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1 Introduction
This report is prepared for the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the State of Arizona

Department of Emergency and Military Affairs, Arizona Division of Emergency Management for the
purpose of estimating costs to prepare a final Damage Survey Report (DSR) for a Flood Control District
project in the 36—mjle-segment of the Salt-Gila River between 91st Avenue and Gillespie Dam in Maricopa
County, Arizona. In its preparation, information from over 50 contract files, accounting records, contract
bid tabulations, work orders, and other documents was reviewed, compiled, and verified.

The project for which repair costs have been estimated in this report is the Salt-Gila 1000-foot
Clearing and Pilot Channel. The Flood Control District had studied, designed, constructed, and maintained

this multi-million dollar project from 1979 to 1992.

1.1 Executive Summary
It is evident that as a result of 1993 flooding, the riverbed has scoured outside the project corridor

to the point that the location of the clearing boundary cannot be easily identified in long segments of the
river. To restore the project, the corridor boundary needs to be re-established, the re-growth of Salt Cedar
needs to be controlled, the pilot channels need to be re-excavated, and access must be regained. These
general tasks were further divided into ten discrete “cost categories” as reflected in Table 1.1. Since the

costs were incurred throughout the approximate 14-year life of the project, they have been brought to June

1994 current dollars.

(D) (2) (3) 4) Q)
Environmental Environmental Debris Clearing and Earthwork for
Permitting Mitigation Removal Grubbing Open Channels
$558.404 $5,420,808 $82,141 $1,529,017 $3,937,662
(6) (N (®) 9 (10)
Engineering Studies Contract Management
and Design Administration Surveying Access Roads Policy Study
$522,656 $534,173 $1,311,225 $671,091 $600,000
Total $15,167,177

Table 1.1
Project Re-establishment Estimate Summary.
(adjusted to June 1994 dollars).

Adjustments to contract Costs in categories (4), (5), and (8) have been made. For cost category (4),
we accounted for the fact that resumed clearing and grubbing of Salt Cedar will require a lower level of

effort than when originally undertaken. A detailed explanation is provided in Section 3.4.



Field reconnaissance and review of pre-flood, winter 1993 post-flood, and summer 1993 post-flood
aerial mapping indicates an approximate 80 percent destruction of the project’s earthwork and channels,
cost category (5). This fact is recognized in our estimating of costs in this category. However, as Section
3.5 points out, only 20.9 miles of pilot channel were excavated. We feel that 26.9 miles will need to be
excavated in the futl.lre. Table 1.1 reflects 100 percent of the incremental cost for excavating the
additional six miles added to the 80 percent of the cost for the 20.9 miles.

The incurred costs for construction surveying, in cost category (8), were increased by nearly 50
percent to account for the surveying of the 26.9 miles of excavated pilot channel that is proposed above.
No similar adjustments apply to any of the other seven cost categories.

To bring original project costs to current dollars, Capital Amount Factors (CAF) were determined
for each fiscal year (FY) of the project; FY 1979/80 to FY 1992/93. The CAF for FY 1992/93 was used
for FY 1993/94 to allow the costs to be brought to present value. Each of the ten cost categories in Table
1.1 have been calculated separately in Section 3.

Most of the costs in each category are a collection of many contracts. Supporting documentation
is found in Appendix A, economic analysis computation procedures are detailed in Appendix B, and costs

summaries are detailed in Appendix C.

1.2 Methodology
The methodology used in preparing this report was to first obtain and compile Flood Control District

filed records of incurred costs for the cost categories shown in Table 1.1. Incurred costs occurred in only
seven of the ten cost categories. The compiled data from these records produced Tables 3.1.1, 3.2.1, 34.1,
3.5.1. 3.6.1, 3.6.2, 3.7.1, and 3.8.1. The present value total of these tables is $6,937,167. These eight
tables account for the incurred costs in categories (1), (2), (4), (5), (6), (7), and (8). The other three cost
categories, (3), (9), and (10) were not directly incurred in the original project. From this initial
methodology, District staff set out to modify tables, adjust costs, develop costs for categories (3) and (9),
include additional costs in categories (8), and account for the cost of the Management Policy Study to
arrive at the final amount of $15,167,177. Appendix C includes a summary of the methodology that
develops the final cost of $15,167,177 from the initial incurred project cost of $6,937,167. All of the
costs in the methodology summary are in June 1994 dollars.

The first modification was to Tables 3.1.1 and 3.2.1. This modification was necessary because those
two tables do not reflect the true potential costs of environmental documentation and environmental
mitigation, respectively. The results of the modifications are the new Tables 3.1.2 and 3.2.2. Tables 3.1.2

and 3.2.2 replace Tables 3.1.1 and 3.2.1. The seven cost categories then sum to $12,476,940.



The second modification was in cost categories (4) and (5). As mentioned in the Executive
Summary and explained in Sections 3.4 and 3.5, costs in these categories required adjustment. The
adjustments added $195,005 to Tables 3.4.1 and 3.5.1 bringing the sum to $12,671,945.

The next modification was to adjust Table 3.8.1 and complete cost category (8) by including Tables
3.8.2 and 3.8.3. In :l"able 3.8.2. staff determined the costs of completing a boundary survey for the
project. In Table 3.8.3, the costs of topographic surveying were determined, (see footnote 14). These two
tables and the adjustment to Table 3.8.1 sum to $1,142,001. The complete cost of the seven cost
categories (1), (2), (4), (5), (6), (7), and (8) is $13,813,946.

To complete the accounting of all of the costs necessary (0 re-establish the project, the costs of
debris removal, access roads, and the Management Policy Study were included. These are cost categories
(3). (9), and (10). respectively. The total of these three categories was $1,353,231, which when added to
$13,813,946 brings the total cost to replace the 1000-foot Corridor and Pilot Channel project to

$15,167,177.

2 Project Background

The Flood Control District began work on this project following the two major floods; February to
March 1978 and December 1978 to January 1979. The initial contract was for vegetation clearing
upstream of Gillespie Dam. That contract was terminated in June 1980 due to the February 1980 flood.
After this, the third flood in two years, the Flood Control District, with the strorig support and urging of
local citizens, began work on establishing a project to alleviate the damaging effects of flooding. The
District organized a large committee comprised 6f local citizens, State and Federal regulatory agencies,
local politicians, environmental groups, and District staff to develop a project. The result of the
committee’s action was a negotiated 1000-foot wide corridor extending 36 miles' from 91st Avenue to
Gillespie Dam, (see Figure 2.1).

Within this corridor, most non-native phreatophyte growth would be removed while preserving native
stands of@nonwoods and@llows. At the time the project was being developed, there were no Clean
Water Act Section 404 permit requirements for vegetative removal within "Waters of the United States."
However, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process was followed with the sponsorship of
the U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USF&WS). The NEPA process ultimately required an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) to be drafted and later, with the expansion of the project to include the pilot

channel, the EIS was amended and a 404 permit for excavation and placement of fill was required and

' The actual length of the corridor is 35.8 miles. For consistency between the various cost categories, 35.8 miles will be used as the actual

project length throughout the report.
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secured. The purpose of the clearing was to establish an open path of low resistance for flows that are
low to moderate (1,000 to 20,000 cubic feet per second). Approximately 30 miles of the corridor were
cleared; the remaining six miles did not require clearing.

The project was amended in the mid-1980’s to include a pilot channel in areas where the natural low
flows were outside th_e clearing. This channel was centered in the clearing, had a variable depth and an
approximate 100-foot bottom width. Its average capacity was estimated at 800 to 1000 cubic feet per
second (cfs). In 1992, the pilot channel construction had been completed from Agua Caliente Road, 3.5
miles upstream of Gillespie Dam, to upstream of Rainbow Road (16.2 miles) and from the Tuthill Road

bridge to Sarival Road (4.7 miles). The remaining 14.9 miles of cleared corridor had natural channels and

did not require a constructed pilot channel.

3 Restoration Estimates

Flood Control District staff have converted published annual Consumer Price Indices (CPI's) to a
CPI for each fiscal year of the project’s construction life according to procedures established in State
Statute. The CPI's were used to determine inflation rates for each fiscal year and FY 1993/94 was
designated the current dollar year. The inflation rates were transformed into annual Capital Amount
Factors (CAF’s). The Consumer Price Indices, corresponding inflation rates, and Capital Amount Factors
for FY1979/80 through FY1993/94 are given in Table 3.1. The calculation for the CPI's and the CAF’s
can be found in Appendix B. For convenience, the table also includes a "Product Factor" (PF) for each
year. The PF is simply the product of consecutive CAF’s starting with the CAF for FY 1993/94 and
ending with the CAF for the year following the fiscal year in which the cost was incurred. The present
worth of a cost from any fiscal year is the cost in that year multiplied by its PF.

In order to re-establish the 1000-foot clearing and pilot channel, work in the ten cost categories in
Table 1.1 needs to be accomplished. The original clearing project involved activities in Jurisdictional
Waters (namely clearing and grubbing) but no Section 404 permit was required.

After the flows receded following the 1993 flooding, the District, desirous of resuming clearing
operations, discussed permitting requirement with the Corps of Engineers. Through numerous discussion
with the Corps, we are certain that a Section 404 permit is now required. Therefore, prior to any work
being done, the project must obtain environmental permitting, which in turn requires environmental
mitigation. These requirements are reflected in cost categories (1) and (2).

The third cost category is debris removal. This is due to the partial collapse of the Salt River
(formerly Tri-Cities) Landfill in January 1993. The four cost categories of clearing and grubbing,

earthwork for open channels, engineering studies and design, and contract administration and support were



all performed in the original project and clearly need to be repeated. Engineering design and contract

administration and support were accomplished by Flood Control District staff.

F\l(seca? 1979/80 | 1980/81 | 1981/82 | 1982/83 | 1983/84 | 1984/85 | 1985/86
CPI 53.8 59.2 64.2 67.2 70.0 72.9 752
Inflation | 10.0% 8.4% 4.7% 4.2% 4.2% 3.1% 2.8%
CAF 1.100 1.084 1.047 1.042 1.042 1.031 1.028
PF 1.75311 | 1.61726 | 1.54466 | 1.48240 | 1.42265 | 1.37988 | 1.34229
Fiscal
Year 1986/87 | 1987/88 | 1988/89 | 1989/90 | 1990/91 | 1991/92 | 1992/93 | 1993/94
CPI 77.3 79.9 83.5 87.2 90.9 94.0 96.4 100.0
Inflation 3.4% 4.5% 4.4% 4.3% 3.4% 2.6% 3.7% 3.7%
CAF 1.034 1.045 1.044 1.043 1.034 1.026 1.037 1.037
PF 129815 | 1.24225 | 1.18990 | 1.14084 | 1.10333 | 1.07537 | 1.03700 | 1.00000
Table 3.1

Consumer Price Indices, Annual Inflation Rates, and Annual Capital Amount Factors.

Indices for FY1979/80 through FY1991/92 are based on Table 3 of the Sep. 1993 "Survey of Current Business."
Index for FY1992/93 is from Table 7.13 of the Feb. 1994 "Survey of Current Business", published by the U.S. Dept.
of Commerce, Economics, and Statistics Admin., Bureau of Economic Analysis. The CPI for FY 1992/93 is repeated

for FY 1993/94. Consumer Price Index calculations conform to A.R.S. §41-563.

Surveying of the baseline for the pilot channel and a partial boundary survey and monumentation
was performed in the original project. Baseline surveying will need to be performed again and a full
boundary survey of the 1000-foot corridor will need to be performed. Cost will be incurred in re-
establishing access through gravel roads over private property requiring the purchase of easements. A
management study, the scope of work for which is included in Appendix A, will be accomplished to
determine the overall project feasibility. We understand that the cost for this study is reimbursable under

the DSR. The cost estimates for these ten components are detailed in the subsequent sections.

3.1 Environmental Documentation and Permitting
As discussed in Section 2, an early contract for the project involved the completion of environmental

documentation through the NEPA process. Contract 80-1 was initiated for the preparation of an

Environmental Assessment report describing the environmental consequences of the 1000-foot clearing



from 91st Avenue to Gillespie Dam. The contract was authorized on February 25, 1980 for $88,740. On
November 12, 1980, the USF&WS informed the Flood Control District that an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) was required. The contract was suspended with $7,190 remaining on the contract.
Subsequent negotiations to finish the contract with the drafting and acceptance of the EIS resulted in a
change order for $18.§36. An additional $2,500 of out-of-scope work was identified. With the remaining
funds, the net value of the change order was $14,246. The final contract amount of $102,986 is reflected
in Table 3.1.1.

In 1985, the clearing project was amended to include an approximate 100-foot wide pilot channel
in the middle of the corridor. This added construction activity required an Amended EIS and a Section
404 permit. The Amended EIS was accomplished under Contract 85-14. The contract was approved in
April 1985 and completed in June 1985. The USF&WS acted as the lead agency for the preparation of
the NEPA document. The Section 404 permit was secured in May 1986.

Additionally, the District conducted Phase I Environmental Site Assessments. The purpose of these
assessments was to survey for potential hazardous and toxic substance contamination in the project
corridor. Generally, assessments were conducted in advance of property acquisition; however, two were
done for the purpose of excavating the pilot channel. The first, under Contract 90-7, (Job 5-50041-51)
was for the 4.7 mile reach between Sarival Road and the Tuthill Road bridge. (See Section 3.5 Contract
90-2.) The work was accomplished in FY 1990/91. The second assessment, also under Contract 90-7,
(Job FCDO025) was conducted in FY 1992/93 for the 2.5 mile segment between the Tuthill Road bridge
and Rainbow Road for the purposes of excavating the pilot channel. This 2.5 mile segment was never

excavated. The present value costs of all four contracts is summarized in Table 3.1.1.

