































































































































































































i. Anticipated Costs

Table 1 below displays preliminary estimates of overall development cost for the completed
Rivershore Master Plan. All costs are in 1999 dollars. Project priorities are discussed in the
implementation section following table 1.

TABLE 1
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT OVERALL COST SUMMARY
Projected Costs
Description of Geographic Areas in $1,000's
Port of Benton / W.S.U. (figures 1-3) $2.700
Paved Trails Social Footpath
Restrooms Dryland Grasses
Picnic Shelters Landscape Preservation / Enhancement
Sculpture Displays (by others) Interpretive Displays (by others)
Lawn and Shade Trees Parking
Leslie Groves Park (figures 3-5) $2,000
Picnic Shelters
Boat Launch/ Parking
Docks Lawn & Shade Trees
Play Areas Dryland Grasses
Restrooms Landscape Preservation / Enhancement
Trails Parking
Howard Amon/Hains Levee (figures 6-7) $2,100
Public Plaza
Water Play Area Levee $800
Enhancement
Play Area Urban Promenade
Revised Stage Lawn & Shade Trees
Picnic Areas Sculpture Displays (by others)
Concessions / Restrooms Public Dock
Trails Parking
Columbia Point (by Callison) (figure 8) $1.700
(See Adopted Plans - Callison - 1998)
Parking
Festival Area Plaza Park
Rivershore Parking




Columbia Point South (figure 9) $4,200
Cultural Facility (infrastructure only)
Event Area Picnic Areas
Viewpoint Fishing Access
Arboretum Landscape Preservation / Enhancement
Lawn & Shade Trees Trails
Restrooms Interpretive Displays
Campground Parking
Wye Area (figures 10-11) $1.900
Boat Launches
Storage Lockers Levee $600
Dock Enhancement
Restrooms Lewis & Clark Interpretive Plaza
Picnic Areas Lawn & Shade Trees
Trails Parking
Non-motorized Boat Facilities
Chamna Preserve $2,300
Landscape Preservation / Enhancement
Dryland Grasses Picnic Areas
Lawn & Shade Trees Restrooms
Trails BMX Area
Interpretive Displays Fishing Platform
Accessible Fishing Docks Parking
W.E. Johnson (figure 12) $4.,000
Equestrian Area
Archery Range / Field Course Lawn & Shade Trees
Trails Dryland Grasses
Campground Landscape Preservation / Enhancement
Picnic Areas Interpretive Displays
Restrooms Parking
Grand Total $21.800

Please Note: Estimate does not include taxes. design fees. construction contingencies.
construction administration, permit fees, or utility assessment fees.





































































D. IMPLEMENTATION

Cost Estimates

Park and trail development costs consist of three primary components: land acquisition,
survey/design fees, and construction costs.

a.  Land Acquisition Costs

The City of Richland is fortunate to have substantial shoreline areas in public ownership. This
plan does not propose that additional land be acquired for park use, though completion of some
trail segments may require future land acquisition.

b. Survey / Design / Engineering Fees
These overhead fees are expected to be roughly 25% of the construction cost of the project.

Improvement Priorities

a. Prioritization Process
This section describes how the priorities were established, and is following by tables representing

the top priority projects. Priorities were established for improvement types and for focus areas
from among the many components of the master plan. The consultant team worked with the City

- Council, the Parks and Recreation Commission, and the City staff. A process was used that
looked at both geographic areas and types of improvements to give a well-rounded evaluation. A
workshop format was used at a joint study session of the City Council and the Parks and
Recreation Commission (May 25, 1999). The consultant team presented a prioritization exercise
in which five members of the City Council and seven members of the Parks and Recreation
Commission participated. In addition to the City Council and Parks and Recreation Commission.
five members of the City staff and three members of the consultant team also completed the
exercises. The data that was collected was synthesized into the overall priority summary (see
tables 2 and 3 below).

The highest priority improvement types were trails. the public dock, boat launch revisions. play
areas, and dryland grass restoration. The Howard Amon/Hains Levee area was the top priority
area, followed by Columbia Point. the Wve Areu. and Leslie Groves Park.

By the nature of the scope of this Rivershore Master Plan the scope of the priorities listed here is
somewhat smaller than the scope of the upcoming Parks element of the Comprehensive Plan.
Therefore, priorities established below should be woven into the Parks plan, where the overall
funding for parks construction priorities will incorporate the recommendations of this plan. as
well as budget considerations. into the Capitol Improvement Program (CIP).

