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HYDROLOGIC CRITERIA AND DRAINAGE DESIGN MANUAL

[S—

DRAINAGE STUDY INFORMATION FORM

Name of Development: ¥ €gas Drive Improvements - Shadow Date: September 22, 2008
Mountain Place to Rancho Drive: :
Location of Development: a) Descriptive (Cross Streets)_North/South Vegas Drive East/West Shadow Mtn Plc/
, 4,25, . Rancho Dr
b) Sect 19.20,20.30 Twn._20S _ °  Rng.S0B&6IE
Name of owner: City of Las Vegas Assessors Parcel No:  Portions of 139-301-01-001& 002
Telephone No:(702) 292'21.43 . . Facsimile No: .
Address: 731 S. 4th Street
Las Vegas, NV 89101
Contact Person-Name: JOoseph L. Weed, P.E. . Telephone No: (702) 255-8 100

' Firm: Poggemeyer Design Group

Address: 6960 Smoke Ranch Road, Suite 110, Las Vegas, NV 89128

Type of Land Development/Land.Disturbance Process:

Rezoning o | subdiisionMap - | ctearing and Grading Only
Parcel Map R ' Planned Unit Development X | Other (Please spacify below)
Large Parcel Map | Building Permitt Storm Drain & Road Improvements

s i

3. Is the property bordered or crossed by an existing or proposed Clark County Regional Flood @

1. . Total Owned Land Area: At Site: _12.3 +/~ Acres Being DevelopedDisturbed:____12.3 +/- Acres

2.... Isaportion or all of tﬁe subject property located in a designated FEMA Flood Hazard Area? ~~ YES*™

Control District Master Planned Facility? NO

4 " Proposed type of development (Residential, Commerc:al Etc.)? Pubhc Storm Drain & Roadway ImProvements

5 Approxxmate upstream land area which dfams to the subject site? 1. 6 +/- sq-mi

6. Has the site drainage been evaluated in the past7 B @ NO If yes, please |®nﬁfy dowmentauon

Regional Drainage Facility Alternatives Study -Vegas Drive by Poggemeyer Design Group, 5/07, 2002 Master Plan Update by PBS&J
Vegas Dr/Owens Ave Roadway Improvements by Kimley-Horn, 6/01 ) : - : :

7. I known please briefly identify the proposed discharge point(s) of runoff from the srte
. Connects to an existing 84" RCP j just west of the Vegas & Rancho Intersection

8. Briofly describe your proposed schedule for the subject project: _ASAP

Dramage Study.

Submit this form-as part of the required drainage study to the local entity which has jurisdiction ovor
the subject propery. This form may provide suffi cient mfonnatlon to serve as the Conoeptua!

. Review and concutrence of the Clark County Regional Flood Control District is Required.

Revision |- " Date

=/ 1 | ‘.LocalEnﬁtyFﬂeNo.
=gy

Engmeer's Sea S e

REFERENCE: A' B : . ’ v . STANDARD FORM 1
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~ Below are the cdmmenté s,UbAmittedvby you regérding the abdve rﬁéntioned 70% De_si-ghﬁdbmittal' e o

: 1)

2

September 22, 2008 ——
POGGEMEYER .
DESIGN GROUP

Mr. Peter Jackson, C.F.M.
Flood Control Section

City of Las Vegas
Department of Public Works
731 S. 4" Street

- Las Vegas, NV 89101

Re: - Vegas Drive Improvements — Shadow Mountain Place to Rancho Drive — 70% Design
' Submittal — (DS4211, Hansen #11554) ' - : :
Response to Comments Dated July 14, 2008
PDG #05333-D : o

Dear Mr. Jackson:

‘and design plans. These_are'fol_lqwe‘d:by our responses. - e

The 2008 MPU has identified future facilities to relieve the éapa_city problems d'ow‘ristr'earh in the'.

‘Vegas/Owens system. This proposed future MPU facility will convey about 650 cfs_north in the’

Decatur alignment and then east into the Carey/l ake Mead Detention Basin.
Response #1: Underst_ood. 4 ‘

* - Upon provided calculations. Provide updated calculations based upon 90% design submittal.

3)

Response #2: Drop.inlet calculations have been updated and inciuded with this sﬂbmittél.

Provide easement recommendations for those facilities at the edge of existing' public right-of-way "
that may impact the adjacent. private property.” The construction of the SID improvements
including sidewalk should require " Authorization to Enter Property (AEP's) to construct the

“The inlet capacitiés appear reasonable for compliance with the CCRFCD d'ré'in'age'_ criteria based .

. . proposed roadway improvements._ The AEP’s must be acquired prior to requesting construction
- funding from CCRFCD. .- - . ' B : ' R

- lateral and inlets at Laurelhurst Drive & Vegas Drive and on 'Vegas Drive near Station 34+01 to'

5) .

- -along the east side of the street adjacent to the proposed. storm. drain inlet structures. Connect

6)

Rgsponse #3: Proposed AEP’s ,h‘a.ve'beéri idéntiﬁ_ed in the plahé set.

The storm drain plans must identify the existing pan driveway locations. . Revise the stofm drain:

accommodate the existing driveways. Review and revise the inlet locations and lateral

.accordingly. SR o : : : =
- Response #4: Driveway locations have been identified on plans' and drop inlets have been. . . .

adjusted as need to avoid driveways.

Provide detailed grading for the area around the Shadow 'Mduntain Place storm drain inlet

structures. Include the roadway, driveway, walls and access information for the existing homes

"Mountain Place. The proposed storm drain lateral has been adjusted to .connect the .
- existing area drain in Shadow Mountain Place. S ' ' -

‘Coordinate the Ioca_tioh of the inlet on the west side of Decatur Boulevard south of Végas Drive

with the Decatur-Vegas Project, currently under design. The existing pan driveway located where
the inlet is- proposed, will be eliminated with future development. Coordinate with Traffic
Engineering to see if the driveway can be removed with this project. ' S
Response #6: Coordination is ongoing. - :

J\05333 - Vegas Drive\s- Qb% Submittal\R(_aview Co'mments\VEGAS _DRIVE IMPROVEMENTS 70%-CLV Flood _Con_troli .