Table 3.1.1

Contract/Job Number Fiscal Year of Bid Cost (Bid Year) Cost (6-30-1994)
80-1 (EIS) 1979/80 $102,986 $180,546
85-14 (Amended EIS) 1984/85 $23,128 $31,914
5-50041-51 (Site Assessment) 1990/91 $5,882 $6,490
FCDO025 (Site Assessment) 1992/93 $6,319 $6,553
Total $138.315 $225,503

Cost Estimate - Environmental Documentation.

Since the flood event, District staff have been in frequent communication with the U. S. Army Corps

of Engineers regarding the permitting of this project. As discussed in Section 2, no Section 404 permit




was required for the initial work of mechanized land clearing and minor grading. These activities now
require a 404 permit.

Table 3.1.1 does not reflect the costs of obtaining a permit.” We have; however, estimated the costs
of completing an EIS and obtaining a permit for a "restoration" project. The description of the project
is discussed in the ne;(t section. The estimate is derived from a report from a recently completed Flood
Control District contract. The report investigated, developed, and detailed specific tasks to be
accomplished in the preparation of a Watercourse Master Plan for the Salt-Gila River between Granite
Reef Dam and Gila Bend (94.5 miles).” In the report, the specifics of determining the NEPA process and
permitting requirements, completing the NEPA process, and obtaining a Section 404 permit total
$1.474.000, is summarized in Table 3.1.2. The prorated portion of these costs for the segment from 91st

Avenue to Gillespie Dam (35.8 miles of 94.5 miles) is shown in Table 1.1.

Determining NEPA Completing Necessary | Obtain Section 404 Total Costs
Compliance Process and | NEPA Documentation | Permit (mitigation (unadjusted
Permitting Requirements and Compliance costs excluded) for inflation)

$12,000 $1,306,000 $156,000 $1,474,000
Prorated Total (35.8 of 94.5 miles) $558,404

Table 3.1.2
Cost Estimate - Potential Environmental Documentation and Permitting.

3.2 Environmental Mitigation

The mitigation that had been provided for the 1000-foot Corridor and Pilot Channel project was
difficult to ascertain in preparation of this report. This was because the original 1000-foot clearing was
accomplished without the requirement of a Section 404 permit. Early mitigation requirements were
provided by the USF&WS as guidance only. Appendix A includes two letters from 1981 from the
USE&WS to the consultant for Contract 80-1 discussing mitigation for the 1000-foot clearing. The
estimated cost of mitigation for the clearing was $109,745 ($177,487 in June 1994 current dollars).

On November 25, 1986, a meeting was held between the Flood Control District, USF&WS, and the

Arizona Game & Fish Department (AG&FD). The focus of the meeting was to discuss what remaining

2 Contract 85-14 provided additional environmental documentation for the NEPA process. Flood Control District staff made application for
the Section 404 permit and no contract costs were incurred in obtaining the permit. In this report Section 3.7, Contract Administration, also

includes the staff time costs in securing the permit.

5 The results of the Master Plan are not anticipated to affect potential projects in the river between 91st Avenue and Gillespie Dam.
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mitigation responsibilities existed for the clearing and low flow channel. Minutes from the meeting
indicate that mitigation requirements for the clearing were satisfied as of that date, and that upon
completion of pole plantings near the SR 85 bridge, all mitigation requirements for the pilot channel
would be met. Additional correspondence is provided on pages A-28 to A-33 in Appendix A between
the District and the I}SF&WS and the District and the AG&FD concerning mitigation of unauthorized

access roads.

In 1991, a Flood Control District internal report was prepared summarizing the District’s mitigation
efforts on the clearing and pilot channel. The report indicates that mitigation for the clearing consisted
of at least 1,970 pole plantings and 10 acres of food crops (grain) seeding. Mitigation for the pilot
channel was 375 pole plantings near the SR 85 bridge. The cost of documented mitigation is calculated

in Table 3.2.1.

Mitigation Measure Clearing Pilot Channel Unit Cost¥ Total (6-30-94)
Food Crops (Grains) 10 acres $1300 per acre $13,000
Pole Planting 1,970 poles 375 poles $10 each $23,450
1991 Summary $36,450
1981 USF&WS $177.487
Total $213,937
Table 3.2.1

Present Value Cost Estimate - Environmental Mitigation.
T Unit costs based on mitigation Contract 93-13 New River Landscaping and Revegetation (see pages A-46 to

A-43).

Based on the mitigation plan for a flood control project on the New River, it is our belief that the
cost of mitigating the 1000-foot Corridor and Pilot Channel project in the mid-1990’s is vastly different
and perhaps as much as an order of magnitude more expensive than it was in the early to mid-1980’s.
This belief makes our previous mitigation expenditures, as depicted in Table 3.2.1, unrealistic. Therefore,
we have developed an alternate mitigation package for the "restoration” project.

Under current Section 404 (b) 1 guidelines, mitigation must be provided for the total area disturbed.
Since the 1000-foot Corridor and Pilot Channel project covered approximately 4,340 acres, (1000 feet by
35.8 miles long) the mitigation costs will not likely exceed that which can be provided for the 4,340 acres.
The District’s experience on other large river projects indicates that imposed regulations have been
consistent to provide no net loss of habitat. A reasonable interpretation of these regulations is a one-to-

one replacement of plants with recognized habitat value and no net loss of valuable habitat. We use this




interpretation as our mitigation guideline. Currently, District staff are in the process of describing the
"restoration" project for the 1000-foot corridor and pilot channel. The new project is intended to be the

one that best meets the project’s purpose and need; which can be stated as:

A corridor of low hydraulic resistance and improved riverbed stability that reduces the severity of damages
attributed to flooding in the Sali-Gila River between 91st Avenue and Gillespie Dam.

The Flood Control District believes that the best project that meets this purpose and need is the
Managed Vegetative Corridor and Pilot Channel (MVCPC). The four components of the MVCPC are
shown in Figure 3.2.1 and are described as; (1) a pilot channel in the center of the existing alignment of
the 1000-foot corridor - 100-feet wide, (2) fringe vegetation consisting mainly of cattails - 10-feet wide
lining both sides of the pilot channel, (3) an active management zone (AMZ) consisting mainly of grasses,
herbaceous and low shrub vegetation and patches of Cottonwood and Willow to provide food, nesting
habitat. and riverbed stability - 400 feet or 410 feet on either side of the fringe vegetation, and (4) pole
plantings to stabilize the outer portions of the corridor and enhance the habitat - the 40 feet inside each
corridor boundary.

At the present time, the Flood Control District does not know what the mitigation requirements will
be for the MVCPC. For the purposes of this report we make the foliowing assumptions. First, that the
pilot channel is provided to convey the perennial low to moderate flows, as has been the case starting
approximately eight years ago. Therefore, the 100 feet that the pilot channel will occupy will require no
mitigation.

Second, that the fringe vegetation along with the patches of trees in the AMZ is preferred habitat
for the Yuma Clapper Rail, a listed Endangered Species. The AMZ would provide valuable cover and
food for the White Wing Dove, an Arizona game bird. and low hydraulic resistance shrubs, which provide
nesting habitat and help stabilize the riverbed. A considerable portion of the mitigation will be required
to enhance the habitat for these two bird species. Within the active management zone the District would
also remove non-native phreatophytes, such as Salt Cedar, which chokes the river. Since the entire AMZ
has the potential to be disturbed, all of the 800-foot or 820-foot width may require mitigation.

In the last assumption, we assert that pole plantings of Cottonwoods and Willows, both native to the
river and preserved under clearing and maintenance activities, are a good measure to stabilize and keep
aligned the corridor boundary. They are a renewable resource in that mature trees can selectively be
harvested for planting in other areas and also provide valuable habitat. We believe that these assumptions
are consistent with the reasonable interpretation of regulations requiring a one-to-one replacement and no

net loss of habitat.

10
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Flood Control District staff believe that mitigation measures such as these will need to be provided
for the MVCPC to be permitted under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Table 3.2.2 summarizes the
mitigation for the MVCPC and the costs are reflected in Table 1.1. The mitigation measures totals in

Table 3.2.2 are 25 times as much as those that District staff were able to document and summarize in

Table 3.2.1.
Mitigation Element Total
Measure MVCPC Element Width (feet) Unit CostT Quantity | (6-30-1994)
Cattailst Pilot Channel Fringe 20 $36 / squarei 14,203 $511,308
Grains and Active Management
Shrubs Zone (AMZ) 800 or 820f | $1,300 / acre 3,493 $4,540,900
TreestT AMZ N/A $300 / patch 72 $21,600
Pole Plantingfi Corridor Boundary 80 $1,000 / acre 347 $347,000
900 or 920 $5,420,808
Table 3.2.2

Cost Estimate - Potential Environmental Mitigation.
T Unit Costs based on mitigation Contract 93-13 (New River Landscaping and Revegetation) and the mitigation

proposal for the New River Flood Control Project.
A 10-foot by 10-foot area with a cattail plant in each corner, see Fig. 3.2.1. Based on 26.9 miles; the length

of proposed pilot channel - [(26.9) (5280) / 10 (0.5) ( 2 sides)] = 14,203, see Sec. 3.5.
800 ft. from Gillespie Dam and Sarival Rd. (26.9 mi) and 820 ft. from Sarival Rd. to 91st Ave. (8.9 mi).

A patch to consist of 30 plants, one patch per mile both sides.
Based on $10 per pole and 100 poles per acre, (approx. 21 ft. on center) for the full 35.8 mile project length.

3.3 Debris Removal

Debris removal was not a significant part of most of the clearing and grubbing contracts. However,

as a result of the partial collapse of the Salt River (formerly Tri-Cities) Landfill in January 1993,

considerable debris washed down the Salt-Gila River. The District conducted debris removal from 67th

Avenue to 115th Avenue (6 miles) under Work Order 93-6002. The cleanup was conducted over the area

of inundation, approximately 2,270 acres* (3,120 feet average width). Table 3.3.1 details the material,

labor, and equipment costs for this effort. All the work was conducted in the current fiscal year and no

inflation adjustment was made. The equipment costs are based on rates that conform to the discussions |

between ADEM and the Flood Control District on June 13, 1994.

“ The inundation acreage was derived from a Geographic Information System (GIS) coverage (generated data) using aerial photography during
the peak flows of January 9, 1993. GIS work performed by Flood Control District staff.
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The total acreage of the 1000-foot corridor is 4,340 acres. The area of corridor within the 6-mile
cleanup area was approximately 727 acres. The area remaining in the corridor yet to be cleared is 3,613

acres. The prorated cleanup acreage’ is therefore 3‘613/2‘270 = 1.59 as large as Work Order 93-6002.

Work Order Total Costs
Number Material Costs Labor Costs Equipment Costs (6-30-1994)
93-6002 2,249 26,055 23,304 $51,608

Prorated Total $82,141

Table 3.3.1
Cost Estimate - Debris Removal.

3.4 Clearing and Grubbing
The clearing of Salt Cedar began in the winter of 1979, before the drafting of the EIS conducted

under Contract 80-1. The District proceeded with the acquisition of land rights to and clearing of the
1000-1u0t corridor.® A total of seven contracts were awarded and 4,147 acres of land was cleared of Salt
Cedar. Table 3.4.1 provides the cost summary for these contracts.

Since the Salt Cedar was very thick at the time clearing operations began, as compared to the present
time, future clearing activities are presumed to be cheaper if the process were to have resumed last year,
this year, or next. However, permitting constraints have precluded continued maintenance clearing of the
corridor since the flooding of 1993. For the past fifteen months, the Salt Cedar has quickly been re-
establishing itself throughout the corridor. Under an optimistic schedule, the District will secure a Section
404 permit to re-start the clearing of Salt Cedar within one year. The seven clearing contracts took
approximately five years to complete. With budget constraints, it will likely take at least four years to
clear the Salt Cedar once the permit is secured. That means that the average segment will remain
uncleared for approximately four years, or until the summer of 1997. We estimate that the four years of
uncontrolled growth equates to approximately 75 percent of the original cost in this category.

Review of the contract documentation gave no indication of how many river miles were cleared in
Contract 79-5. However, plan sheets indicated that the corridor was to be approximately 300 feet wide.

This contract was initiated prior to the establishment of the corridor alignment and width. At contract

5 All of the 4,340 acres of the corridor are within the area of inundation. Therefore, all of the remaining 3,613 acres are presumed to require

cleanup.

¢ Land acquisition and administrative procedures associated with land acquisition, have totaled over $7 million dollars for the project but
are not a part of these estimates because the Flood Control District still maintains those rights.
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suspension, 161 acres were cleared and grubbed. The 161 acres equate to 4.4 miles of clearing having
been completed at the time the contract was suspended due to flooding.

Contract 80-7 included an option to extend the clearing west to Bullard Avenue. The option was
not exercised. Contract 82-7 adjoined Contract 80-7 on the downstream end. The acreages actually
cleared in both contra.lcts are consistent with the whole 7.0 miles being cleared in these two segments.

Contract 82-21 was terminated at due to excessive flows at 92% completion [100% complete from
323rd Ave. to Gillespie Dam (7 mi.) and 75% complete from 323rd to 291th Aves. [0.75(4) = 3 mi.)].

Contract 82-25 was terminated at 36% completion due to excessive flows. In Contracts 82-21 and
82-25 approximately 1,653 of 2,562 acres were completed over 24 river miles. Contract 83-24 was for
1,645 acres total, of which approximately 804 acres had been previously cleared. District records do not
indicate that any more than 1,153 acres (70%) were cleared in Contract 83-24. Therefore, costs in Table
3.4.1 for this contract were for 70% completion, as reflected in the documents in Appendix A. In Contract
84-22 the clearing acreages were reduced from original estimates of 362 to 308 acres.

No contracts were ever issued to clear the eight miles between Bullard Avenue (147th Ave.) and
Airport Road (211th Ave.). However, approximately one mile of this reach was cleared as Segment 6C.
Contract 90-2 (see Section 3.5) cleared an additional 115 acres between the Tuthill Road bridge and
Sarival Road. Therefore, approximately two of the eight miles of this reach were cleared and grubbed.