Table 2 below indicates those projects ranked in the top 25% in the priority exercises. The
remaining projects, not listed in the tables below, are considered lower priority and could receive



detailed rankings in the future. Improvements are included in the table below for each of the
priority improvement types and each of the priority park areas. Table 2 is summarized in terms
of proposed improvement priorities for each area. Improvements in some lower priority areas.
such as Chamna and W.E. Johnson, modest funding has been included on the priority list.
$190,000 is estimated for restroom construction, which it is hoped could act as “seed” money to
encourage user groups to initiate further improvements.

TABLE 2
IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES
High Medium Low Total
Improvement Priority Priority Priority
Port of Benton (figures 1-3) $0 $0 $0 $0
Leslie Groves (figures 3-5) $315 $125 $150 $590
Master Plan $25
Boat Launch Revisions $75
Dryland Grass $90
Play Areas $125 $125
Park Amenities $150
Howard Amon/Hains Levee $835 $150 $0 $985
(figures 6-7)
Master Plan $25
Park Amenities $520
Play Areas $150 $150
Trails $140
Columbia Point (figure 8) $100 $160 $0 $260
Trails $100
Plaza Park $160
Columbia Point South (fig 9) $78 $640 $0 $713
Master Plan S5
Dryland Grass $50 $250
Trails $200
Restrooms $190
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High Medium Low Total
Improvement Priority Priority Priority
Wye Area (figure 10-11) $248 $420 $0 $668
Dryland Grass $23
Park Amenities $225
Trails $235
Non-Motorized Boating Facilities $185
Chamna $0 $190 $0 $190
Restroom $190
WE Johnson (figure 12) $0 $0 $190 $190
Restroom $190
Other (figure 7) $375 $0 $0 $378
Public Dock Location & Design $75
Public Dock Construction $300
Total $963 $1,935 $2,090 $3,973
b. Priority Summary

Table 3 below shows the information used in table 2, displayed in a written format. Projects are

organized in the priority summary to reflect priorities that were described above Projects are

bundled to take advantage of the other projects that are proposed for each area, and economies of
scale, both for location and type of project.

TABLE 3
PRIORITY SUMMARY
Prioritvy _ Projects
High o Specific master plans for Leslic Groves, Howard Amon/Hains Levee, and Colunbia
Point South.
s Park amenities, play areas and trails for Howard Amon (1o coincide with planned
Richland Connnuniry Center).
e Trail connection in Columbia Point.
o Dnland grass restoration projects in Columbia Point South and the Wye area.
o Location and design stuudy for the proposed public dock.
*  Boat launch revisions. drvland grass restoration, and updated play area in Leslic
Groves.
o Completion of amenities for Howard Amon/Hains Levee.
e Park amenities in the Wye area.
®  Public dock construction.
Medium e  Second plav area for Howard Amon/Hains Levee.
®  Plaza Park for Columbia Point.




e Dryland grass restoration for Columbia Point South.
o Trails for the Wye area.

s Restroom for Chamna.

s Second play area for Leslie Groves.

s Trails and restrooms for Columbia Point South.

o Non-motorized boating facilities for the Wye area.

Low o Additional park amenities for Leslie Groves.
e Restrooms for W. E. Johnson.

Potential Funding Sources

The City’s existing funding sources may cover part of the anticipated capital costs of projects
identified in this plan, but it will likely take a combination of sources from federal, state and

local jurisdictions, as well as from the private sector, to fund the projects. What follows is a brief
discussion of some of these sources that the City should consider for park improvements.

a. City Funding Sources

The City has a number of fund sources that it could consider for park improvement funding.
Some of the funding sources are unrestricted which means that the City can choose to allocate
these sources for any City purpose. Other local fund sources are dedicated for specific purposes.
A description of the range of City funding sources that may be available for park improvements

follows.

b. General Fund

General funds are non-dedicated revenues whose revenue source 1S primarily property tax
collection. It is the single largest revenue source for paying for city government activities. Since
the general fund is non-dedicated it can be used for many purposes and its allocation can change
from year to year.

The City Council could elect to use general funds to finance a portion of the park projects. The
Council could do so either with a direct budget allocation for a specific park improvement
project. or use general fund revenue to retire bonded debt. A non-voted or councilmanic bond
would have to be initiated by the Council to pay for the park improvements. General fund
revenues would then be used to pay for the bond debt.