L _Response CLV.doc

. 6960 Smoke Ranch Road, Stfe 110 | Las Veans Nevaria 80198 2440 | 0 70m nce samn mane an £oe
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Mr. Peter Jackson, CFM |

. _City of Las Vegas : . e - ‘
! Department of Public Works : e . ST /e
- September 22, 2008 _ ' : o el
Page 2 of 3 ’ : DESIGNl\égg‘Lzlﬁ

7) Review the storm drain lateral profiles to reduce the inlet depths where practical.
-t ‘ Response #7: Inlet depths have been reduced where practical

8) Provnde a typical trench detail for the areas of shallow cover. The detail on Sheet CD-1 shows a .
minimum of 3-feet of cover above the top of plpe while the storm drain profiles show less than 3-

feet of cover in numerous locations.
. Response #8 Typrcal trench detarl for shallow coverhas been added to the plans.

1 " 9) Connect the existing 18~mch RCP storm draln into the proposed inlet near Statlon 5+88 in lreu of
. replacing the 18-inch storm drain.
Response #9: Revrsed on plans

10} Identify the. needed traﬁ" ic srgnal modrﬁcatlons due to the proposed storm  drain facrlltyn
construction at the Michael Way & Decatur Boulevard intersections with Vegas Drive.. ' -
: .. ‘Response #10: Traffic signal facilities at. Michael Way -are located outside of conflicts wrth ,
o - the storm drain and are intended to be protect-m-place Traft' ic srgnal modifi catrons at ,
. Decatur Blvd have been mcluded in the plans ' : : : »

11) Provide a copy of the Sectron 8 Envrronmental Screenmg approval by the CCRFCD The Sectron
© '~ 8analysis must be approved prior to requesting construction funding. o
L4 -~ Response #11: The CCRFCD has accepted the Facrlrty-Speclf c Envrronmental Analysrs
o (Sectron 8) on March 25, 2008 , o ; o

A 12) Provrde plan and profiles for any ldentrf ed relocatrons necessary for sewer and for water lines
~ . . with the 90% submittal. Include water line prof iles for the relocated main lines shown on Sheets

' UT-1 & UT-2.

Response #12: Water lme and sewer prof‘ iles have been rncluded in the 90% plan set

_ 13) The plans need to address the removal and/or abandonment of the exrstmg storm dram facrlrtres
—1 . The plans are not clear'on the limits of the- pipe removal and/or those portions to be abandoned.

: Response #13: Removal and abandonment of exrstmg storm dram facilities has been‘ -
I o clarified in the 90% plan set. ‘ : .

| '14) ‘The proposed |mprovement plans show dramage facrlrtles of a size that must be reviewed for'
. . Maintenance and Access concerns. Streets & Sanitation revrew and approval must be secured o

: “ __prior to final approval. .
7 -~ Response #14 Understood

' "; 15) Portions of the proposed rmprovements are’ wrthrn Clark County junsdrctron Coordinate
‘necessary approvals and permits with the County. o
Response #15: Understood. 90% plans are bemg submitted to Clark County

' -__16) Provrde an updated cost estrmate that mcludes the funding source breakdowns wrth the 90%‘ '

submittal. A
Response #16: Cost estlmate will be provuded followmg the 90% submittal as a separate__

item.

17) The concrete fill used in the transmon structures shown on the structural details needs to be
covered in the specifications, Provide a reference note to the specs.- :

R - . Response #17: Concrete fill used in the transition structures is considered incidental to ~

o T *  the construction cost of the structure as mentroned in Section 502 in the Special

" ' Provisions. : -

.- . J:\05333 - Vegas Drive\5- 90% Submlttal\Revtew Comments\VEGAS DRIVE lMPROVEMENTS 70%-CLV Flood Control -
¥ A Response CLV. doc .




Mr. Peter Jackson, CFM _ e S L
. City of Las Vegas : |
- Department of Public Works : — |

‘ September 22, 2008 ' _ IR POGGEMEYER

Page 3 of 3 T : DESIGN GROUP'

18) Review and revise the manhole locations based upon the attached marked up plans.
£ Response #18: Manhole locations have been revised as requested.

19) Add a note on the Storm Drain Plans to see the Horizontal Control Plans for the City and County
limits. o g ' _ ‘ ,
.. Response #19: City and County boundary has been added to Storm Drain plans.

- 20) Additibnal minor comments are shown on the attached 30% storm drain plans.
.. .Response #20: Additional comments addressed on plans.

We hope that all of your comments and concerns have been adeduately addressed. If you have

7? , - ‘any question, please do not hesitate to call me at 255-8100.
 Very truly yours, o I
} - POGGEMEYER DESIGN GROUP, INC.

s o JN05333 - Vega's’Drive\'S- 90% Submittal\Review Comments\VEGAS DRIVE IMPROVEMENTS 70%-CLV Flood Control -
§ : - Response CLV.doc - ) e . IR Al : ..‘
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City of Las Vegas -

To:
' Froni: :

_Date: |
| Re: |

M emor andum - Department of Public Works

Engineering Planning
Joe Chﬂstensen ,P.E.
Engineering Project Mana,

Peter Jackson, CFM
Flood Control Se_c ’

| Vegas Drive thfoVements _ Shadow Mountain Place to Rah‘c_hb_ Dﬁye —~70%

Tuly 14, 2008

 Design Submittal (DS4211, Hansen #11554) .

Place to

F lood Control has rev;_i”eWed the 70% Design Submlttal for the Vegas Drive ImpfoVémegts (Shadqu Mountain

Rancho Drive) and is offering the following comments:

The ity of Las Voegas in conjunction with the Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD)
~ have agreed that the storm drain system proposed within Vegas Drive — Shadow Mountain Place to -
- Rancho Drive be designed to maximize the existing system capacity (455 cfs) at Vegas & Rancho.

1

The.2008 MPU ‘has identified future famhtles o relieve the: capaCIty probleins downstream in the

~Vegas/Owens system. This proposed future MPU facility will corivey about 650 cfs north in the .