Table 3.4.1 indicates that 33.9 miles were cleared but six of the eight miles between Bullard and
Airport Roads were not. The 4,147 acres that were actually cleared represent 34.2 miles of the corridor.’

With six miles never contracted to be cleared, it is apparent that segments were cleared more than
once. This fact is an indication of the complications that can and have occurred in attempting to clear and
grub the corridor, usually due to excessive flows. It is reasonable to speculate that future contracts to re-
establish the clearing could be complicated by excessive water flows or other field conditions. These
complications could suspend or delay contracts, as was the case in the past. Total accuracy in such
contracts is difficult to obtain.

For the purposes of estimating the costs to clear the and grub the corridor, we determine the prorated

cost as the sum of the six miles that were never contracted to be cleared (at unit cost) and the 25 percent
reduced cost. The average unit cost indicated in the table is 51'6“9“““/33.9 m = $48.,656 per mile (or $401

per acre). The prorated cost reported in Table 1.1 is [6 mi ($48,656 per mi) + $1,237,081] = $1,529,017.

7 At 1000 feet wide, the corridor is 121.21 acres per river mule.
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Contract Acreage Miles Actua]]-y Fiscal Year Cost Cost
Number Actually Cleared Cleared of Bid (Bid Year) (6-30-1994)
79-5 [1] 161 44 =137 1979/80 $121.807 $213.542
80-7 [2] _524 4.0 1979/80 $192,392 $337.285
82-7 [3] 348 3.0 1981/82 $125,680 $194,133
82-21 [4] 1,213 10.0 1982/83 $265.895 $394.164
82-25 [5] 440 3.6 1982/83 $97,903 $145,132
83-24 (6] 1,153 9.5 1982/83 $191,398 $283,729
84-22 [7] 308 2.5 1983/84 $57.257 $81,457
4,147 33.9 $1,052,332 $1,649,442
25% Reduction $1,237,081
Prorated Total $1,529,017

Table 3.4.1
Cost Estimate - Clearing and Grubbing.
(1] Segment 2 apparently covered approximately 4 miles upstream of Gillespie Dam. The contract was terminated

at 63% completion.

(2] Segment 1 covered the 4 miles [91st Ave. to El Mirage Road (123rd Ave.)] with an option to extend the
clearing to Bullard Ave. (147th Ave.). The option was not exercised.

Segment 3 covered the 3 miles [El Mirage Rd. to Bullard Ave.]. Segment 3 adjoins Segment 1 downstream.
[4] Segment 4 covered 10 of the 11 miles [Palo Verde Rd.(291st Ave.) to Gillespie Dam]. The contract was

terminated at 92% completion.
[5] Segment 5 covered the 10 miles [Airport Rd. (211th Ave.) to Palo Verde Rd.]. The contract was terminated

at 36% completion. ;
[6] Segment SA covered approximately 14 miles [Airport Rd. to 323rd Ave.]. Only 70% of the contract was

completed.
[7] Segment 6A covered 1 mile in the vicinity of Palo Verde Rd.; Segment 6B covered less than 1 mile in the

vicinity of Miller Rd. (251st Ave.); and Segment 6C covered 1 mile in the vicinity of Perryville Rd. (187th
Ave.).
+ At assumed 300-foot width; (0.30)(4.4) = 1.3 miles for tabulation purposes.

3.5 Earthwork for Open Channels

As discussed in Section 3.2, the purpose of the cleared corridor was to establish an open path of low
resistance for low to moderate flows (1,000 to 20,000 cubic feet per second). The excavation of pilot
channels aligned flows within the clearing, promoted channel scour and decreased water surface elevations
during higher flows. The six contracts shown in Table 3.5.1 detail costs associated with this category.
Table 3.5.1 reveals that of the 35.8 miles of the total project length, 14.9 miles did not include a pilot
channel; 3.5 miles upstream of Gillespie Dam, 2.5 miles between Rainbow Road and the Tuthill Road

bridge, and 8.9 miles between Sarival Road and 91st Avenue. As the pilot channels are to be re-
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established. Flood Control District staff believe that a continuous channel from Sarival Road to Gillespie
Dam, (26.9 miles) should be constructed. The belief that 6.0 additional miles should be built is based on
twoO primary reasons.

The first is that the termination of the pilot channel at the Tuthill Road bridge, (Contract 90-2
terminated at the brid-ge) has created a changed hydraulic condition in the vicinity and downstream of the
bridge. In August 1992, prior to the flooding, District staff became aware of the formation of a sandbar
in the vicinity of the bridge. A likely explanation for the formation is a sudden flattening of the gradient
in the vicinity of the bridge. This flattening slows the water velocity allowing transported sediments to
drop out. Also by August 1992, erosion on the north bank was occurring downstream of the bridge.
Comparison of pre- to post-flooding aerial photography confirmed the extent of erosion as significant.
Post-flood aerial photography indicated that this sandbar formed almost entirely within the corridor and

is approximately 0.7 miles long and covers 30 acres.

Total Fiscal
Contract Volume Miles Year of Cost Cost
Number (cu. yd.) Excavated Bid (Bid Year) (6-30-1994)
82-13 [1] 38,558 N/A 1980/81 $59,379 $96.032
85-18 [2] 263,023 0.9 1985/86 $289,325 $388,359
87-3 (3] 412,500 2.5 1987/88 $309,375 $384,322
88-16 [4] 751,330 3.8 1989/90 $623,604 $711,433
90-2 [5] 997,200 4.7 1990/91 $1,105,143 $1,219,336
91-8 [6] 965,908 9.0 1991/92 $765,087 $822,751
3,428,519 20.9 3.151.913 $3,622,233
20% Reduction $2,897,786
Prorated Total $3,937,662
Table 3.5.1

Cost Estimate - Earthwork for Open Channels.

[1] South bank shaping and grading east of the SR 85 bridge.
2] Covered approximately 4500 feet (0.85 miles) in the vicinity of the SR 85 bridge, mostly upstream.
3] Covered approximately 2.5 miles of the 4 miles [Wilson Rd. (283rd Ave.) to Miller Rd. (251st Ave.)].
4] Covered 3.8 miles [Miller Rd to Rainbow Rd. (227 Ave.)].

5] Covered 4.7 miles [Tuthill Rd. (203rd. Ave. and Sarival Rd. (183rd Ave.)].
6] Covered 9 of 12.5 miles from Gillespie Dam to Turner Road (275th Ave.).
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Flood Control District staff are presently processing a license to the Maricopa County Department
of Transportation (MCDOT) for the purpose of removing a portion the sandbar within the corridor in the
immediate vicinity of the bridge. MCDOT has budgeted $2,000,000 to conduct the excavation along with
repairs of scour damage to the bridge piers caused by a lateral migration of the main channel to the far
south bank and dangérously close to the abutment. District staff believe that the excavation of the pilot
channel to connect the 2.5 miles between the Tuthill Road bridge and Rainbow Road will limit main
channel migration, future erosion of the north bank, and reduce scour damage to the bridge.

The second reason the District believes that a continuous channel should be built from Sarival Road
to Gillespie Dam involves the breach of Gillespie Dam. Likely alternatives for repairing the breach entail
the construction of some gated apparatus (radial gates or inflatable dams) which would allow the
impoundment of water for diversion purposes during normal flows and which would be opened to pass
high flows during a flood. Since the entire approximate 170-foot breach is within the corridor, it would
be prudent to assure that a pilot channel guides flows to the gated portion of the dam. Both of these
segments will be studied in detail in the Management Policy Study discussed in Section 3.10.

In all six pilot channel contracts, the bid unit was cubic yards and the work consisted of site
preparation, excavation, and disposal. Much of the disposed alluvium was used to build roads within the
1000-foot corridor and to construct plugs at the corridor’s boundary to prevent flows from leaving the
corridor and entering meanders beyond the corridor.

Contract 82-13 was accomplished in conjunction with the widening of the SR 85 bridge. The bridge
length was doubled from 375 to 750 feet (added section south of existing section) following the three
floods from 1978 to 1980. The work consisted of shaping the new south bank and grading to guide
drainage through the bridge; all east of the bridge. This contract was not expressly for pilot channel
excavation, rather appurtenant excavation to the widening of the bridge. However, the 1993 flooding has
necessitated that similar excavation near the bridge  again occur.

Contract 85-18 excavated the pilot channel approximately 1.3 miles upstream of the SR 85 bridge.
The contract processed two change orders which added 34,462 cubic yards (CY) to the original 249,000
CY estimate. The final quantity however, was 263,023 CY.

Contract 87-3 excavated the pilot channel approximately 8,800 feet west of and between 4,500 and
9.000 feet east of the SR 85 bridge. The general project limits were the four miles between Wilson Road
and Miller Road. The bid estimate of 375,000 CY was adjusted to 412,500 CY.

Contract 88-16 excavated the pilot channel approximately 3.8 miles between Miller Road and

Rainbow Road. The bid estimate of 712,000 CY was adjusted to 751,330 CY.
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Contract 90-2 excavated the pilot channel between the Tuthill Road bridge and Sarival Road,
approximately 4.7 miles. The original bid estimate was 997,200 CY and the final work consisted of an
additional 115 acres of clearing and grubbing for approximately 0.8 miles of the corridor. The cost for
clearing and grubbing is accounted for here and not Section 3.4.

Contract 91-08 éxcavated a pilot channel for nine miles of the approximate 12.5 miles between
Gillespie Dam and Turner Road. The original bid estimate 0f 956,500 CY was adjusted to a final quantity
of 965,908 CY.

As discussed in Section 1, work in this cost category was approximately 80 percent destroyed by the
flooding of 1993. The prorated cost reported in Table 1.1 is the sum of the additional six miles (at unit
cost) and the 20 percent reduced cost; or == "‘i/m9 o + 0.80)($3,622,233) = $3,937,662.

It is of some interest that the average cost of the pilot channel (in June 1994 current dollars) was $33
per lineal foot, (20.9 miles excavated at a cost of $3,622,233). For a 100-foot wide channel, the average

depth was 8.5 feet ( 3A42851927) | 20.5(5280(100) )» and the average unit cost was $1.06 per cubic yard.

3.6 Engineering Studies and Design

There have been two engineering contracts that studied the effects of the clearing on the river. The
first was Contract 80-6 which studied the flooding problems in the vicinity of Gillespie Dam and the
effects on the dam by the 1000-foot clearing project. The second was Contract 80-9 which studied flood
control alternatives in the Salt-Gila River from 91st Avenue to the Agua Fria confluence with the Gila
River.® The studies were performed as a basis of the District’s "Gila River Interim Control Works" which
ultimately included the clearing, pilot channels, the Perryville levee, and the Holly Acres levee as
construction projects. The costs for these two studies are summarized in Table 3.6.1. Contractual
information is provided in Appendix A. The reports themselves are not included as appendices but are
available from the Flood Control District. The full costs of these studies is reflected in the table because
their primary focus was to determine the effects that the clearing would have on Gillespie Dam and the
Holly Acres Community.

To determine the engineering costs for the clearing and pilot channel work, Flood Control District
accounting records were used. This is because none of the design for the seven clearing and grubbing
contracts in Section 3.4 or the six pilot channel projects in Section 3.5 was done under contract. All
engineering design for both the clearing and the pilot channels was accomplished by Flood Control District

staff. The accounting records do not; however, distinguish between staff time spent on the clearing or

¢ The north bank within this reach of the Salt-Gila River is better known as Holly Acres.
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pilot channel engineering design and other projects in the Salt-Gila River

Gillespie Dam; specifically, the Perryville levee and the Holly Acres levee.

between 91st Avenue and

Contract Number

Fiscal Year of Bid

Cost (Bid Year)

Cost (6-30-1994)

80-6 1979/80 $30,750 $53,908
80-9 1979/80 $89,000 $156,027
Total $119,750 $209,935

Table 3.6.1
Cost Estimate - Engineering Studies.

The contract to design these two levee was awarded in the amount of $59,000 for engineering design
performed from April 1982 through November 1983. The Holly Acres levee was re-designed from March
to May of 1984° These costs are kept separate from the staff time charged as engineering design
associated with the clearing and pilot channel work.

District accounting records were reviewed to track staff time devoted to engineering design. Flood
Control District staff charged time under what are termed "Activity Codes." The two codes that were
tracked for this report were 105 "Salt-Gila Clearing & Channel” and 106 "Salt-Gila Interim Control
Works. A "Cost Account Code" of 6447 was used specifically by staff for Engineering. Cost Account
Code 6447 may appear in the accounting records as Administration, Maintenance, Land Acquisition or
Construction & Operations.'” Only two of these, Administration (010 or 045) and Construction &
Operations (040) were tracked in preparation of Table 3.6.2. Since Code 6447 includes contracts for
engineering studies, care was taken not to repeat the costs from Table 3.6.1 or any other costs previously
accounted for in this report."!

To account for the $59,000 for the design of the levees and the presumed $9,000 for the re-design

of the Holly Acres levee, $29,500 was subtracted from the totals in the accounting records for FY’s

9 The cost of the re-design was not found in the project file. However. the original contract included $9,000 for "...additional work related
to this contract.” No record existed indicating that these monies were ever used. The original contract lasted 20 months and extinguished
approximately $3,000 of the contract cost monthly. A cost of $9,000 for the three month re-design is reasonable. It is therefore used as the

amount for the re-design.

1 As previously stated, land acquisition costs (Account Code 020) were not tracked as reimbursable costs because land rights were not
affected by the flood event. It is to be noted; however, that discussions of corridor alignments and various project and design options took place
that involved land acquisition staff. In these discussions, land acquisition staff would have accounted for their time by code 020, planners and
project managers by code 010, and Construction & Operations Division staff by code 040. Since the accounting records give no indication of
how much staff time (in code 020) was spent in these discussions, we have not attempted to track these costs or seek reimbursement for them.