The advantage of this approach would be the flexibility of the City Council to re-allocate the
general fund budget to pay for the park improvements. There are, however, several
disadvantages to this approach. One of the most important disadvantages would be the
restriction on increasing general fund tax assessments to accommodate the additional park
improvemen: costs. The City would not be able to increase the general fund budget to pay for
the park improvements. Instead, the City would have to re-allocate funds from other City
services to pay the park improvement costs. This might be difficult to justify given the number
of competing needs for the budget that the City Council must fund.
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c. Taxing Bond

The City could consider proposing a taxable bond to pay for park improvements. This type of
bond would be used specifically for the proposed park improvements and would have to be
approved by voters. If the bond is approved, the City would use additional tax assessments to
pay for the park projects and use these assessments to pay for the bond.

The main advantage of this funding approach would be a reliable, dedicated revenue stream.
There would not be the same risk that exists with the general fund approach as the special tax
assessment would only be used to pay for the bond.

d. Park Reserve Funds

The City has a park reserve fund that could be used, in part, to pay for the improvements. The
source of the park reserve fund revenues are from lease rentals, land sales, interest income,
donations, and contributions from the community. The City has forecast annual revenue for the
years 1999-2004. While the total revenue ranges from $403,376 in 1999 to approximately
$191,494 in the year 2004, much of the revenue is already committed for other park and
recreation activities.

This source, however, could be used for park improvements. To do so would require re-
allocating the park reserve fund budget to pay for some of the projects.

e. Hotel/Motel Tax Funds

Hotel/Motel taxes are collected by the city to fund projects or activities that enhance or promote
tourist-related business. While the fund allocation is restricted to certain types of activities. some
park improvement activities that have been identified in this plan may qualify.

Recently completed fund revenue and commitment projections indicate that there might be
funding available for qualified park improvements. Ending fund balances for the years 1999-
2004 indicate a cumulative balance of approximately $748,000.

f. Real Estate Excise Tax Funding

The City collects real estate excise taxes (REET). The City divides the revenue that it collects
from this source into two portions, the First .25 percent REET and the Second .25 percent REET.
Revenues from each of these sources are used for specific activities.

The First .25 percent REET is currently obligated to paying for debt service on city shop
facilities and plumbing materials. Forecasts for the years 1999-2004 indicate a small amount of

revenue is available for other activities.

The Second .25 percent REET excise tax revenue can be used to finance construction of specific
facilities. Current commitments indicate that some of the funding is being used for the Columbiu
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Park West Construction and the City’s Industrial Development Fund. Park improvements
identified in this plan might also qualify for this funding.

Forecasts of the Second .25 percent REET for the years 1999-2004 indicate that there is an
increasing amount of revenue available for other projects. The amount of revenue available in
1999 is $173,000 and rises to approximately $1.5 million by the year 2004.

g. Public Facility Authority

The City might consider the creation of a public facility authority. A public facility authority
would create a separate taxing district and the ability for the authority to use bonds to pay for
facility construction. There are restrictions, however, on the eligibility requirements. A public
facility authority must have a minimum of $10 million in facility improvements. Currently the
Rivershore park improvements over the next 6 years are about $6 million. Additional,
improvements will need to be made in the future that could exceed the $10 million minimum
criterion. At this time, however, it does not appear that the park improvements would meet
minimum construction criterion.

h. Park Impact Fee Revenue

Under the State Growth Management Act (GMA) cities have the authority to impose park impact
fees to pay for the cost of additional park, recreation and open space capacity needs that would
come from new Richland residents and users. While the City does not currently collect impact
fees, it might consider doing so for future park improvements.

Impact fees can only be collected for that portion of new park improvements that is attributable
to the additional park capacity demanded by new residents and users. For example, a developer
would pay an impact fee based on the additional park capacity needed to serve the new develop
residents or users of the new facility.

To determine the impact fee level the City would need to determine what portion of the new park
facilities would be related to new residents and users. The costs associated with the new
residents and users would be the basis for the impact fee. The impact fee amount a developer
would have to pay would be based on the proportional contribution the development would have
on new capacity demand.

L. Miscellaneous Local Funding

There are several other fund sources that could be used to help pay for park improvements.
These sources include mitigation fees, public/private partnerships, and user fees.

Developer contributions and mitigation fees are determined on a case-by-case basis. The amount
would vary depending on negotiations between the City and the developer.

Public/Private partnerships could be another source of funding park improvements. This would
be best for projects that have a potential revenue stream. A private developer could potentially
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manage and operate this type of facility and provide the City with a share of the revenue from
events that would be scheduled.