. Decatur alignment and then east into the Carey/fake Mead Dcterition Basin. =

The ihlet"éapacities: appear reasonable for COmpﬁéﬁCe w1th the CCRFCD drain age cntenabased upon |

provided calculations. Provide updated calculations based upon 90% design submittal, <

Provide easement .r'eCO'I'rnnendaﬁons for those facilities af the edge oféxisﬁn’g Iiublii;' ﬁg!it%fl\ivay that

may impact the adjacent private property. The construction of the SID improvements including

stdewalk should require Authorization to Enter Property (AEP’s) to construct the proposed roadway

. improvements. The AEP’s must be acquired prior to requesting construction funding from CCRFCD..

The storm drain plans must identify the existing pén driveway locations. Revisev'the*Stoﬁh_drain'

lateral and inlets at Laurelhurst Drive & Vegas Drive and on Vegas Drive near Station 34+01 to -

accommodate the existing driveways. Review and revise the inlet locations and laterals ‘accordingly.
Provide detailed grading for the area around the Shadow Mountain Place storm drainjinle_t;‘structuxes: '

Include the roadway, driveway, walls and access information for the existing homes. :alt_iilg the east.

side of the street adjacent to the proposed storm drain inlet structures. Connect the exisi:i_ﬁé_area drain -
inlet into the proposed inlet system at the low point in Shadow Mountain Place. - '

- " Page 1of2:
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September 22, 2008

~ POGGEMEYER
‘ DESIGN GROUP
L . Mr.Todd L. Myers, P.E. '
: ~ Engineering Project Manager :
© - Clark County Regional Flood Control District
- 600 Grand Central Parkway, Suite 300
Las Vegas, NV 89106

Re: ~ Vegas Drive Improvements — Shadow Mountaln Place to Rancho Drive

70% Design Submittal - (LAS19CO05)

PDG #05333-D
Dear Mr. Myers

"~ Below are the comments submltted ‘by you regardmg the above mentloned 70% DeSIQn Submlttal ,
- and desugn plans These are followed by our responses ‘ : :

- . 1) - Several segments of thls prolect are proposed within Clark - County (CC) nght—of—way
S ~ Encroachment permit submittals and traffic control plans will be reviewed and approved through
o . Clark County Development Services (CCDS). . Submit copies of 90% submittal package to CCDS
- - - and Clark County Public Works (CCPW,) for review. Begln coordination with CCDS as.soon as. N
' : practical to avoid costly delays. . . .
'Response #1: Understood Coordmatlon with Clark County is ongomg

- 2) Provrde complete copy of prolect speCIal provxsmns with next submlttal :
‘Response #2: Special prowswns are bemg prowded with thls submlttal

3) District accepted Facnhty-Specnﬁc Envnronmental Analysrs (Sectlon 8) for subject prolect on March. -
.25, 2008. -1t was determined that proposed project is a storm drain under an existing roadway
-through a developed and -highly disturbed urban -area; it does not impact any “waters of the
. United States”™ with a defined bed and bank and therefore does not requnre a. 404 Permit. The -
. 'District's Policies and Procedures’ _regarding env:ronmental permlttlng as a pre—requnsxte for'
o R ° . construction funding eligibility- have been satisfied. S
: Response #3: Understood - .

4y Provnde constmctlon cost estlmate that mcludes a cost share breakdown of all fundlng sources.
_ .. The cost comparison. of a conceptual 10-year storm drain facility and an interim 100-year- storm
5 drain facility is nhot necessary. It has been determined that this will not be a full Regional
- ~ Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada (RTC) street rehabllltatlon prolect Therefore

- District will fund 100% of proposed storm drain facilities.

" Response #4: Understood Cost estimate wnll be provided followmg the 90% submlttal asa
o . _separate item. _ . .

5) lIdentify all Authonzatlons to Enter Property (AEP) necessary to construct facmty and street
. improvements. Provide status of all right-of-way and AEP, acqmsutlons All rlghts of entry must be
obtained prior to-City’s request for construction funding. o
Response #5: Proposed ROW takes and AEP’s are identifi ed in the plans Al acquusmons ‘
of ROW and AEP’s are bemg coordmated through the CLV. _

Hydrology

-6) District takes no exception to hydrologlc analyses presented in TDS
Response #6: Understood

J:\05333 - Vegas Drive\s- 90% Submlttal\Rev:ew Comments\VEGAS DRIVE IMPROVEMENTS 7O%ARFCD -
B ... —..—Responsedoc . D s ) __-

" 6960 Srioke Rarich Road.'Sulte'1-10 | Las Vegas, Nevada.8§1>28-3119 | P702-255—8100 FA70'2-25_5—8375 | wwwpoggemejercom %



Mr. Todd Myers, P.E. - o
- Clark County Regional Flood Control District - E _
September 22, 2008 LT .

- Page 2 of 4 ' : POGGEMEYER
. - ) DESIGN GROUP
Hydraulics

-7) District takes no exception to “Ultimate -Condition” WSPGW analysis and drop inlet capacity
calculations presented in TDS. If significant revisions are made to storm drain and/or drop inlet
design for 90% submittal, provide revised calculations. ' . :
Response #7: Due to minor adjustments in the storm drain design, Appendix E
“Hydraulics” has been revised and resubmitted with this 90% submittal. Minor storm

- drain design adjustments include the profile of the storm drain trunk line, storm drain
lateral connection locations and profiles, and two additional 20-ft drop inlets west of
Michael Wy (additional DI’s located on North side and South side-along Vegas Drive)..
Figure 3.3 — Proposed Peak Flow Summary has been updated and included with this 90%
submittal. The calculations provided in this Technical Drainage Study -Update are

~intended to supercede those provided in Appendix E of the previous 70% Technical
Drainage Study, Vegas Drive Improvements — Shadow Mountain Place to Ranch Drive,
- Dated May 30, 2008. ' . S S o I -

o Improvement Plans SO S N

- 8) Sheet G-1: Revisé cover to list Jorge Cervarites, P.E., PTOE as Director of Public Works.
- Coordinate with City for acting City.Engineer. ' . : ' . :
" Response #8: Revised on plans. S

9) Sheet G-3; Coordinate with CCPW and CCDS to determine if Clark. County General Notes are -
- required for proposed construction within.Clark County right-of-way. Revise accordingly. .