' For example, the Site Assessment FCDO25 accounted for in Table 3.1.1, appears as Engineering 6447 on page 5584 of the FY 1992/93
accounting records, (see page A-266 of App. A). The $6,319 is not accounted for in Table 3.6.2.
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1981/82 and 1982/83 and $9,000 for FY 1983/84. Table 3.6.2 summarizes the engineering design costs
for the clearing and pilot channel work.

No engineering design costs (except Contracts 80-6 and 80-9) were incurred during FY 1979/80.
Accounting records for FY 1984/85 were not available. For this year, the average of the previous and
subsequent fiscal yea;s’ figures were used. The sum of Tables 3.6.1 and 3.6.2 is reflected in Table 1.1

as the total for this category.”” Appendix C includes additional calculations to clarify Table 3.6.2.

Fiscal Year - 1980/81 1981/82% 1982/83+ 1983/84+ 1984/85%
Cost (In Fiscal Year) $38,443 $2,292 $25,520 $5,158 $20.580
Cost (June 30, 1994) $62,172 $3,540 $37.831 $7.338 $28.397
Fiscal Year 1985/86 1986/87 1987/88f 1988/89 1989/90
Cost (In Fiscal Year) $27,001 $8.,685 $0 $477 $35,283
Cost (June 30, 1994) $36,243 $11,274 $0 $568 $40,252
Fiscal Year 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 Total
Cost (In Fiscal Year) $73.445 $392 $3,518 $240,794
Cost (June 30, 1994) $81,034 $422 $3,648 $312,720
Table 3.6.2

Cost Estimate - Engineering Design.
+  Design of the Perryville and Holly Acres levees occurred in FY 1981/82 and FY 1982/83. Re-design of the

Holly Acres levee occurred in FY 1983/84. The figures in the table account for these design costs.
+  No accounting records available. Used average of FY 1983/84 and FY 1985/86.
f  No Engineering costs reported for FY 1987/88.

3.7 Contract Administration

In this section, we track the staff costs for administering each of the contracts and work orders that
were performed in Sections 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, and 3.8. The primary administrative costs incurred by
District staff were in the areas of project planning, project management of contracts and work orders,
construction inspection, and design review. As in Section 3.6, District staff tracked only Activity Codes

105 and 106 in the categories of Administration (010 or (045) and Construction & Operations (040).

12 The cost of $312.720 in Table 3.6.2 represents approximately 7.9 percent of cost category (5). Discussions at a meeting on April 21, 1994
with FEMA and ADEM staff indicated that Flood Control District’s previous proposal of 7 percent of Earthwork for Open Channels taken as
the cost for Engineering Design was too low. Therefore, the 7.9 percent is presumed to be reasonable.
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As in the previous section, we utilized the accounting records. The Cost Account Codes 9001
(Regular Hours Direct Labor), 9002 (Overtime Direct Labor), 5011 (Regular Salaries), and 5031
(Overtime) were used to account for staff salaries.”> The cost of this project in the area of staff salaries
is summarized in Table 3.7.1. We have included $5,000 for FY 1979/80 in staff time spent at inception
of this project, includi.ng Contract 79-5. Fifty percent of the total staff costs were subtracted out for FY’s
1981/82 and 1982/83 to account for the administration costs of the design of the Perryville and Holly
Acres levees. In FY 1983/84 approximately 30 percent of the total staff costs were subtracted out to
account for the Holly Acres re-design. This percentage is the same as that used in Table 3.6.2; that is,
$9,000 compared to $29,500. Also as in the previous section, the average of the total staff costs for the
previous and subsequent fiscal years are used for FY 1984/85. In FY 1992/93 $26,195 in staff costs were
incurred mainly in the planning of future projects (capital projects and the MYCPC). This same kind of
planning has occurred in the current fiscal year; therefore, the $26,195 is repeated for FY 1993/94 in Table
3.7.1. Appendix C includes additional calculations to clarify Table 3.7.1.

Fiscal Year 1979/80% 1980/81 1981/82% 1982/83% 1983/847 1984/85f

Cost (In Fiscal Year) $5,000 $35.052 $10,588 $23,853 $24 915 $35,466

Cost (June 30, 1994) $8,766 $56,688 $16,355 $35,360 $35,445 $48,938

Fiscal Year 1985/86 1986/87 1987/88 1988/89 | 1989/90 1990/91

Cost (In Fiscal Year) $35,077 $49,239 $16,585 $2,222 $44,098 $58,438

Cost (June 30, 1994) $47,084 $63.920 $20,603 $2,644 $50,309 $64,476

Fiscal Year 1991/92 1992/93 1993/941% Total
Cost (In Fiscal Year) $28,108 $26,195 $26,195 $421,031
Cost (June 30, 1994) $30,226 $27.164 $26,195 $534,173

Table 3.7.1

Cost Estimate - Contract Administration and Support. )

£+ $5,000 is used to account for project planning at conception of the 1000-foot clearing project.

+  For FY’s 1981/82 and 1982/83, 50% of staff time was subtracted to account for the Perryville and Holly Acres
levees. In FY 1983/84 approximately 30% was subtracted.

f  No accounting records available. Used average of unadjusted FY 1983/84 and FY 1985/86.

t+ Repeated costs for FY 1992/93 to reflect on-going project planning.

13 Codes 9001 and 9002 had been used to account for force labor cost throughout the history of this project. However, codes 5011 and 5031
were not used until the mid-1980’s. Codes 9001 and 5011 are equivalent as are codes 9002 and 5031. Construction Inspection was tracked under

Activity Code 6973.
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3.8 Surveying

In this section, costs for three survey tasks are developed; (1) past construction surveying to establish
the baseline for the excavation of the pilot channel and cross section surveying for earthwork quantity take
off estimates, (2) an estimate of the future costs for establishing and monumenting the 1000-foot corridor
boundary, and (3) rei—mbursement for topographic surveying conducted in February 19931

Prior to undertaking the excavation of the pilot channel, the Flood Control District had to accomplish
two tasks; staking of the pilot channel and surveying the cross sections of the pilot channel. The former
task located the proposed channel alignment in the desired alignment within the corridor boundary and
the latter task allowed for the engineer’s estimate of the quantity of material to be excavated for budgetary
purposes.

Contract 88-51 established the baseline and cross section surveying for approximately 8.5 miles of
the pilot channel. The approximate limits for this work was from the Tuthill Road bridge to Sarival Road
(4.7 miles). Two change orders were processed for this contract. The first included additional work for
monumenting a previously established baseline for Contract 88-16 (see Table 3.5.1), 3.8 miles, and the
second for additional effort caused by excessive brush hindering the survey of cross sections.

Contract 90-49 established the baseline and cross section surveying for approximately 9.0 miles of
the pilot channel. The limits for this work was Agua Caliente Road to Turner Road. A small change
order was processed to provide additional data to facilitate pilot channel design.

Table 3.8.1 summarizes the costs that have been incurred in the project. Job number 8325-00 was
incidental surveying for clearing and grubbing contract 82-7. Segments [2] to [4] represent approximately
18.3 miles of baseline surveying. In Section 3.5 it was determined that approximately 20.9 miles of pilot
channel were actually excavated. Segment [3] in Table 3.5.1 slightly overlaps Segment [4] of Table 3.8.1;
otherwise the approximate 2.5 mile discrepancy cannot be explained. However, it is unlikely that the pilot
channel for Contract 87-3 (Table 3.5.1) would have been excavated without construction surveying.

Since Table 3.8.1 does not reflect all of the costs of construction surveying we have calculated an
adjusted total. To determine the reimbursement for surveying District staff assumed the average unit cost
for Contracts 88-51 and 90-49. These contracts provided the necessary construction survey task for pilot
channel excavation, namely; baseline staking (consisting of layout and section corner ties), cross section
surveying, and aerial photography provided as base maps for drafting. The unit cost of producing this
(LI =EIT | $1.76 per foot or $9.293 per mile, (in 1994

surveying work is (44800 ft. + 47,300 ft.) =

current dollars). To provide construction surveying for the 26.9 miles, as discussed in Section 3.5, the

'* The topographic surveying was performed for a flood insurance study which is a completely separate project from the 1000-foot Clearing
and Pilot Channel project. It is a FEMA floodplain delineation study for the Salt-Gila River from Gillespie Dam to Granite Reef Dam (72 mules).
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District anticipates spending at least $249,982. This cost along with the minor costs for Job Number

8325-00 and the survey work conducted for Contract 87-3 are reflected as the final value in Table 3.8.1.

Contract/Job -Baseline Length Fiscal Year of Cost Cost
Number (feet) Bid (Bid Year) (6-30-1994)
8325-00 [1] N/A 1982/83 $930 $1,379
87-3 [2] 4,500 1987/88 $4,709 $5.850
88-51 [3] 44,800 1988/89 $69,840 $83,102
90-49 (4] 47,300 1990/91 $71,505 $78.894
96,600 Total $146,984 $169.224
18‘5‘3,\7@& Anticipated Reimbursementt $257,210
Table 3.8.1

Cost Estimate - Construction Surveying.

(1] A minor work order for Contract 82-7, see Table 3.4.1.

(2] Covered 0.85 miles of pilot channel staking to Contract 85-18, see Table 3.5.1.

(3] Covered 8.5 miles [between the Tuthill Rd. bridge and Sarival Rd. and (under change order) from near Miller
Rd. to Rainbow Road]. Pilot channel staking and cross section surveying for Contract 90-2 and channel staking

for 88-16.
[4] Covered 9.0 miles [between Agua Caliente Rd. (3.5 miles north of Gillespie Dam) to Tumer Rd. (275th Ave.)].

Pilot channel and cross section surveying for Contract 91-8.

t  Anticipated reimbursement based on 26.9 miles of construction surveying at average unit cost of Contracts 88-

51 and 90-49 plus the minor costs incurred in Job No. 8325-00 and that for Contract 87-3.

The second survey task is the establishment and monumentation of the 1000-foot corridor boundary.
Flood Control District field staff have established this boundary in the past, and through the maintenance
of the clearing, its location was well established. However, the monuments frequently washed out and
the boundary is not as well tied down as public projects adjacent to private and public lands ought to be.
Additionally, the flooding of 1993 caused much of the river to change course, by the formation of new
meanders and sandbars. District field crews no longer have the ability to accurately locate the corridor
visually.

To establish the costs for monumenting the corridor boundary the unit cost of surveying of $1.98 per
foot ($10.454 per mi) was used. This unit cost was derived from the original contractor’s proposal for
Contract 90-59. In Appendix C we provide a complete breakdown that results in the unit cost. The
survey costs are summarized in Table 3.8.2. The installation of monuments once the survey work is
completed is also presented in the table. The breakdown of those costs also appears in Appendix C.

For this project, the Flood Control District proposes to set a monument every 1000 feet on both sides

of the corridor. This totals 378 monuments. Of these, 103 are primary monuments to be set on the

23



boundary’s angle points (many of the angle points are shown in App. D.). The remaining 275 monuments
are secondary to be placed 1000 feet apart on line between primary monuments. Table 3.8.2 develops the

data that results in the unit costs used for surveying the boundary. Additional costs for the installation

of monuments is also presented in the table.

| Item Work Performed Unit Cost Quantity Total (6-30-94)
Surveying By Contract $10,454 per mile 35.8 milesf $374,253
Primary $4.,858 per monument

MonumentsT By Contract (installed) 103 monuments $500,323

Secondary By Flood Control $197 per
Monumenti District monument (installed) 275 monuments $54,186
Total $928,762

Table 3.8.2

Cost Estimate - Boundary Survey and Monumentation.

+ W14x90 (wide flange I-beam 14" depth and 90 Ib per foot) 50 feet long pile driven to a depth of 40 feet.
Placed on angle points. Unit cost includes the contractor’s providing access roads along the corridor boundary.

8-ft, 4" dia. galvanized pipe installed in augered hole and concreted. Placed on-line between angle points @

1000 foot intervals.

f Unit cost for corridor mile not boundary mile which is approximately 71.6 miles long.

++

The last component of this cost category is reimbursement for topographic surveying. At the present
time. the Flood Control District is conducting a Flood Insurance Study between Gillespie Dam and Granite
Reef Dam. The District processed a change order in March 1993 for aerial topographic surveying of 21.2
miles of the 72-mile length of the study. The work was necessary because of topographic changes to the

river caused by the flooding of January 1993. The costs are summarized in Table 3.8.3.

Length downstream of Length within the Change Order Cost Total Costs
91st Avenue total 72-mile reach (March 1993) (6-30-1994)
16.3 miles 21.2 miles $157,093 $162,905
Prorated Total $125,253
Table 3.8.3

Cost Estimate - Topographic Surveying.

The topographic changes were significant enough that the water surface profile and elevations
developed by the study would have been inaccurate for approximately 34 miles of the study reach if the

topography had not been updated. Of the 21.2 miles, 16.3 miles were downstream of 91st Avenue; (7.0
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miles between Gillespie Dam and Powers Butte, 4.0 miles upstream of the SR 85 bridge, 2.8 miles from

Waterman Wash to the Tuthill Road bridge, and 2.5 miles from Dysart Road to 115th Avenue). The total
of the three tables in this cost category are reflected in Table 1.1.

3.9 Access Roads

Access 1o the 1000-foot corridor has traditionally been from public and private dirt roads. In many
cases. the District’s use of these roads has been by informal agreement. In other cases, no agreement with
property owners existed. Better access is proposed because proper and authorized access to the project
is vital.'”® By "proper" access, we mean that roads should be constructed and maintained from public
paved roads to the corridor boundary. " Authorized" access means that the District will purchase ingress
and egress rights-of-way (easements) for the access roads. The proposed access roads are to be 20-feet
wide gravel roads. Table 3.9.1 details the unit costs per road mile for constructing such roads; no
maintenance costs are included. These costs are developed in Appendix C.