User fees would also be a potential revenue source. Nominal fees could be collected from
parking facilities, tennis courts, and boat launches to help offset the maintenance costs. Savings
on maintenance costs could be used for construction costs.

J State Funding Sources

Funding from the state of Washington may be available for facilities construction through the
Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC). The IAC provides matching grants for
acquisition and development of parks, trail, and waterfront recreation facilities, as well as
waterfront and upland habitat areas. The city does not have to have the entire matching amount
in cash, however. In-kind services performed by volunteer groups, or donated materials or
services also qualify for the match.

The Richland Rivershore Master Plan is a good candidate for funding from IAC and similar
programs because it will receive high marks in some of their qualification categories including:
' e A well articulated vision for the parks and trail systems.
Coordination between Richland and other jurisdictions.
Comprehensive and well thought out plans.
Linkage with other trails in the area.
Linkage within the community.
Views of, and physical access to the water.
e Wildlife habitat connectivity provided by the riparian habitats.
¢ Exceptional scenic value. including natural and cultural aspects.
¢ Demonstration of cost efficiency through cooperative agreements with business and
citizens for maintenance or with developers.
e Strong community support.
* Coordination with both local and regional planning documents and requirements.
[ ]
Similar state funding from IAC or other sources may also be available for small park and boat
launch projects associated with the trails.

k. Federal Funding Sources

Funding sources can include federal grants from the Federal Transportation Equity Act (TEA 21)
enhancement funding. TEA 21 funds are currently available for transportation projects including
non-motorized transportation facilities such as trails, which facilitate commuting. TEA 21
funding can also be used to enhance multi-modal transportation facilities, including aesthetic
improvements and adjacent park facilities.

In addition to TEA2I, the National Recreational Trails Fund Act (NRTFA) may also provide

funding. NRTFA is part of the National Highway System bill and is based on taxes paid on fuel
used in off-highway recreational vehicles.
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1. Other Funding Opportunities

Volunteers have the potential to have a significant impact upon the construction, and in
particular, the maintenance of these parks and trails. The formation of an Adopt-A-Park or Trail
program for volunteer crews to help keep the parks / trails clean, could reduce the City’s parks /
trails maintenance costs. Americore volunteers (America’s domestic Peace Corps program
equivalent) may be available for construction assistance. Other groups which might be possible
sources of volunteer labor include: Rotary, Kiwanis, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, equestrian groups.
archers, rowing clubs, garden clubs, elementary school groups and high school clubs.
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E. MAINTENANCE

Maintenance Strategies

Good design, quality construction, and appropriate planting should help to minimize future
maintenance. The cost of implementing this proposed plan lies not only building park facilities
and trails, but also in keeping the improvements safe, clean, and in good repair far into the future.
Controlling maintenance costs begins with good design, and establishing realistic maintenance
goals. More highly developed, intensively used facilities will generally require the highest level
of upkeep. Irrigated lawn, in particular, requires frequent upkeep. In developed areas, selection
of appropriate materials, placement of facilities and proper plant selection should help to control
future maintenance costs. Materials for hardscape, buildings and furnishings should be durable
as well as visually appropriate to the situation.

The City could encourage a public/private partnership to control cleanup costs in some locations.
An “Adopt-a-Park” (or trail) program offering recognition to volunteer groups could serve this
purpose. In addition to controlling costs it broadens the community “ownership” by giving
people an active role in the their park, trails and open spaces. Local businesses, and user groups
such as bicycle clubs, running groups, equestrian clubs or walking clubs should be encouraged to
"adopt" a segment of trail or park area. Backcountry trails and natural preserves are particularly
difficult for staff to maintain, but can lend themselves well to this type of program.

Proper plant selection and placement should reduce the need for maintenance in both natural and
developed park areas. Within natural preserves the use of native plants should be strongly
encouraged for their abilities to tolerate difficult site conditions, appropriate aesthetics and for
the habitat values they can provide. In developed areas where irrigated, ornamental landscape is
appropriate plants should be chosen for hardiness as well as ornamental characteristics. Best
management practices should be used reduce maintenance costs and reduce fertilizer and
pesticide applications. Plants should be chosen for their ability prosper in the microclimates
where they will be placed. Consideration should be given to their future growth characteristics.
so that pruning and other long-term maintenance can be reduced.
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APPENDIX A - SITE ANALYSIS
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