" 'Response, #9: 90% Plans are being submitted to Clark- County and coordination with
. CCPW and CCDS is ongoing. o a o :

1 0) Sheet G4: Revise linAe"type'é. shOwh in “Legend” to match improvement plans.
_Response #10: Revised on plans. - I L :

11) Sheet SD-1: Check all drop ‘inlet (DI) locations to insure they are not at existing driveway
locations. Typical all sheets. Provide and revise Construction Note No.34 to reference detail.”
Provide instructions to contractor regarding existing 4-inch gas line within 72-inch.RCP alignment.
Provide ultimate -conditions - hydraulic grade line (HGL) on profile.  Provide instructions to
contractor regarding existing 18-inch storm drain crossing ‘facility near Station 9+40.00 and
provide clear limits to storm drain removals. . Complete detail reference in Construction. Note No.

- 35. Revise plans accordingly. _ : _ . L ‘
- ‘Response #11: Drop inlet locations have been revised as needed. Construction Notes No.
34 & 35 have been revised. Instructions for existing utilities have been provided.

-The ultimate condition HGL has been provided for the Vegas Drive trunk line ‘storm drain

East of Decatur Bivd. A future storm drain facility (not a part of this study) is assumed to -
~ convey the amount of flow exceeding the Design. flowrate of 455cfs that originates west of
- Decatur Blvd, North along Decatur Bivd and into the Lake Mead Detention Basin.

~ 12) Sheet SD-2: Consider using precast manhole (MH) tees at non junction MH locations on tangent
line and grade. Identify double dashed lines located south of proposed RCP and include. on
‘Legend” on Sheet G4. What does “ec” represent (electrical conduit)? .Include in “Abbreviations”

on Sheet G-4. Show “ec” crossings on profile. view if these are underground lines. Provide
*instructions to contractor regarding existing 18-inch SD east of proposed DI#5. Provide extents

_ of SD removals at Laurelhurst Drive intersection and instructions for 18-inch SD abandonment
(slurry fill?). Provide additional MH near Station 44+20.00. - : A . o

.~ -Response #12: Precast manhole tees provided were applicable. Lines have been
identified in the plans and labeled in the plans Legend. “ec” has been revised to “ue” for

© 405333 - Vegaé Drive\5- 90% Submittal\Review Comments\VEGAS DRIVE IMPROVEMENTS 70%—RFCD_-I '
- Response.doc R ‘ ) o o ) S : . -



Mr. Todd Myers, P.E.

— ~ Clark County Regional Flood Control Dlstrlct - _ /(Y
' ) September 22, 2008 ' 4 o ' ‘ ‘ald
Page 3 of 4 POGGEMEYER
- DESlGNGROUP
‘ existing underground electrical condurt lnstructlons for existing utilities have been
o provrded -
™ 13) Sheet SD-4 Label size and material of existing waterline west of Station 46+90. Adjust DI

locations out of existing driveways at Decatur Boulevard intersection. Provide instructions to

contractor and extents of waterline removal within RCBC alignment near Station 47+00.00.

Provide ‘Caution’ note for high pressure gas line south of proposed facility and overhead power

lines. Provide instructions to contractor regardmg all exrstlng utllltles crossing above RCBC.

..... ' Typical all plan and profile sheets. )

" Response #13: Existing utilities material and sizes have been identified on plans as'
necessary. DI have been adjusted out of existing driveways. Instructions for existing
utilities have been clarified on plans. “Caution” note for high pressure gas lines -_have
been included on plans. o SRR ' '

14) Sheet SD—5 throuqh SD 8:. Where feasrble revise lateral invert elevatlons to connect below -
4 mainline HGL to reduce losses through junctions.
R Response #14 Laterals have been revnsed where practlcal and hydrauhcally evaluated

15) Sheet_SD- 10 Extend SD to west to connect to exxstlng area drain near Statlon 8+70 00
According to CCPW, the area drain is currently blocked off and has no outlet. Show existing
. walls and driveways. Consider using precast MH tees at non Junctlon MH locatlons on tangent
* line and grade. Revise plans accordingly.
'Response #15:- Proposed -SD has been extended to connect into the exrstlng area dram _
: Precast MH tees are proposed where practrcal : »

16) Sheet SD- 11 Provnde mstrucﬂons to contractor regardmg existing SD removal at Shadow-
.Mountain Place intersection. Is it intended to tie existing SD in to SDMH#407? It doesn't appear .
4o line up properly ‘The existing 6-inch ACP waterline crossing facility near Station 19+65.00 will
C - likely require relocation. Generally, ACP waterlines cannot be supported during construction :
4 - -activities. Confirmi with Las Vegas ‘Valley Water District. Construction Note No. 31 refers to.
‘ " Detail 1/CD-6. This requires a special Di/Transition design as shown on Sheet S-6. Prov:de all.
. necessary structural details to construct this facility. . Revise-accordingly.
e .. Response #16: Proposed relocations for ACP waterline mains in confhct or crossing
= - . above 24” RCP SD and larger SD' pipes have been -revised per LVVWD instructions.
g - . -~ Laterals have been revised where practical and hydraulically evaluated lnstructlons to
.contractor for exrstlng utllrtles have been added to plans. : .

17) Sheet SD-12: The exrstlng 8-|nch ACP. waterllne crossing Lateral 2 wrll hkely requtre relocatlon

~1 . ~* (See Comment No.16). If this is the case mdlcate on plans and revise 30-inch x 19- |nch HERCP

i - . 10 24-inch RCP.

e " . " -Response #17: Proposed relocations for ACP waterlme mains in conflict or crossing
" - above 24” RCP SD and larger SD pipes have been revised per LVVWD. instructions.

o Proposed ellrptlcal pipe has been replaced with equrvalent round plpe as practical.