Appendix D show 35 access road segments. Twenty-six of the segments are the actual access points
utilized in the past. The nine additional segments are included because they improve access and
significantly reduce the need to build additional access roads parallel to the corridor boundary, which
historically have needed much maintenance. Itis believed that the 35 segments will need less maintenance

than what was required for the combination of the previous 26 and the additional segments along the

corridor boundary.

Equipment T Labor I Material 77 Land it Total

$2.158 per mi. $1,527 per mi. $28.314 per mi. $6,061 per mi. $38,060 per mile

Table 3.9.1

Access Roads Unit Costs.
t Based on Flood Control District costs of a 470 D7 Bulldozer @ $20.14/hr, a 484 D& Bulldozer @ $23.97/hr,

4 474 Backhoe @ $22.65/hr, and a 61 Blade "Cat” 140G @ $22.27/hr. Rates are for 4-wheel drive equipment.
+  Based on actual Flood Control District costs (incl. benefits) for one operator per piece of equipment.

+

++ Based on 20-foot wide road with 4" aggregate base course (ABC) at 1.5 tons/CY @ $14.30 per ton delivered.
++ Based on a 20-foot wide right-of-way @ $2,500 per acre.

T

Table 3.9.2 summarizes the costs for the 35 access road segments. It is to be noted that this cost does
not include access roads parallel to the corridor boundary. Twenty or more miles of such roads will need

to be constructed, but as pointed out in Table 3.8.2, many access roads will be built with the installation

15 See pages A-28 to A-33 in Appendix A regarding "...certain unauthorized road clearings on lands adjacent to the 1000 clearing...."
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of monuments. Excess material from the excavation of pilot channels has traditionally been used to build

up access roads.

Road = ROW Improvement
Segment Length Length Land Improvement
Number Ownershipt (mi) (miles) Cost Cost Total Cost

1 0.89 $5,394 $5,394
2 G 0.72 0.15 $5.273 $4,800 $10,073
3 G 2.08 $12,607 $12,607
4 G 0.83 0.13 $5.819 $4.160 $9,978
5 G 2.18 $13,213 $13,213
6 G 1.17 0.06 $7,455 $1.920 $9,375
7 G.P 1.95 0.76 $16.425 $24.319 $40,745
8 G. U 1.29 0.38 $10,122 $12,160 $22,281
9 G. U 117 0.11 $7,758 $3,520 $11,278
10 G 1.59 $9.637 $9.637
11 0.40 $2,424 $12,800 $15,224
12 G, U 3.43 $20,789 $20,789
13 G 0.45 $2,727 $2,727
14 G 3.60 $21,820 $21,820
15 U 0.78 $4.728 $24.959 $29,687
16 U 2.39 0.06 $14.849 $1,920 $16,769
17 U 1.10 0.32 $8.607 $10,240 $18,846
18 8] 2:12 0.32 $14,789 $10,240 $25,029
19 ILLU 1.31 $7.940 $41,919 $49,859
20 G, U 0.70 0.30 $6,061 $9,600 $15.661

Subtotal 27.66 5.08 $198.,437 $162,557 $360,992

Table 3.9.2
Cost Estimate - Access Roads.
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Road ROW Improvement

Segment Length Length Land Improvement
Number | Ownershipt (mi) (miles) Cost Cost Total Cost
21 U 1.38 $8,364 $44,159 $52,523
22 G LU 2.73 1.17 $23,638 $37,439 $61,077
23 G.U 1.38 0.19 $9,516 $6,080 $15,596
24 G U 1.40 - 0.57 $11,940 $18,239 $30,180
25 G, U 2.42 $14,668 $14,668
| 26 U 0.23 $1,394 $7,360 $8,754
‘ 27 U 1.69 $10,243 $10.243
28 U 0.68 0.19 $5,273 $6,080 $11,353
29 M, G 0.81 0.23 $6,303 $7,360 $13,663
30 G, U 0.61 $3,697 $19,519 $23.217
31 U 0.45 $2,727 $14,400 $17,127
32 I 0.34 $2,061 $10,880 $12,940
33 U 0.78 0.23 $6,122 $7,360 $13,481
34 LG 1.91 0.23 $12,971 - $7,360 $20,330
35 G 0.13 $788 $4,160 $4,948
Subtotal 13.80 5.95 $119,705 $190,396 $310,099
Total 41.46 11.03 $318,142 $352,949 $671,091

Table 3.9.2 (con’t.)

+ G denotes State or Federal Government.
I  denotes Irrigation company.
M denotes Municipality.
U denotes Unknown.

Ownership of each segment was investigated to verify that the Flood Control District had no prior
rights to any of the proposed road segments. Even though Flood Control District staff were unsure of the
ownership of many of the segments, largely due to incomplete or out-of-date county records, a search of
Flood Control District holdings verified that only minor amounts of land is owned by the Flood Control
District anywhere outside the 1000-foot corridor. The tedious work to determine which if any access road

segments are already in Flood Control District ownership was not accomplished.
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For each of the 35 segments the "Right-of-Way Length” (ROW Length) was measured as the distance
from paved public right-of-way to the 1000-foot corridor boundary. The "Improvement Length" was
measured as the distance from the end of an existing dirt road to the corridor boundary. Table 392
shows that nine segments require no improvements because the entire ROW Length is an existing dirt

road. Nine other segments require improvements for the entire ROW Length because no road exists at

all.

3.10 Management Policy Study
The Management Policy Study is an engineering, economic, and data collection study intended to

review the Flood Control District’s past project policies (namely the clearing and pilot channel project)
and recommend a long-term policy for the future. The study is scheduled to begin in the fall of 1994 and
take approximately two years to complete. The scope of work has been previously supplied to FEMA and
ADEM and is included herein in Appendix A. The budgeted monies, based on preliminary estimates, have
been $600,000. Table 1.1 reflects this cost. Even though the study limits are longer (60 miles from 67th
Ave. to Citrus Valley Rd., west of Gila Bend) the analyses will be done from information and data
collected from within the 36 miles of the Clearing and Pilot Channel project and applied over the entire
60 miles. Therefore, the $600,000 is not prorated.

The flooding of 1993, which has been estimated as having a return period of approximately 20 to 25
years, nearly completely destroyed the clearing and pilot channel project. This flood was the first in the
river since the pilot channels have been excavated. District staff are very concerned about re-establishing
this costly project without first knowing its benefits (the reduction in damages associated with flooding)
and its stability (how susceptible a cleared corridor and pilot channel are to being eroded). This is
especially true in light of the considerable expense associated with environmental mitigation and the
project’s propensity for sustaining severe damage from only moderate flooding.

The study will quantify the benefits by determining how much the water surface elevation is lowered
and how much the floodplain is narrowed by the corridor and pilot channel. The stability of the corridor
will be determined by examining the gradation of the riverbed and estimating how flows transport particles

in the riverbed given that gradation.

4 Summary

This report has documented over $15 million in costs that may reasonably be expected to be
expended in re-establishing a project that is environmentally sensitive and that meets the original project

purpose. The report was carefully prepared from 15 years of project files and other records. Where
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judgment needed to be exercised, especially in Sections 3.6 and 3.7, care was taken to be conservative.
Each section has been carefully reviewed for consistency and five appendices were used to include data
sufficient to verify any figure presented in the body of the report.

Table 4.1 presents current dollar average costs for the project, and where applicable, annual costs for
the life of the project. It should be noted again that these costs are exclusive of land acquisition and
associated costs incurred therefrom. The unit costs are provided for future budgetary reasons and the

annual costs demonstrate relative magnitude of expenses incurred in each cost category.

Clearing Earthwork
Environmental | Environmental Debris and for Open
Permitting Mitigation Removal Grubbing Channels
Unit Cost (per acre) $129 $1,249 $19 $352 N/A
Unit Cost (per mile) $15,598 $151.419 $2,294 $42,710 $146,381%
Annual Cost (6.7%) $164,711 $651,785
Annual Cost (3.7%) $134,652 $577,629
Total Category Cost $558,404 $5,420,808 $82,141 $1,529,017 | $3.937,662
Engineering
Studies and Contract Access Management
Design Administration | Surveying Roads Policy Study
Unit Cost (per acre) $120 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Unit Cost (per mile) $14,599 $14,921 $36,626% $12,785% $16,760
Annual Cost (6.7%) $58.692 $57,543
Annual Cost (3.7%) $48,504 $47,042
Total Category Cost $522,656 $534,173 $1,311,225 | $671,091 $600,000

Table 4.1

Project Unit Costs and Annual Expenditures.
(adjusted to June 1994 dollars).
The "Capital Recovery Factor" (CAF) was used to determine annual costs, (see Appendix. C).
The remaining 8 cost categories’ unit costs are based on 35.8 miles and 4,340 acres. This includes the Management

Policy Study.

No annual costs were determined for those cost categories that have not existed throughout the life of the project
or whose total costs were developed in this report and not incurred.
+  Unit costs are based on 26.9 miles and the corresponding 3,261 acres.

+

Table 3.9.2).
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CONTRACT FOR ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING SERVICES
CONTRACT FCD 80-1

WHEREAS, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Arizona,
hereinafter called the DISTRICT, is desirous of having certain professional
engineering and surveying services performed in connection with the Salt-Gila
River Clearing Project.

WHEREAS, Harold £. Ditzler, a Registered Professional Engineer, doing
business as Benham, Blair and Affiliates, Inc., hereinafter called the ENGINEER,
is desirous of performing said services;

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree as follows:

The ENGINEER shall provide professional engineering and surveying
services for: Preparation of an Environmental Assessment Report describing the
environmental consequences of constructing a 1,000 foot wide clearing from 91st
Avenue to Gillespie Dam in accordance with the attached Scope of Work, Exhibit A,
dated July 30, 1979, and Proposal Extract, dated February 6, 1980, Exhibit B, and
made a part hereof.

The fee for this contract is $88,740.00, payable upon completion of the
work as accepted by the DISTRICT, except that progress payments may be made on
certification by the ENGINEER, and approved by the Chief Engineer and General
Manager of the Flood Control District, on ninety percent (90%) of the work
compieted at the time of request for progress payment.

Whenever an alteration in the character of work results in a substantial
change in the nature of the design, thereby materially increasing or decreasing
the cost of the performance, the work will be performed in accordance with the

‘contract and as directed; provided, however, that before such work is started, a

contract change order or supplemental agreement shall be executed by the DISTRICT
and the ENGINEER, such change order not to be effective until approved by the
DISTRICT. Additions to, modifications, or deletions from the project provided
herein may be made and the compensation to be paid to the ENGINEER may be adjusted
accordingly by mutual agreement of the contracting parties. It is distinctly
understood and agreed that no claim for extra work done or materials furnished

by the ENGINEER will be allowed by the DISTRICT except as provided herein, nor
shall the ENGINEER do any work or furnish any materials not covered by this
agreement unless such work is first authorized in writing. Any such work or
materials furnished by the ENGINEER without such written authorization first

being given shall be at his own risk, cost, and expense, and he hereby agrees

that without such written authorization he will make no claim for compensation for
such work or materials furnished.

A1l documents, including original drawings, estimates, specifications,
field notes and data are and remain the property of the DISTRICT. The ENGINEER
may retain a set of reproducible record prints of drawings and copies of other’
documents.

ENGINEER shall perform its services as an independent contractor in
accordance with its own methods, this Contract, and applicable laws and regulations.

Neither party hereto shall be considered in default in the performance
of its obligations hereunder to the extent that the performance of any such
obligations is prevented or delayed by any cause, existing or future, which is
beyond the reascnable control of such party.
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TRICT may terminate this Contract a

, DIS t any time upon reimbursement to
the ENGINEER of expenses which include reasonabl

e charges for time and material,

ENGINEER may terminate this Contract in the event of nonpayment of
fees as specified herein.

of this Contract without prior approval of the DISTRI

its related entities and affiliated companies as if t
ENGINEER,

CT, personnel or services of
hey were an integral part of

IN WITNESS

WHEREOF, the parties herein have executed this Contract
in quadruplicate.

ENGINEER FLOOD CONTRQL DISTRIGY OF MARICOPA COUNTY,
_ ARTZONA
. <D B .
;2%;4;.¢r<2Q)<5 45(2242211J B <;*‘~'
- J . Chaivnan, Board B D3 ecys
Date: Z2-Zo-&S Date: ;Z//,/(_(J—,,y 4 25 10203
RECOMMENDED BY: ATTEST:

000,

L
Clerk of the Board

22 ot

Chief Engineer and General Manager,
DISTRICT

Date: g/zo//a

NO KICK-BACK CERTIFICATION

The ENGINEER warrants that no person has been employed or retained to solicit or
secure this contract upon an agreement or understanding for a commission,
percentage, brokerage or contingent fee; and that no member of the
of the Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Arizona,
Flood Control District of Maricopa County, has any interest
wise, in the Consulting Engineering firm,

or any employee of the
» financially or other-

For breach or violation of this warranty, the Flood Control District of Maricopa
County, Arizona, shall have the right to annuyl this contract without liability,
or at its discretion to deduct from the contract price or consideration the full
amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee.

Signed: __ _{M? M}

Date: 2-20-KO 4

Distribution:

Board of Directors (2)
Consulting Engineer
Flood Control District files

A2
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Board of Directors



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services \\ﬁ ! o
2934 W. Fairmount Avenue L Lot N
Phoenix, Arizona 85017 ;._..m’t_L /3 l

- £33 Vi, I
November 4, 1980 el |/ e i)

samwn | o3 c

Dick Perreault, Project Engineer ' -
Flood Control District of Maricopa County & *

3335 West Durango Street /.
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 _ A3AIZO3

LU LN
Dear Mr. Perreault: o '
We have reviewed the draft environmental assessment report on the proposed
clearing of phreatophytic vegetation on the Salt and Gila Rivers from

91st Avenue to Gillespie Dam, Maricopa County, Arizona, and have the
following comments.

