park phase. If they need to be pushed to a later phase, they 
should be grouped with the Additional Park Enhancements phase.

The Park was destroyed by the September 2013 floods. This scope of work is to rebuild the base Park as designed in the 
Riverside Park Master Plan.

PW 997 Riverside Park Add Alternates

This cost estimate includes a 30% contingency on all items except design and engineering fees. 
This contingency includes Davis-Bacon wages (necessary if Federal funding is used), which can 
vary from 1.3-1.6 times normal labor costs. This equates to 5-10% of the 30% contingency; if 
Davis-Bacon wages are not required, the continengcy can be lowered to 20-25%.

COMMENTS

LOCATION MAP

ADDITIONAL SCORING INFORMATION

NOYES
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PROJECT TITLE:
DESCRIPTION:

JUSTIFICATION:

COMPLIANT WITH COMP. PLAN AND/OR OTHER MASTER PLAN?

EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
PLANNING/FEASIBILITY
DESIGN 60,000$
ROW/LAND AQUISISTION
CONSTRUCTION 781,035$
EQUIPMENT
OTHER
TOTAL 841,035$

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
ANNUAL MAINTENANCE ???
PERSONNEL COSTS
OTHER
TOTAL -$

FUNDING SOURCES
SOURCE EST.
G. O. BONDS
SPECIAL ASSMT.
REVENUE BONDS
CURRENT REV.
FEDERAL AID 841,035$
STATE AID
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP
INTERNAL FUNDS
DEDICATED FEES
OTHER
TOTAL 841,035$

Design, Engineering, Construction and Construction Supervision for the rebuilding of the main concrete trails at Riverside 
Park. This scope of work does not include plazas or trails that are part of the ballfield sports complex.

The Park was destroyed by the September 2013 floods. This scope of work is to rebuild the main concrete Trails at the 
Park as designed in the Riverside Park Master Plan.

PW 608 Riverside Park Trails Reconstruction

This cost estimate includes a 30% contingency on all items except design and engineering fees. 
This contingency includes Davis-Bacon wages (necessary if Federal funding is used), which can 
vary from 1.3-1.6 times normal labor costs. This equates to 5-10% of the 30% contingency; if 
Davis-Bacon wages are not required, the continengcy can be lowered to 20-25%. The original 
Project Worksheet #608 only accounted for repairing pieces of the existing trail, but in 
subsequent months, the swelling and shrinking of the landfill debris berm caused additional 
damage that requires the complete reconstruction of the trail.

COMMENTS

LOCATION MAP

ADDITIONAL SCORING INFORMATION

NOYES
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PROJECT TITLE:
DESCRIPTION:

JUSTIFICATION:

COMPLIANT WITH COMP. PLAN AND/OR OTHER MASTER PLAN?

EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
PLANNING/FEASIBILITY
DESIGN 30,000$
ROW/LAND AQUISISTION
CONSTRUCTION 5,291,485$
EQUIPMENT
OTHER
TOTAL 5,321,485$

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
ANNUAL MAINTENANCE
PERSONNEL COSTS
OTHER
TOTAL -$

FUNDING SOURCES
SOURCE EST.
G. O. BONDS
SPECIAL ASSMT.
REVENUE BONDS
CURRENT REV.
FEDERAL AID
STATE AID
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP
INTERNAL FUNDS
DEDICATED FEES
OTHER 5,321,485$
TOTAL 5,321,485$

Design, Engineering, Construction and Construction Supervision for the removal/disposal and/or capping of the landfill 
debris berm at Riverside Park. This scope of work also includes importing off-site fill to replace landfill debris that is 
belowthe  proposed grade of the Riverside Park design proposed in the Riverside Park Master Plan.

The Park was destroyed by the September 2013 floods. The removal of this debris material is crucial to the reconstruction 
of Riverside Park as a more flood resilient site.

Riverside Park Landfill Debris Berm Removal

This cost estimate includes a 30% contingency on all items except design and engineering fees. 
This contingency includes Davis-Bacon wages (necessary if Federal funding is used), which can 
vary from 1.3-1.6 times normal labor costs. This equates to 5-10% of the 30% contingency; if 
Davis-Bacon wages are not required, the continengcy can be lowered to 20-25%.

COMMENTS

LOCATION MAP

ADDITIONAL SCORING INFORMATION

NOYES
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PROJECT TITLE:
DESCRIPTION:

JUSTIFICATION:

COMPLIANT WITH COMP. PLAN AND/OR OTHER MASTER PLAN?

EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
PLANNING/FEASIBILITY
DESIGN 120,000$
ROW/LAND AQUISISTION
CONSTRUCTION 1,929,430$
EQUIPMENT
OTHER
TOTAL 2,049,430$

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS
PROJECT ELEMENT EST.
ANNUAL MAINTENANCE ???
PERSONNEL COSTS
OTHER
TOTAL -$

FUNDING SOURCES
SOURCE EST.
G. O. BONDS
SPECIAL ASSMT.
REVENUE BONDS
CURRENT REV.
FEDERAL AID
STATE AID
PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP
INTERNAL FUNDS
DEDICATED FEES
OTHER (GRANTS) 2,049,430$
TOTAL 2,049,430$

Design, Engineering, Construction and Construction Supervision for the rebuilding of Riverside Park. This scope of work 
includes the line items that will not be funded by Project Worksheets #997 or #608. It will also include any items from the 
PW #997 Add Alternates scope of work that are not able to be funding as part of the PW #997 project.

The Park was destroyed by the September 2013 floods. This scope of work is to add additional Park enhancements that 
were identified by City staff, stakeholders, public input and the consultant team during the Riverside Park Master Planning 
process.

Riverside Park Additional Park Enhancements

This cost estimate includes a 30% contingency on all items except design and engineering fees. 
This contingency includes Davis-Bacon wages (necessary if Federal funding is used), which can 
vary from 1.3-1.6 times normal labor costs. This equates to 5-10% of the 30% contingency; if 
Davis-Bacon wages are not required, the continengcy can be lowered to 20-25%.

COMMENTS

LOCATION MAP

ADDITIONAL SCORING INFORMATION

NOYES
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Appendix A4: Project Worksheet #997
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Appendix A5: Project Worksheet #608
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Applicant/Organization: City of Evans
Primary Contact Name: Sheryl Trent

Primary Contact Phone: 970 475 1112
Primary Contact Email: strent@evanscolorado.gov

Priority PW #
Estimated Project 

Budget
Estimated CDBG 

Share

1 EVANS10/680 360,307.09$       45,038.39$          

2 Priority 2 - WWTF Cat F PWEVANS17 EVANS17 1,017,933.00$    127,241.63$        

3 Priority 3 - Roads Cat C PW#302 EVANS09/302 1,270,782.68$    158,847.84$        

4 Priority 4 - Berm Cat G PW#634 EVANS08/634 117,340.00$       14,667.50$          

5 Priority 5 - Riverside Park Cat G PWEVANS11 EVANS11 5,639,331.90$    704,916.49$        

6 Priority 6 - Evans Town Dtich PW#227 EVANS06/227 48,758.85$         6,094.86$            

7 Priority 7 - Generator HMPG Match None 98,826.00$         12,353.25$          

8 Priority 8 - WWTF Option 1 None 15,256,000.00$   5,000,000.00$     

9 Priority 9 -WWTF Option 2 None 22,332,000.00$   5,000,000.00$     

10 Priority 10 - Landfill Removal None 8,000,000.00$    5,000,000.00$     

11 Priority 11 - Berm Protection None 3,000,000.00$    1,500,000.00$     

12 Priority 12 - Riverside Park Enhancement None 2,000,000.00$    1,000,000.00$     

13 Priority 13 - Land Acquisition None 6,000,000.00$    5,000,000.00$     

14 Priority 14 - Retention and Stormwater Construction None 7,000,000.00$    5,000,000.00$     

15 Priority 15 - River Corridor None 2,000,000.00$    500,000.00$        

NR Eliminate Health Hazards - WW Portolets, Plumbing EVANS01/23 264,150.33$       33,018.79$          

NR EVANS04/294 201,848.25$       25,231.03$          

NR Emergency Protective Measures Security Fencing EVANS23/107 105,090.00$       13,136.25$          

NR EVANS03/617 76,687.42$         6,627.18$            

NR EVANS02/22 24,855.29$         3,106.91$            

TOTALS 74,813,910.81$   29,150,280.10$   

Notes:  Priorities 1 - 8 are all Public Assistance Projects with the exception of the Generator Match.

Notes:  Priorities 9-16 are all new projects that have resulted from the flood, and are all related to Public Assistance projects, but are not Public Asstance Eligible

Notes:  City of Evans assumed that the unranked NOI's are all "covered" by Donated Resources based on an eventual State reimbursement 

of the 12.5%.  Based on information from the State, these should not be priority items.

ICT Cat A and B

Emergency Protective Measures Cat A and B

Community Development Block Grant - Disaster Recovery - ROUND ONE

Debris Removal Cat A and B, Pilot Project

Infrastructure Program Notice of Intent
Project List Summary Sheet

Proposed Activity Title

Priority 1 - WWTF Cat B PW#680

Purpose: The purpose of this form is to provide a prioritized summary listing of your infrastructure project proposals and the accompanying budgets.

Instructions: List your project proposals in order from the highest priority to the lowest priority. Enter the rank in the priority column (starting with 1 as the
highest priority). Ensure that the activity titles are consistent with the activity title provided on the accompanying project proposals. Submit this form with your
project proposals.

Appendix A6: CDBG-DR NOI
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