18) Sheet SD-13: Provide lnstructlons to contractor regarding existing 4-inch gas line and eXIstlng 8-
: inch- waterline crossing Lateral 7. . Also, label matenal type for exrstlng 8-inch waterlme See
S - Comment No.16 regarding ACP waterlines. ,

= A Response #18: Proposed -relocations for ACP waterlme mains in confllct or crossmg
o above 24” RCP SD and larger SD pipes have been revised per LVVWD instructions.
Laterals have been revised where practical and hydraulically evaluated. Instructions to
contractor for exnstmg utilities have been added to plans. - : __—

J:\05333 - Vegas Dnve\s- 90% Submrttal\Revrew Comments\VEGAS DRIVE lMPROVEMENTS 70%~RFCD -

R . Responsedoc o
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Page 4 of 4 : : ‘ POGGEMEYER
" . DESIGN GROUP
19) Sheet SD-14: Provide instructions to contractor regarding all existing utilities crossing proposed
- laterals. See Comment No.14 regarding lateral connections to junction structures. ,
Response #19: Proposed relocations ‘for ACP waterline mains in conflict or crossing
above 24” RCP SD and larger SD pipes have been revised per LVVWD instructions.
Laterals have been revised where practical and hydraulically evaluated. Instructions to
contractor for existing utilities have been added to plans.

- 20)'Sheet SD-15: See Comment No.16 and Comment No.14 regarding ACP waterlines and lateral

invert elevations, respectively. ‘Revise laterals and provide instructions to contractor accordingly.

- Response #20: Proposed relocations for ACP waterline mains in conflict or crossing
above 24” RCP SD and larger SD pipes have been revised per LVVWD instructions.
Laterals have been revised where practical and hydraulically evaluated. Instructions to
contractor for existing utilities have been added to plans. L

21) Sheet UT-2: - Provide instructions for i'embva_l of existing 12-inch waterline a_f Decatur BOuIeva-r,d

intersection. o . : , A . S .
.Response #21: Instructions to contractor for existing utilities have been clarified on plans. -

1 22) S.h'eéf CD-1: . Revise ExCavatfon Note No.1 ‘to provide' recommendations from the Geote?;hnical :

Report, .and remove reference to Geotechnical Report. Geotechnical Report is not a part of
-contract. Determine if ‘Select’ or ‘Granular’ fill is. acceptable for backfill within pipe zone and
revise notes accordingly. - : : S ‘

. Response #22: Excavation Note No. 1 has been revised and reference to the Geotechnical

 _Report has been remove. Per the Geotechnical Report, Type Il is recommended and

- specified for backfill within the pipe zone.

_"23) Sheet S-6: Provide embedment depths and dowel requirements on “Drop Inlét to ‘RCB

Detail*(Detail 3/S-6). Is RCBC to be cast-in-place at these locations? If so, provide construction
details for RCBC. Include connection details for cast-in-place to pre-cast RCBC sections.. If the
intent is to use pre-cast RCBC sections at these locations, address how they will be constructed. -~ .
.. Verify with pre-cast manufacturers that it is feasible. Provide structural details for Transition
- Structure shown on Details 2/S-6 and A/S-6. The section call-out on the “Foundation Plan” and
“Top Plan” refer to section B/S-6. This is not correct. Provide and refer to appropriate sections. =
Response #23: Proposed RCBC is intended to be precast. Structural Details have been
“revised on plans. o ' : o s

. ‘We‘hopé that all of your comments and concerns have been adequately addressed.» If you have
any question, please do not hesitate to call me at 255-8100. S :

- Very truly yburs,

POGGEMEYER DESIGN @2

_d0seph L. Weed, P.E. .
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REGIONAL FLOOD
CONTROL DISTRICT

August 8, 2008

Mr. Joe Christensen, P.E.

- City of Las Viegas Department of Public Works

Engineering Design
400 Stewart Avenue .

- Las Vegas, NV 89101 .-

RE: Vegas Drive improvéméntsl- (Owens Avenue System) — Shadow Mounta-in
- Place to Rancho Drive - LAS19C05 . - o

' Dear Mr. Chnstensen .

Clark County Regiohal'FloOd C'ontr‘ol‘_District (District)-rciieWed 70%'chhn‘ical A

. Drainage Study (TDS) and- improvement plans for Vegas Drive Improvements —
‘Shadow Mountain Place to Rancho Drive, dated May 30, 2008 prepared for the City

of Las Vegas (City) by'.PoggemeyeeresignGroupi Inc. ‘Improvements include
approximately 1.7 miles of - underground storm water . conveyance  system and
appurtenant facilities. This structure is labeled LVOW 0241 in District’s 2002
Master Plan Update (MPU). The flowing comments are .offered for “your
consideration as the project proceeds: : ' ‘
General =
1. Several segments of this project are proposed within Clark County (CC) right-of-
way.  Encroachment permit submittals and traffic control plans will be reviewed
and approved ‘through Clark County Development Services (CCDS). Submit
copies of 90% submittal package to CCDS and Clark County Public’ Works

- (CCPW) for‘review.‘-Begin coordination with CCDS as soon as practical to avoid
costly delays. : o -

2. Provide cdx_nplete copy of project special provisions with next submittal,

3. District. accepted Facility-Specific Environmental -Analysis (Section 8) for
subject project on March 25, 2008. It was determined that proposed project is a
storm drain under.an existing roadway through a developed and highly disturbed
urban area; it does not impact any “waters of the United States” with a defined .
bed and bank and therefore does not require a 404 Permit. The District’s Policies

~and. Procedures. regarding "environmental permitting as a pre-requisite for

construction funding eligibility have been satisfied, .