The document generally covers the environment and impacts of the proposed
project, however, there are a number of errors in the information presented.

The sections depicting land use and land ownership contain most of the
errors. In these sections maps on land ownership do not show all of the
federal lands located along the river. Also, the descriptions of manage-
ment of the P.L. 1015 lands are not correct.

Specific comments:

Summary - This section should be expanded to show specific benefits
of 'the channel alignment proposed by the Fish and Wildlife Service.

, 1.1 Purpose, Page 1-1 - The first sentence should read ". . . Salt
and Gila Rivers . . ."™ not just Gila River.

1.4.1.1 Maricopa County Flood Control District, Page 1-5 - The
environmental report prepared by the Arizona Game and Fish Department
dealt with only those lands owned by the department (Base and Meridian
and Amator Tracts). Also, the impacts of the clearing from 91st to
123rd Avenues were not based on this report.

1.4.1.2 Salt River Project, Page 1-6 - The six dams and reservoirs
discussed in this section are located on the Salt and Verde Rivers and

not the Gila River. c:J CONTROL DISTRIC:
RECEIVED
1.4.2.1 Bureau of Land Management, Page 1-7 - Change the name of :
the town from Date Palm to Dateland. NV 4 80
HYORO
Mt
A3 SUsE_
PN
RO¥
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2.1 Proposed Action, Page 2-1, third paragraph - The Fish and
Wildlife Service did not write an environmental assessment on the clearing
between 91st and 123rd Avenues, nor did the Service issue a finding of
no significant impact. The assessment referred to the 300-foot wide
clearing from Powers Butte to Gillespie Dam. The clearing from 91st to

123rd Avenues was done on private, Indian and state lands with no federal
Tands involved.

Figure 3-4, Vegetation Communities - The large dashed lines on the
maps should be identified or deleted. Also, the maps should be consecutively
numbered, i.e., 3-4-1, 3-4-2, etc.

3.11.1.1 Federal lands, Pages 3-55 and 56 - The description of the
Fred J. Weiler Greenbelt and its management is not correct. A good
description of the area is found in 3.11.2.4.1, page 3-54.

Figure 3-5, Land Ownership - A1l of the lands in federal ownership
are not identified on the maps. It appears that the P.L. 1015 lands are
shown as state lands and not federal. Maps should te consecutively
numbered.

Figure 3-6, Land Use - Land Class 9, Barren Land should be deleted,
this is not a Tand use. Those lands used for wildlife management (P.L.
1015) should be so designated. Also, those lands within the Fred J.
Weiler Greenbelt should be designated as "Natural Areas." Maps should
be consecutively numbered. :

Table 3.11.1, Page 3-63 - Percentage figures on this table should
be checked, small grains appear to be too high, and cotton too low for
Present cropping patterns.

4.5.1, Proposed Action, Page 4-20 - This section should include a
breakdown of how many acres of federal, state, and private lands would
be cleared under each of the alternatives.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this report.

Sincerely, v&‘/

JenrN fer Fowler
Actin eld Supervisor

cc:
Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix

Area Manager, USFWS, Phoenix :

Regional Director, USFWS, Albuquerque, NM )
Benham-Blair & Affiliates, Inc., P.0. Box 2400, Oklahoma City, OK 73156
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CHANGE ORDER NO. 1 TO CONTRACT
FOR ENGINEERING SERVICES

Contract No. FCD 80-1

WHEREAS, the Flood Contrel District of Maricopa County, a political
subdivision of the State of Arizona, hereinafter called the “DISTRICT" and
Benham Blair and Affiliates, Inc., 1200 Northwest 63rd, P. 0. Box 20400,
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73156, hereinafter called the "ENGINEER" did execute
a contract numbered FCD 80-1, signed February 2, 1980 for engineering services
for:

Preparation of an Environmental Assessment Report describing
the environmental conseguences of constructing a 1,000 foot
wide clearing in the Salt/Gila River bed from 91st Avenue to
Gillespie Dam.

WHEREAS, additional engineering services are required to prepare and
publish a camera ready copy of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement and a
camera ready copy of a Final Environmental Impact Statement to describe the
environmental consequences of constructing a 1,000 foot wide clearing in the
Salt/Gila River bed from 91st Avenue to Gillespie Dam and to describe the miti-
gation measures required to reduce the environmental consequences of the clearing
project.

NOW THEREFORE, the parties hereto mutually agree to mbdify Contract
FCD 80-1 as follows:

ADD to Contract No. FCD 80-1, the Scope of Work EXHIBIT "C",
dated February 3, 1981, attached hereto.

The fee for the work described in Exhibit "C" is $18,936.00. An
additional amount of $2,500.00 is provided for work beyond the Scope of
Exhibit “C". The fee for the original contract is $88,740, of which $7,190
of unearned funds remain. The net increase for this change order is $14,246
and therefore, the amended total contract amount is $102,986.

The amount of $2,500 is provided for additional work not covered in
Exhibit “C", such as additional field studies or for additional extensive data
gathering. The ENGINEER shall provide the DISTRICT with a supplemental Scope
of Work for any additional work. Any additional work performed by the ENGINEER
will be paid according to the schedule shown in Exhibit "C", but only upon
written approval of the DISTRICT'S Chief Engineer and General Manager.

This Change Order to Contract for Engineering Services, when executed,
shall become part of Contract No. FCD 80-1.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties herein have executed this Change Order
in quadruplicate.

ENGINEER: FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF
MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA

/451 By
Foz‘s/er}gi#_ ate ,)ch
7 seceuw 1
Date: fek /958 Date: MAR 167138
14
RECOMMENDED BY: - ATTEST:

Chief Engineer and General Manager, Clerk of the Board
DISTRICT

SN | Q%Z vy

Date: FER 2 4 1981

AS




FILE o go-/
304R) OF pIRCCTOR:
AGENDA INFOMATILY FORM TLOCD CONTROL DISTRICT or HﬁPICUPA COUNTY

L. BRTET DESCRIDTION OF paovesar AND *\""”‘7535j£’-f’_-99-""i”__/\f§E@l:

The Board of Directors, on February 25, 1980, anproved Contract FCD 20-1 between
the Flood Control District and Cenham, Blair and Affiliates, Inc. The provisions
of the contract required the consultant tg provide engineering services to prepare
an Environmental Assessment Report describing the environmental consequences of
constructing a 1,000 foot wide clearing in the Salt/Gila River from 91st Avenua

to the Gillespie Dam. The U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service, on MNovember 12, 1¢¢0,
informed the Flood Control District that an Environmental Impact Statement would
be required before the clearing project could be continued. hen tie suspend

work order was issued to the consultant, $7,190 of unearned funds remained from
the $33,740 contract amount.

Negotiations with the consultant have been completed for the required engineering
services to prepare and publish the Environmental Impact Statement. 7|t 15 requoes ftod
that the Board of Directors approve and the Chairman sign all five copies of the
enclosed Change Ordor No. 1 to Contract r(p 50-1 ior $13,246 i (4, Coenbany Grare

and Affiliates, Inc. *Please return Tour copies to the Flood Concrol Listrioe wnd
retain one for the (ldrk's files. Funds are included in the current Fiscal year
budget for this change order.

2. LUST OF PROPOSAL:

Funding Source: FCD . TeTaL
funding Anount: $14,246 e Slfpa
Otiier Casec: Indirect -0- text F/Y 0=

Additional Employees: Current F/Y__ -0~  Wext r/v Q- )

3. RECOMMENDED MOTION:

It is moved that the Board of Directors approve Change Order No, 1 to Contract
FCD 80-1 with Benham, BYair & Afriliates, Inc. for the preparation of an Cnviron-

mental Impact St t for the Sait/Gila River Clearing Project.
ACTION T:EX.‘IN: APPROVED Ef D{SAPPRO\VED COr, In.'uéu DATE: 3 1(17//'/

. LIGAL REVIEW:

ATproved as to foro:
N.t fNeceasary:

5. FINANCIAL REVIIY:

vepartment of Finance X
Uffice of Hanagement & Budger( ) ——
Not nesessary () FINANCIAL OFFICER

6. PERSCITINL REVIEW :

Personnel .
lot necessary () PERZONNEL DIRZCTOR

7. SCTION RECOMIENDED nY:

?
©H. D. Mathews

' Chief Engineer and General Manager Siened - w. p L
NAME & TITLE szc:z;\run:fFEB 2 4 1981

APPIGT I OFRICTAT
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

Interoffice Memorandum

g rie_FCD 85-14

SUBJECT:  CONSULTANT SELECTION FOR CONTRACT FCD 85-14
0 DESTROY

TO: FILE FROM: R. Perreault DATE: 25 March 1985

It is necessary to amend the EIS for the Salt/Gila River Clearing Project to
allow the District to receive permission to construct pilot channels within the
clearing. Initially, when I learned of the amendment requirement from the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), I thought that the amendment could be
written and published by the FCD staff.

In later discussions with the USFWS, I learned that the amendment document to be
produced was considerably more than an administrative addition to the EIS. The
decision was then made that we should hire a consultant to develop and write the
amendment. Since Benham-Blair & Associates, who wrote the EIS, no longer have
an office in town, we needed to hire another qualified consulting firm.

It was estimated that the amendment could be published for less than $25,000.
The District's consultant selection committee reviewed the District's consultant
qualifications files and selected three firms. It was decided that, based on
qualifications, Boyle Engineering Corporation would be contacted and would be
requested to submit a proposal.

Boyle's proposal was received on March 4, 1985, and was reviewed by the staff.
The USFWS was also contacted concerning the tasks that should be included in the
scope of work. The committee met with Mr. Ken Lewis from Boyle Engineering on
March 13, 1985. The scope of work was slightly modified and the lump sum
contract was negotiated for $23,128. The revised scope of work reflecting the
negotiated fee was submitted on March 14, 1985.

The contract documents have been prepared and the contract is being processed
for the Board of Directors' agenda for April 15, 1985.

A o o

Richard G. Perreault
Project Engineer

RGP/ jnk Info: NPK
EOK

A

SLS
DES

File: FCD 85-14

6900-003

11/78
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Fee Estimate for EIS Asendsent
for Low Flow Drain and Spotl Areas

Task Description Senior Associate Assistant Draftsaan  Clerical Tota

- Engineer  Engineer  Engineer Techaician _—

] L} ] ¢ ¢

$65/hr $43/hr $3S/hr $33/hr $22/hr -
(hrs) {hrs) (hrs) {hrs) (hrs) 3
1. Review existing data 8 $52

2. Establish size of tow flow drain 15 13 $1

3. Establish environsental effects 32 32 $3-5?

of low flow drain

4. Establish first pass spoil areas 32 18 20 54,42
3. Review and sadify spail areas 16 32 36 20 $4,
6. Establish environsental effects of 32 8 57

of spoil areas
7. Prepare preliainary draft report 32 20 20 20 | $3_8F
8. Prepare final draft report 16 18 16 L PN
9. Prepare final report (contingency)t
10. Coaeputer tise @ $15/hour vf4(

T0TALS 183 84 143 76" 207 8%

¢ A contingency itea to be carried out on a tise and saterials basis after authorization to proceed

I e e I S I I A 1 I A it 1 1 O A R T O I A R N I R



oULUT LUN FUR A TRAFEZOIDAL CHANNEL

I5 LOW FLUOW CHANMNEL SECTIUN &/14/389

I5CHARLE 1000, 00 CHFS BASE Wi B5. 00 FER]
=LOLLITY G.&4 FFS SIDE SlLbr= 2,00 TO 1
ORMAL DEFTH 3,02 FEET AREA 274,57 Su.rl.
g1 0M SLUFE 0.00120 TOF WIDTH F7 .07 FEET
AMMING S M 0. Q290

R1V1CAL DEFTH 1.461 FEET VELOCITY HEAD 0.21 FEET
FUOLIDE MUMBER 0,39 o+ M I2ATS FOUNDS
H1TICAL SLOFE 0. 00998

\ Nyorr ToR Vezien ‘.




Bouyle Enqgineering Corporstion

consulting enqingeers
531 East Bethany Home Road ’ o

Phoenix, Arizona 85012 602 / 263-9685
- Maricopa County Flood Control #2234 ‘ | NVO | CE
District L
3335 W. Durango Street January 8, 1986
Phoenix, AZ 85009 PH-M04-103-01

Attention: Mr. Dick Perreault
Contract FCD 85-14

Engineering Services for preparation of an amended EIS for Salt and Gila
Rivers Pilot Channel.

Project Complete 1007 = $23,128.00 -
Less Previous Invoices = 21,784.17 B
Total Due This Invoice = 1,343.83 7
Plus 10% retention = 2,178.42

Total Amount Due & Payable §3,522.25 Vv’

oéé?,/n/i’b
Y
e /Aé,ﬁﬂ'

Kedneth V. Lewis . ) B
FLOOD CSATRCL DISTRICT

KL:sb v ‘ REZEIVED
N o1l go
CHENG | | HYDRO
ASSY LMgt
\ | ADMie susp | N
C&0 FILE
[ insR DES o
, FRURCE ~ y‘y/@?é
REMATKS 7 -
L
A-10 , -

Payable on presentation; Finance charge 1% % per month on unpaid balance after 30 days.

S e s e | EEEE e,
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PLEASE REMIT TO:
Flood Control District of
Maricopa County
ATTN: Catesby W. Moore

>

41674 CHRISTY STREET
FREMONT, CA 94538-3114 Gila River low flow

415) 659-0404 « FAX (415) 651-4677 channel i
3335 West Durango Street “13) @S Jackrabbit Trail &
Phoenix, A2 85009 €XCCELTECH : Bridge and Sarival Ave.\
9 '
Seuthem Californla Reglonal Office 17082 Murphy Avanue, livine, CA 927145914 {714) 756-8866 Fax: {714) 756-5317 i
Arizona Regl | Otllce 1520 W. Mi | Rosd, Sulte A-1, Tempe, AZ 95283 (602) 345-6640 Fax;(602) 345-8149 ‘\-\
( BILL DATE .+ COST THROUGH ~ © " INVOICE NUMBER N PO. CONTRACT NO. Jos
. {
October 31, 1990 October, 1990 90~6315 : A12808 . 5-50041-51%
— . : :
INVOICE DESCRIPTION: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment \
ITEM " .- DESCRIPTION . PRICE AK
’ \
1 ' Total labor

$ 5,48}0..20 \

Total Direct Charges 401.97

T1-v

Itemized statement attached

PAY
THIS AMOUNT $ 5,882.17




ET JOB #

5-50041-51
Labor Charges
Rate Hours Rate Travel Cost

Personnel Hours Charged Hrs. " Hours _
Program Manager $77.00 4.00 $308.0C
Supervisor $44.00 11.50 $22.00 4.00 $594.0C -
Geologist $49.50 14.50 $24.75 4.00 $816.75
Chemist $49.50 54.00 $24.75 7.00 $2,846.2%F
Technician $24.20 12.00 $12.10 8.00 $387.2C
Administrative $44.00 12.00 $528.00
TOTAL LABOR $5,480.2C

Rate Base Cost Multiplier Total Direct _

Direct Charges Unit Units Charges

Description ' . o
Profile Fee $250.00 15.00% $287.5C
Map $11.54 15.00% $13.27
Vehicle #1/Mileage $1.98 40.00 $79.20-
Vehicle #2/Mileage $0.55 40.00 $22.0C
TOTAL DIRECT CHARGES $401.97
TOTAL AMOUNT $5,882.17

{E} - ' b
A1
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l e N L. 1 ]
' r FLOOD CGNT2CL DIST OF MARTIZOQTA CCUNTY INVOICE NO. 22920696
CONTRACT FCD 20-70 Job Number FCDO2S
I 2€01 YEST DURANGO STRZZIT Client No. 3833
DUGENT?. A7 25009 Invoice Date 11-27-92
. Page 1 of 1
Name Hidéle fila River
n Gocdrears A7
ized By ¥r. Clin Suttan
2.0.
lents This invoice is for servicas perfcrmed froa 99-30-02
' threocugh 11-13-¢2.
I E QUANTITY : WORK DESCRIPTION UNIT AMOUNT
' Trovironmental Services:
/
l 6425 Sit=2 Assesscrs Ber hcur 6500 4192 .507
28,5 Fizld Technicizzy ger hour 30.06 €55 .00~
582.0 ¥ilzagees per mile 30 200 .80 7
l 130 Clerical/Draftine Suprortsy per hcur 35.06 455 ,0C~—
1.0 FTrotodocumsntatiscn £9.66 29 .66//
1.0 ARerial photos 297 .05 - 297 .0%
l 1.0 Color corpies 14.00 14 .007
14,0 %agmetometer rantals rer day 42,00 168 007
1.0 Vehicle aqas : 46.80 4E .86
RECEIVES
l i v i 3
- BEC 4 AR -
E:,:"R:-“‘-‘*-———n—-f X
I ¥
_[CTIO! : 247 \
l‘OIC..D BY : Dave 2agonini/prn INVCICE TOTAL 6318 .81
l NET 10 DAYS S A13

UNTS NOT PAID WITHIN TERMS WILL BE SUB]EC]' T0
AUM SERVICE CHARGE PERMISSIBLE
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EEEEENENE FINAL REPORT
: FOR THE
SALT-GILA RIVER
WATERCOURSE
MASTER PLAN
SCOPING PROJECT
(TASK 8.0)

Prepared for
Flood Control District of

Maricopa County T
2801 West Durango .
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

January 31, 1994

Woodward-Clyde €

Woodward-Clyde Consultants
One Gateway
Al 426 North 44th Street, Suite 300
Phoenix, Arizona 85008
(924X128A)

e T e e



Task [1-C-11: Seclect specialized Consultants to
prepare plan elements.

PHASE 111:

Phase [1I-A: Data Development and Application

Participants

(4 mos)

MASTFER PLAN DEVELOPMENT

9/97 - 3/98

Estimated
Schedule Estimated Potential
{months Cost Funding
Task Description Responsibility duration) ($000) Sources
Task 1-C-4: Determine NEPA compliance process Consultamt / Staff / 7195 - 1196 12 | Master Plan
and permitting requirements. Master Plan (7 mos) Participants /
Participants / USACOE
Regulatory
Agengies
Task U-C-5: Identify cumulative impacts and benetits Consultant / Staft / 1196 - 7/96 24 | Master Plan
of cach alternative within Master Plan Area. Master Plan (7 mos) Participants /
Participants / Federal. state.
Regulatory local grants
Agencies / Citizens
of Master Plan
Area
Task [1-C-6: Complcte appropriate NEPA Consultant / Master 196 - 6/97 $ 1.306 | USACOE or
documentation (¢.g.. Progranumatic EIS) including Plan Participants / (1% mos) EPA Grant /
baseline environmental studics. NEPA compliance Rugulatory Master Plan
process, and associated reviews (¢.g.. NHPA Scution Agencies / Stall Participants
106).
Task [I-C-7: Obtain Clean Water Act Section 404 Consultant / Master 1197 - 6/97 156 | Master Plan
General Permit for Master Plan Area. Plan Panicipants / (6 mos) Participants
U.S. Army Comps
of Enginecrs
Task 11-C-8: Exccute an MOU with all appropriate Master Plan 1/97 - 6/97 6 | Master Plan
regulatory agencies having oversight responsibilities Participants / (6 mos) Pacticipants
for Master Plan Area. Regulatory
Agencies
Task 11-C-9: Revise the detailed Master Plan Concept Consultant / Siatl / 6/97 - 9197 13 | Master Plan
(Task [1-C-3) to contorm with approved conditions and Masier Plan (4 mos) Participants
limitations of regulatory agencies. Participants /
Cilizens
Task 1H-C-10: Obtain approvai ol revised Master Plan Stalt / Elecied 9/97 - 12/97 13 | Master Plan
and final tunding commitments tor Phase Ul and IV Officials of Master (4 mos) Participants
from Participants. Plan Arca
Staff / Master Plan 9/97 - 12/97 25 | Master Plan

Participants

Task 1lI-A-1: Review Master Plan Area Data Base
and Information Repository (created in Task [I-C-1)
and identify data gaps or additional information needs.

Consultant / S1att’

9/97 - 12197
(4 mos)

Master Plan
Particpants /
Federal, state.
local grants

Task II-A-2: Conduct studies to fill remaining data

-Consultant /

1/98 - 6/98

94

Master Plan
Participants /

gaps. Regulatory (6 mos)

Agencies Federal, state.
local grants /
agencies

W(SNCATISALT-GlLA/finalmt.txt A-15
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UNITED STATES
D=PARTMEINT OF THE INTERIOR "
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE A

tcological Services

Lo THOL UISH
2934 W. Fairmount Avenue RECEIVED .
Phoenix, Arizona 85017

- March 5, 1981 MRYOE -

OIS e
Gary sunt, Project Manmacer : !gﬁiﬁYn_Jj%_”” T

Penham, Blair and Affiiiates, lnc. TR R, B
P. 0. Box 20400 P3e . L LG
Oklahoma City, Cklahoma 73156 BENr iRk

R U S

X3

Oear Mr. Hunt:

The following mitigation plin is provided for inclusion into the CEIS vou are
preparing for the Salt-Gila River Clearing Project, Maricopa County, Arizora.

It has been developed in ceaperation with the Arizona Game and Fish Departiwcnt,
Bureau of Land Management, Maricopa Audubon Socicty, Flood Control District oi
Haricopa County, Arlingten Canal Company, Buckeye lrrigation Company, Citizers

for Water Control Deveiopmeat, Arizona Wildlife Federation and our Service nd

is based on six general concepts.

I. Alignment of the proposed chenrel to take advantage of existing
channel and avoid prime dove nesting habitat.

2. Planting of trees slong outside edge of the cleared channel.

3. Planting of email grains, grass, etc., in cleared areas where
soil conditicrs are favorabio. This could possibly be done
in conjunction with and guring the annual clearing and main-
tenance operation. These plantings, if successful, may inhibit
growtih of salt cedar ang would provide a source of food for wildlife.

4. Development of wilalife hasitat on lands managed by the Arizona Gare
and Fish Department locatued outside the proposed cleared areas.

5. Excavation of pothoics or ponding arcas in high groundwater areas
along the cleared channel (o create open water habitat. This could
easily be accomplished during the clearing operation with bulldozers
or draglines.

6. Strip clearing in more hcavily vegetated areas.

If these or other mitigation concepts conld not be implemented, lands owncd and
managed by the Arizora Game and Fish Department could possibly be acquircd or
lcased by the Flood Controi District in a manner consistent with appropriat.:
Federal Aid Requlations where applicable. Funds derived through this process
could then be used to develop of acquire similar habitat, prefcrably very near
to or in the project area. '

ANCLesoRE -

A-16
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'Page 2

Using these concepts, we have drafted the following mitigation plan that, iV
implementcd, would adequately compensate for wildlife habitat lost as a result
of the clearing poroject.

Proposcd Mitigation Plan

]. Selection of the 1000-foot channel proposed by the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service as the proposed action.

2. Decvelop haoitat at existing Arizona Game and Fish Department manazement

areas.

S8ase and Meridian Tract

Plant two, S5-acre thickets of trees.
Piant approximately 2 to 5 acres of food crops if soil conditions
are favorable.

Amator Tract

Plant two, 5-acre thickets of trees.
Plant approximately 2 to 5 acres of food crops if soil conditions

are favorable.

fobbins Butte

Improve existing mesquite bosque on management area by planting
approximately 200 additional mesquite trees and providing an
adequate water supply.

Arlingicon Wiidlife Area

Plant five, G-acre thickets of trees.
Plant 40 acres of food crops.
Restore ponding area that silted in by recent flooding.

P.L. 1015 lands from 123rd Avenue west for 2 miles

Plant two, 5-acre thickets of trees and | mile of willows and
cottonwoods.

Reroute clearing to south side of channel where flood channel
now exists as proposed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

P.L. 1015 lands from Agua Fria River downstream past Cascy Abboi Park

Plant two, 5-acre thickets of trees and | mile of willows and

cottonwoods. _ : c . .
Reroute clearing as proposed by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

oo

From Oecan Road to Watson Road (2 milcs)

sh and

Reroute clearing to the south as proposed by the U. S. Fi
Wildlife Service.- o .

A-17



Pagé 3

P.L. 1015 lands from Watson Road to Miller Road

Limit clearing of vegetation to strips approximately 100 feet wide.

P.L. lands from Miller Road to Powers Butte

Reroute clearing to the south as proposed by the U.S. Fish and —
Wildlife Service.

Provide five appruxizateciy 2-acre ponding areas, two located
immediately north of Robbins Butte Management Area.

lant six to eight, 5-acr2 thickets of trees and 4 miles of willows
and cottonwoods. —

Plant approximately 40 to 3 acres of food crops in cleared arcas
if soil conditions are fFavorable

Limit clearing of vegetation (o strips approximately 100 feet wide.

P.L. 10i5 lands from Pciuers Buite to Gillespie Dam —

Plant five, 5-acre thickets of trees and 2 miles of willows and
cottonwoods.

. Plant approximately 20 acres of food crops if soil conditions
are favorable.

Provide one ponding area approximately 2 acres in size.

in carrying out the preceding mitigation measures, we recommend that the followin
tree species be planted at the rate of 50 to 75 trees per acre, in S5-acre thick ™
at least 200 feet wide.

Fremont Cottonwand (Poputus frevonti) B
Texas muiberry (Mories micronhvlla)

tesquite (Velvet) (Prosepis valutina)

Blue Paloverde (Cercidium iloridum) -

Athel Tamarisk (Tamarix aphyila)

Sycamore (Platanus wrighti)

Willows, Chilopsis linearis, should be planted in strips 10 to 15 feet wide at th

rate of about 400 to 500 trecs per mile.

All trees should be started from L- to 5-foot high cuttings or rooted trecs.
Before planting, an 8-inch auger should be used to break up the soil layers
to the water table if possible, or at least 5 feet in depth.

dow—

Food crops should include gralns such as sorghum, barley, and wheat and the follo

. grass species:

Blue panic grass (Panicum antudotnle)
_Alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoides) o
Lahmann lovegrass (Eragiostis Iclmanntana)

Grass should be secded to obtain a distribution of approximately 60 seeds per sgu

A-18 -
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Page 4
foot (about 6 to 10 pounds per acre).

Ponding areas could be dug during the clcaring opcration with bulldozers or
draglines. The ponds would be more valuable and attractive if they could be
piaced wiere a flow through is possible; this would kecp the waters fresh.
towever, some ponds should be excavated in high groundwaier areas to create
opan water. Ponds should be at lcast 4 feet in depth, cover about 1 to 2
acres, and have gentiy sioping banks.

We are still trying to develop cost estimates for thise mitigation proposals
and wiil ;wrovide you with such information as soon as we can.

If you have any questions, please call Ron McKinstry at 241-2453.

Sincerely,

(/° oL
. N T -
W /('.’ . {/‘/t\ , .

—

Gilbert D. Mctz
Field Supervisor

ce:
Aivizona Came and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ.

ricod Control District, Phoenix, AZ.

Sureau of Land Management, Phoenix District Office, Phcenix, AZ.
td Taley, Arizona Wildlife Federation, Phecenix, AZ.

Zob Witzeman, Maricopa Audubon Society, Phoenix, AZ.

Chet MeNabb, Avlington, AZ .

Cnuck Kupcik, Buckeye Irrigation Company, Buckeye, AZ

rizena Wildlife Society, Phoenix, AZ

~riington Canai Company, Arlington, AZ.