600 S. Grand Central Parkway, Suite 300 « Las Vegas, Nevada 89106-4511 .
(702) 685-0000 - FAX: (702) 6850001 ... - R
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Mr. Joe Christensen, P.E.
August 8, 2008
Page 3

regarding existing: 18-inch sto@_ drain crossing facil_ity:hear Station 9+40.00 and
provide "clear limits of storm drain. removals. Complete detail reference in
Construction Note No. 35. Revise plans accordingly. ' '

.| 12, Sheet'SD-2: Consider using’ precast manhole (MH) tees at non junction MH
. locations on tangent ling and grade. Identify double dashed lines located south of

o bréﬁdééd’RCP*éh?i‘indud'*é"on,_“L'egénd.‘”éﬁ;Sﬁ'ee't' G-4. What does “ec” represent -
- (electrical conduit)? Include 'in “Abbreviations” on Sheet G-4. Show “ec”
| crossings-on profile view if these areunderground lines. . Provide instructions to
contractor regarding existing 18-inch SD east of proposed DI#5. Provide extents
©of SD removals at Laurelhurst Drive intersection and instructions for 18-inch SD

- abandonment (slurry fill?). Provide additional MH near Station 44+20.00.

13. Sheet SD-4: “Labél size and imaterial of existing waterline west of Station 46+90.
Adjust DI locations out of existing driveways at Decatur Boulevard intersection.
- Provide instructions to contractor and extents of waterline removal within RCBC
© " alighment nedr: Station 47+00.00. Provide ‘Caution” note for high pressure gas
- line south of proposed facility and overhead power lities.” Provide instructions to
}. - contractor regarding all existing utilities crossing above RCBC. Typical all plan

| andprofilesheess. T T AR

«

1" 14 Sheet SD-Sugh SD-8: . Where fca;sib'l-e,'révisc lbil)ateral invert elevations to
- ‘corinect below mainline HGL to reduce losses through junctions. .

15. Sheet SD-10; : Extend SD to west to connect to existing area drain near Station
- '8+70.00. “According to CCPW; the area drain is currently blocked off and has no _
. outlet. " Show existing walls and driveways. ‘Consider using precast MH tees at
" non jinction MH locations on tangent line and grade. Revise plans accordingly.

- 16. Sheet SD:L:" Pféiri’de instruetions to contractor régétding existing SD removal

- ‘8t Shadow Mountain Place intersection, s it intended to tie existing SD in to

- 'SDMH#40? It doesn’t appear to' line up properly. The existing 6-inch ACP

waterline crossing facility ‘near ‘Station 19+65.00 will likely require relocation.

Generally, ACP waterlines cannot be supported during construction activities.

Confirm with Las Vegas Valley Water District. Construction Note No. 31 refers

to Detail 1/CD-6. This requires a special DI/Transition design as shown on Sheet

>-6. Provide all necessary structural details to construct this facility. Revise
accordingly. I ' : '




"REGIONAL FLOOD
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Mr. Joe Christensen, P.E.
August 8, 2008
B Page 5
If you have any questions please give me a call.
| Gale Wm. Fraser, II, PE.
S "I General Manager/Chief Enginee;

doe S Hodd L. Myers, P.E. ' |

Engineering Project Manager

P S TLMylm

i ¢ : Jomer-Lagpacah; PE., Poggemeyer DeSigh Group
Steve Roberts, P.E., RFCD ’
Robert Welch, P.E., CLV
Lorrie Dunford, P.E., C.EM, CLV
V b:\Lcners and .Mcmos\C-api_ml‘lmpfoveMLijec_its\IAS-l%LAS19CQS~7O%AOxyensavc—Shadow .Moﬁnt;in'S—S-ZOO&_doc '
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Clty of Las Vegas

Zi Collectlon System Plannlng  ;-

| Review Comments/Responses

‘Vegas Drive Improvements — Shadow Mountain to -R-ancho' Drive. : " PDG #05333-C '

 Technical Drainage Study Update - o o - September 2008 -




DESIGN REVIEW COMMENTS

PROJECT NAME: Vegas Drive Improvements -
il REVIEWER’S NAME: Collection System Planning | DATE 7/3/08
REVIEW STAGE o : ‘ R '
- 30% [ 70% X 90% [1 100% [] OTHER 0]
- S PAGE 1 of 1
COMMENT PAGE/ REVIEWER’S COMMENTS DESIGNER RESPONSE
NO. SHEET NO. - '
~ 1 C-1 . | Label ssmh to adjust at approx sta 12+10 Completed on plans
2 C-1 Note 5, adjust ssmh per SD-3B, not 408A (typ) See Construction Note 14
- 3 C-3 . | Label ssmh to adjust at approx sta 32+10 Completed on plans
4 C4 Label ssmh to adjust at approx sta 47+40. - - { Completed on plans
5 C-5 Label ssmh to adjust at approx sta 55425 ) " Completed on plans
_ 6 SD-1 Refer to CLV #307V994 to include all sewer laterals (typ) . Sewer laterals added to plans
] -7 SD-1 - | Add note to abandon ex sewer/ssmh per DCSWCS 3.14 . | Note addedto UT-1
. 8 - SD-1 " | No plan and profile for sewer diversion west of Shadow Mtn ' | Sewer profile added .
9 - SD-1 " | Where is lateral for apn -030 connected to? ' | Connected to Ex 10" VCP S
- : - B o - o | within Vegas Drive
100 © 8D-1 Verify that no laterals connected to ex 8” to be abandoned - Verified
ir - SD-4 Protect—m-place or DCSWCS SD-19 for lateral crossing at Protect-in-place with SD-21 -
- R R | approx sta 54+25 ' : ' ' ‘
12 _ - .SD-5 -{ See’comment 11 for approx sta 64+10 e .| Protect-in-place
' 13 ' . SD-6 See comment 11 for approx sta 66+50 = . - | Protect-in-place .
- 14 - SD-8 See comment 11 for approx sta 86+90 and 88+00 . | Protect-in-place
15 SD-9 Show all ex lateral crossings (typ) Sewer laterals added to plans
16 . SD-9 crossing at approx sta 98+75 per DCSWCS SD-20 Crossing labeled per SD-21
17 - SD-9 Show existing lateral for apn -007 per 307- V346A .| Sewer laterals added to plans
e 13 "~ SD-10 -North arrow wrong < Revised on plans
o .19 | °.SD-11 Protect—m—place ex 10" sewer , Added on.plans
20 . - UT-3 ALaterals not offered to apn -403-008 or -811-002 - .| Lateral offering to apn -403-008
«? o . . " | tobe verified with CLVSID.
No lateral offered to apn -811-
' 002 due to lot located Wlthm
. - : - . : Clark County.
21 - UT-3 - Fix note for lateral at approx sta 56+40 per comment 13 Protect-in-place with SD-21
22 UT-4 Is lateral shown to apn -052 proposed? No record for existing | Ex lateral shown per 307V994
N 23 4 UT-5 = | Show existing lateral per 107-V2796 Sewer laterals added to plans
' 24 + 88-1 Michael Wy, no stub info and no profile provided lowering ex | Sewer improvements at Michacl
: : R 18” sewer as required Wy included in plans
L 25 - SS8-1 Fairhaven St, 60” ssmh and add 48" ssmh at end : Added to plans
: 26 - | - - SS-1 .| Valley Dr; use ex stub.and provide mm 6” clear under water | Revised on plans
- : ‘ and change stub material to C900
" 27 SS-1 Note 91, concrete collar ssmh per SD-3B (typ) . Revised on plans
.28 : - 8§82 Mountain Trl, match crowns and use C900 for stub and add Revised on plans
. 48” ssmh at end - ' '
. 29 S8S-2 Sunset Dr, move stub to 5’ off centerline and add mh at end Revised on plans
30 - 882 East Ln, add ssmh at end, match crowns, provide 6” min clear | Revised on plans
7 , : ‘ - | under water, and use C900, which may not require note 94 _
31 CD-1 - Where did excavation note 3 come from? Note remove from plans

J\05333 - Vegas Drive\S- 90% Submittal\Review Comments\VEGAS DRIVE IMPROVEMENTS 70%-Collections.doc
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-SURVEY SECTION

DESIGN REVIEW COMMENTS
PROJECT NAME: Vegas Drive Improvements HANSEN# 11554
REVIEWER’S NAME: Nancy Almanzan ' DATE 6/17/08
REVIEW STAGE 30% [0 70% X 9% [J 100% [1 OTHER []
REVIEW #: — . |  PAGE I of 1
COMMENT |  PAGE/ REVIEWER’S COMMENTS DESIGNER RESPONSE
- NO. "SHEET'NO.: : : : ' :
| HC-1 | Add Benchmark name to Benchmark statement Completed on plans
2 - HC-1 Label found monument at the intersection of Vegas Drive and | Completed on plans
] - | Leonard Lape. : :
3 HC-2 Add Benchmark name to Benchmark statement _ : Completed on plans
4 " HC-2 | Atthe intersection of Vegas Drive and Decatur please show | Completed on plans '
monumentation found or set. ) ' - L
5 HC-3 . Add Benchmark name to Benchmark statement Completed on plans
6 HCH4 Add Benchmark name to Benchmark statemeént Completed on plans
7 "HC-5 Add Benchmark name to Benchmark statement Completed on plans
8 .HC-6 | Add Benchmark name to Benchmark statement Completed on plans -
9 HC-6 Please label monument found at-the % corner of sec. 24/sec Compieted on plans
119 L
10 . HC-6 At the intersection of Vegas Dnve and Decatur, please show Completed on plans
' monumentation found or set.
| C-1. . Please check grade between “VD” Sta. 5+50 and “VD” Sta. - Venﬁed and completed on plans
‘- : ’ 7+60.10
12 C-2& C-3 . | Please check grade between “VD” Sta. 23+72 15 and “VD” Verified and completed on plans
5 Sta. 26+67.82
13 | C-3&C4 | Please check grade between PM Sta. 34+00 and BVCS Veriﬁed and completed on plans
| 35+22.40 _ .
14 C4 ‘There are 2 copies of Sheet C—4 Please remove 1 of the v Removed duplicate copy ﬁom
» sheets. plan set '
15 - C6 " | Please check grade between PM Sta. 55+00 and PM Sta. Verified and completed on plans
: s 56+50 : : '
16 C-9 Please provide stationing information for Sta. 94+25 "Completed on plans
17 SD-1 Please check LF between “LVOW” Sta. 21+10 and “LVOW™ | Verified and completed on plans
. | Sta.23+15 :
18 . SD-1 & SD-2 .| Please check LF between “LVOW” Sta. 23+15 and “LVOW” Verified and completed on plans
. ' | St. 26475 o
19 1 SD-10& ° [ Please check LF between stations. Verified and completed on plans
: SD-11 : '

_J05333 - 'Vegas Drive\S- 90% Submittal\Review Comments\VEGAS DRIVE IMPROVEMENTS 70%-Survey.doc
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POGGEMEYER DESIGN GROUP, INC.

3.0 DRAINAGE STUDY

3.1 Introduction

This 70% Technical Drainage Study was conducted to analyze and document the 70% storm
drain facility design for the Clark County Regional Flood Control District (CCRFCD) Master Plan
Facility proposed for Vegas Drive. This Drainage Study is intended to supersede the previous
Drainage Study included in Section 3.0 of the Vegas Drive Improvements Preliminary Design
Report dated July 13, 2007 (Preliminary Design Report) and the Drainage Study Update to the
Preliminary Design Report, Vegas Drive — Shadow Mountain to Rancho Drive, dated December
2007 (Update to the Preliminary Design Report). The section heading numbers and appendices
included in this report correspond to the section or appendix that this report is intended to
replace in the Preliminary Design Report. This drainage study was prepared to the CCRFCD,
City of Las Vegas (CLV), and Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) standards. = All

| analyses in this study are based on the CCRFCD publication Hydrologic Criteria and Drainage -

Design Manual (HCDDM).

The general boundaries of the project watershed are the Gowan South Facilities Channel on the
west, Rancho Drive on the east, Lake Mead Boulevard on the north, and Washington Avenue on
the south: The drainage basins contributing flows to the Vegas Drive project were derived from
the CCRFCD 2002 Las Vegas Valley Flood Control Master Plan Update (2002 MPU), 1 foot

‘contours within the project vicinity, and field visit observations. The projected surface runoff

from these basins was used to generate the design flow rates in the Vegas Drive storm drain

‘system. The study analyzed both the 10-year and 100-year 6-hour storm events. The final

design represents the storm drain facilities required to maximize the existing downstream
connecting storm sewer facility capacity of 455cfs located west of Rancho Dr. Drop inlets were
designed to meet the 10-year RTC criteria for surface flow and the 100-year CCRFCD and CLV

criteria for surface and sub-surface flow.

The proposed storm drain facilities discharge into an existing CCRFCD master planned storm
drain systém approximately 300 ft west of Rancho Drive. The existing faciiity is an 84” RCP and
does not have the capacity to convey the current 100-year event flow rates from Vegas Drive,
west of Rancho Drive. The capacity of the existing downstream connecting storm drain facility is
approximately 455cfs and is undersized by approximatély 683cfs needed to convey the total flow
rate of 1,138cfs at the intersection of Vegas Drive and Rancho Drive. Four alternative drainage

Vegas Drive Improvements — Shadow Mountain Place to Rancho Drive PDG #05333-C

70% Technical Drainage Study May 2008
Page 1



POGGEMEYER DESIGN GROUP, INC.

alignments were proposed to alleviate the existing downstream conveyance capacity deficit in
the previously submitted “Final Regional Drainage Alternatives Study, Vegas Drive — Shadow
Mountain Place to Rancho Drive’ (Alternatives Study) drainage study. However, this study
discusses the new storm drain design concept directed to PDG by the CLV and CCRFCD during
the August 9, 2007 project meeting. The new storm drain design concept proposes extending
the current capacity of 455cfs in the existing downstream facility located at Rancho Drive,
upstream alohg Vegas Drive to the start of the proposed improvements thereby improving the

current storm water drainage in this area.

This study assumes for the Ultimate Condition that a future storm drain facility (not a part of this |
study) will be required to convey a majority of the 100-year event storm water runoff that
originates west of the Vegas Drive/Decatur Boulevard interseétion, north along Decatur

Boulevard to Lake Mead Boulevard then east to the existing Carey-Lake Mead Detention Basin.
| This will reduce- the tributary watershed area and peak flow rate conveyed to the existing 84”
RCP at Vegas Drive & Rancho Drive. Approximately 160cfs is assumed to continue east along
Vegas Drive at Decatur Blvd in a future parallel systém so to maximize the storm sewer capacity
downstream near Rancho Drive. Please refer to the “Final Regional Drainage Alternatives
Study, Vegas Drive — Shadow Mountain Place to Rancho Drive” for additional discussion of the

preferred alternative and other alternative designs.

‘This study analyzes the existing, proposed (interim condition), and future (ultimate condition)
drainage patterns along Vegas Drive between Shadow Mountain Place and Rancho Drive. This

study attempts to address the following items:

1) Determine the‘10-year and 100-year peak runoff impacting the project.

2) Identify the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain status for the
project site. ’

3) Design Regional Facilities.

4) Recommend necessary flood protection.

3.2  Previous Studies

As part of the engineering services performed, PDG obtained and reviewed previous drainage
reports prepared for areas surrounding, tributary to, adjacent to, or affected by this section of
Vegas Drive. The existing reporté and studies reviewed during the preparation of this analysis
are listed below.

Vegas Drive Improvements — Shadow Mountain Place to Rancho Drive PDG #05333-C

70% Technical Drainage Study May 2008
Page 2
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Previous Drainage Studies

1) Final Regional Drainage Alternatives Stildy, Vegas Drive ~ Shadow Mountain Place to
Rancho Drive, by PDG, May 2007.

2) 2002 CCRFCD Master Plan Update of the Las Vegas Valley , by PBS&J, November
2002,

3) City of Las Vegas Central Neighborhood Flood Control Master Plan, by PBS&J, March
2005..

4)  City of Las Vegas City Wide Hydrology Analysis, by PBS&J, 1997.

5) Request for Letter of Map Revision U.S. 95 Widening Rancho Roadway Improvements,
by PBS&J, April 20086.

6)  Final Storm Drain Design Report for Vegas Drive / Owens Avenue Rancho Drive to
Interstate 15, by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., June 2001.

7)  U.5.95 Widening - Final Project 3C Drainage Design Report, by VTN, April 2004.
8)  U.5.95 Widening - Final Overall Project Drainage Design Report, by VTN, May 2003.

9)  Drainage Study for Washington Avenue, by Pentacore Engineering, Inc., September
2000. '

10) Lake Mead Boulevard — Winwood Street to Rancho Drive Design Report, by SEA, Inc.,
April 1989.

3.3 Location and Development Description

The project is located along the divide .of Sections 24 and 25 of Town'ship 20 South, Range 60
East, and the divide of Sections 19 and 30 of wanship 20 South, Range 61 East, M.D.M., Clark
County Nevada. The general direction of drainage at the project area is from the west to the
east. In addition to the proposed roadway improvements discussed in Section 2.0 of the
Preliminary Deéign Report, a regional flood control facility is being proposed to improve the
drainage capacity along the Vegas Drive corridor.

3.4  Flood Hazard Désigna-tion

The special flood hazard areas for sections of Clark County, Nevada are outlined on the Federal
Emergency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) dated September 27, 2002. Figure 3.1-
FEMA Flood Zone Map is a portion of FIRM Panel No. 2155E and shows the project area is
located in Flood Zone X. Flood Zone X is an area outside of the 500-Year Flood Zone.

3.5  Clark County Regional Flood Control District Master Plan Facilities

Figure F-12 of the CCRFCD 2002 MPU is provided in Appendix D and shows that there are
existing regional facilities located downstream of the project site (LVOW 0146 — Existing 4,800 ft
of 84" RCP in Vegas Drive/Owens Avenue) and proposed regional facilities located upstream of

Vegas Drive Improvements ~ Shadow Mountain Place to Rancho Drive PDG #05333-C
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