Adren Reichert, Holly Acves Fleod Control Assn,

Arvea Manager, Fish and Wildlife Service, Phoenix

fesional Director, USFWS, Albuquerque, Mif (EMV)

Rvifonal Director, USFWS, Albuquerque, N (RE)

A-19
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

Interoffice Memorandum

sussect Proposed Realignment for 1000 foot Clearing in Xre_LG1.2.2
Salt/Gila River. d CESTROY -

o N. P. Karan FRem. R. G. Perreault oate April 3, 1981
S. L. Smith :

Re: Mitigation Plan developed by FW3

1. The FWS has developed a plan to mitigate loss of habitat due to the .
construction of a 1000 foot clearing from 91st Avenue to the Gillespie
Dem. Primarily their plan consists of:

A. Re-routing the alignment to the south to avoid prime habitat in
specific areas.

B. iant trees linearly along the clearing
€. Plant tree thickets alorg the clearing
D. Plant grain and grasses to providé food for wildlife
E. Develop small ponding areas
F. Strip clear {100 feet wide) heavily vegetated areas.
2. The mitigation plan is enclosure A. The required quantities for mitigation

are enclosure B. Costs are presently being developed by FWS and are not
currently available.

(98]
.

The purpose of the project is to help alleviate flooding experienced along
the rivers and provide interim partial flood control until permanent higher -
level protection can be provided. Most damages occur along the north bank
of the rivers. Low flow channels meander in the river bed and migrate
from flood to flood. It is anticipated that clearing vegetation will reduce
the resistance to flow; reduce the water surfacé elevation and reduce
backwater property damages. It is also anticipated that erosion and scour

. Will occur along the cleared alignment.

4. Problem: The 1000 foot alignment proposed by FCD is the alignment developed -
by the COE in 1957. The topography and low flow thalweg have been altered
due to the floods occurring during the last 24 years. This alignment does
not take into account bridges constructed or planned since 1957. Location
and density of vegetation has changed significantly since 1957.

5. Assumptions:

A. In order for the FCD to receive permission to construct the clearing,
some or all of the FWS's mitigation measures must be agreed to and
provided. -
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) 2934 W, Fairmount Avenue
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April 20, 1981

CHENG | | MYDRD

Gary Hunt, Project Manager

AT mTien |
Benham, 8lair and Aftiliates, Inc. <7 AL "ﬁ\ga,/ 2.2 —
P.0. Box 204C0

!, : .
Cklahoma City, Oklahoma 73156 oo rﬁg?ﬂ v h

Dear Mr. Hunt: _—

vle have reviewed the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
‘Clearing of Phreatophytic Vegetation from the Salt and Gila River, Ninety-
First Avenue to Gillespie Dam, Maricopa County, Arizona", and in general
find it to be a well written document. Ye do have the following specific
comments that we believe should be incorporated in the draft £IS.

Section 1.4.2.1. Bureau of Land Management, page 8.

Only the P.L. 1015 lands are administered by the FWS.

Section 3.11.1.1.1. Fred J. Heiler Greenbelt, page 64.

Enforcement authority of the AGFD on all areas of the Fred J.
Weiler Greenbelt Resource Conservation Area, except the P.L. 1015
lands, is confined to State game laws.

Section 4.2.1.1. C(learing Phase, page 81.

The 453 acres between Ninety-first Avenue and One hundred twenty-third
Avenue have already been cleared.

Section 4.2.3.1.. Clearing Phase, page 87.

The 207 acres between Ninety-first Avenue and One hundred twenty-
third Avenue have already been cleared.

Section 4.11.1.2.2. Project Benefits, page 116.

[t is stated that "when annual benefits are compared to annual

costs the resultant difference would be the net benefit" - this

"net benefit" is listed as $357,164. Shouldn't this instead be |

described as a "net cost", as the annual costs exceed the annual §

benefits by $357,164? |
\
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Section 4.13.3. Wildlife, pages 123-126.
The fo]]ow%ng costs for implementing the described wildlife
mitigation is provided for your consideration and incorporati
into this section as appropriate.

Cost of planting trees.

12,000 trees @ $4.00 each = $48,000.

Planting food crops.

110 acres @ $45.00 per acre = $4,950.

Excavation of ponding areas.

14 acres (51,630 cubic yards) @ $1.10 per cubic yard = $56,795.

Total estimated cost of wildlife mitigation.

$109,745
If you have any questions, please call Ron McKinstry at 241-2493.

Singcerely,

AN L—

Gilbert D. Metz
Field Supervisor

ce:
Area Manager, USFWS, Phoenix, AZ )
Regional Director, USFWS) (ENV), Albuguerque, NM

. Flood Control District of Maricopa County, Phoenix, AZ

Director, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ
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A OSUMMARIZATION OF
REMAINING MITIGATION RESFONSIBILITIES

on

TELT - SILS CLEARING. IR RIVER LOW Fliw. zn0

1. REVIEW £F ARCCOMPLISHED MITIGATION MER3URES ON RWCD &
ZHLT / GILA CLERFING

II. FEVIEW COF FLANNED MITIGATICON MEASURE:Z FOF ROUR FRIA RIVEF
I1I. FEVIEW OF FLANNED ZALT / SILA LOW-FLOW MITIGATION MEAZUFES
IV.~ DEVELOFMENT 0OF ACFEED FROGRAM FOF COMFLETION CF ALL

- GUTESTANDING MITIGATION REQUIFEMENTS
V. CGTHEF
VI. RODUENMENT

LOWES AR FRIA FIVEFR. with COMMENT on FWCD

MOFCO. UIFWS. A2 GOF

rMovember IS. 1FDE

Z:00 p;m.

AGENCA
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MINUTES

SUMMARTIZATION OF

FEMAINING MITIGATION FESFONSIEILITIES
on
SALT 7/ CILA CLEAFING. GILA FIVER LW FLOW. snd

LOWer RCUAR FRIA FIVER. with COMMENT oa FWIZD

FLOMI, LMFWI. and AZ GOF
Tuzsdav: November 28, 133%

Z:00 oem.

A omeeting betwezn representatives of the Flood Control District, U.S. Fish and
Wwildlife Service. and the Arizona Came and Fish Department was held on Tuesaay:
Novembar ZC. 192% to review mitigation efforts accomplished to date:. review
remaining mitigation requiremants, and to arrive at mutual agrezment relarding
the satisfaction of thesz remaining requirements.

Thosz 1in attendence wers Eob Fayette, Dick Ferrzault. and Jday Faxson from the
Flood Control Qistrict, Don Mztz ferom the Il S. Fish and Wildlifz Service. and
Jehn Carre from the Arizons Game and Fish Department.

1) BEcb Fayztts reviewzd the backarcund of various Flood Control Frojects an
their refatzd mitigation requirements. With regaed to the Zalt / Gils Flvers
clzaring proj=ct, he detailzd the requiremznts and accomplishments refzrring

the charts developed for this purpose in 1932 and modifizd in Fzbruaey 1333

T oun

to

of th: "Amator" anc "Eas: and Meridian® properties ang the

S brief review

Auanst 1%, 13230 agresment betwsen FLD anc the AZ S0F was conductsed.  Jdonn Csre
and lon Metz aagrsed that any plantinas in the arz3 would be unnzczszary #ac
é¢irz:d to rxlzace the District from any additionasl reayirements in the are:.

Eob Fayette also took the opportunity to discuss the unfortunate fatlure of the

mesautte plantings within the FWCD mitigation arza adjacent to the Ariingteon

Canal. He pointzd out that the FCOD had fulfillzd all of their requirzmznts

dueing the =stablishmznt feriod. yet the majority of the gplants failzd to

survive.  Zych hzavy mortality. Ecb pointed out:. was a function of the

z2tremzly high salinity conditions found on=-3ite in the soil 3nd in ths waler
-Crawn from the adjacent HArlinaton Cenal.

A-24
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2) Jay Paxson briefly revizwzd the results of his survey for possiblz stub
planting sites in the Agua Fria River. The results of this survey showsd no
potential for on-site mitigation. Jay and Dick Perr2ault detailed an
alternative site where thesz plantings might be made. downcstresm from the Z.F.
ZS bridge alony the north fork of the Gila Fiver. A third slternative was
sujgested which included development of an irrigation system 3nd plantinas in
con junstion with the the Sun Ciecle Trall nea3r Fvondale. The conczasus was to
make ths plantings alona the north fork of the Cila River.

3) Dick Perrcault and Jay Faxson reviswed the proposzd plantings for the Gila
Low Flow (Filot Channsl) pointina out two ar=as wheee thes: piantinas could be
made: namely the same gznzral arzs downstream feom 3. F. 2% bridiz as proposzd
for satisfyina the Lower Aaua Frie reauiremenis é¢ well as in the Arixniton
vallezy adjacent to the Cils Fiver. eloay the "sujer dike" aligned with 3zlst

BV Ny,

John Carr =xpressed his Oepartment's conczen thet the Low Flow through the
#ilot channei mizht adverszly affect the fishezry alon3 this rezach of the river.
He rzcognized that the fishery was not & sport-oriented fishery. but that it
was 1mgortant from the respect that it represznted & food basz: supporting many
other forms of wildlife above it in ths food chain. Dick Farrzault explainzd
that existing flows would continue to follow th: same paths as they had
previously. He explained that the 3rade of the new channel would bz somzwhat
above that of the zxistina channels, and would carry water only in the event of

higher than normal flows in tha River.

4) ACREZD ATTION

SRLT /7 GILE CLERRING and RWCD

It was a3rzzd that all mitigsetion r=quirzmzats for the Salt / Gils Clzacing anc
FWiil Oiversion Channel have been saiisfizc.

LOWZR ROUS FREIS RIVEFR

satisfacztion of reauirsd mitisation for th: Lowsr FAaua Frie Fiver 1t was
reed thet one acee of mixed ficarian tree specizs (Fremont Cotionwdoc anc
odcing wiilow): composzd 0f 7% trezs. would D= rplantzs downsireanm frem T R
Erid3: alona the north fork of the Cils Fiver. That these plantinas woulc
be performed in the sandbar on the south sicde of the thz north fork of ths
river. Mechanical preparation of the sitz would b2 accomplished by szlzctively
removing overburdin down to the static witer levezl. Flants would be elaced in
a stag3srss pattern approximately 22 fest aon centszrs. In the zvent that
sufficient arzs is not available st this site. the rzmaindzr of th: plantinac
would b: made along the "sugar dik:" fcllcwing the alizament of 33let Avenus dir

i

o

O
o

e

-:l\ O

.

cthe Hetinaton valley. All glsntings would be wund:r the dirzciion and

supzrvision of th: District Feveastation Ecolojist.
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It was further aqrecd that thres 2scaps ramps would be constructsd and
maintained within the project ares at Stations 32+003 155+00; and 159+00.

SALT / GILA LOW FLAW (FILOT CHANNEL)

It was aaresd that five acres of mised ripartan tree seecizs (Frzmont
zottonwood and Goodding willow) compoesd of 37% tre=s. would b: planted
downstrzam from 2. F. € brida: in the samz srca as thosz bzina plantzd to
satizfy requicemeznts for the Lowsr HAsus Fria. These cvlaatinge would b2 made
followina the samz mzthods a: thosz specificed abovs.

NG Catz was s=t for future meztings. ,

Meztinz2 adjiourn=d.

ACENOWLDECEMENT OF AGREED RCTION: o ___ Gate
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It was furthar agreed that thres escap: ramps would be constructed and
maintained within the project area at Stations 32+00; 155+00: and 153+00.

TALT / GILA LOWFLOW (FILOT CHANNEL)

[t was aaresd that five acres of miued riparian tres specizs (Fremont
cottonwood and Goodding willow) composed of 37% tr-r-s wauld bz planted
downstrzam from 3. R. 35S bridae in th: same arca as thos=z beina planted to
satisfy requirements for the Low:r Agus Fria. Thes: clantings would b2 made
followina the same methods a: those specifisd abovs.

No date was szt for futurz meztings.

Mzeting adjournzd.

ACKNOWLOEGEMENT OF AGCREED ACTICN: F;b : (2 - 9% 7__0 ate

®§t&*~< g PeTo Diector

Signed B Title
LWoave L Slwo@l Priove Gare and fsl Rpe-tms
Frintsad Fi-}-‘:n«:y
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BRUCE BABBITT, Governor

Commussioners:
W_LINN MONTGOMERY . Flagstaff. Chairman
FRED S. BAKER. Elgin
LARRY 0 ADAMS. Buitheaa City
FRANCES W WERNER. Tucson
THOMAS G. WOQODS. JR.. Phosnix

Director

8UD BRISTOW 7’
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February 13, 1987

Mr. Robert C. Payette, Chief

Construction and Operations Division
Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Dear Mr. Payette:

Enclosed 1is a signed copy of the 1letter agreement dated
February 6, 1987 in reference to access roads to the Gila River
and the seeding of annuals in the reach between Gillespie Dam and

Powers Butte. Also enclosed is a signed copy of the minutes of
our meeting of November 25, 1986.

We believe that all the 1issues referenced in these two
documents are now resolved.

Sincerely,

Duane L. Shroufe, Acting Director

Carr, Supervisor
Planning and Evaluation Branch

JNC:nlm
cc: Ron Engel-Wilson, Game Branch

Don Turner, Supervisor, Mesa Regional Office

Don Wingfield, Supervisor, Yuma Regional Office -

:--—"*—-‘gw-n- ~ ~—r——
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i FLoob CoNTROL DisTRICT
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~— Maricopa County
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FEB 0 6 1387

Mr. Duane L. Shroufe

Acting Director

Arizona Game & Fish Department
2222 West Greenway Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85023

RE: Mitigation of Gila River Clearing
Dear Mr. Shroufe:

This letter is in response to your letter dated January 20, 1987 and the letter
from Mr. Gilbert D. Metz, Acting Field Supervisor of the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, which brought certain unauthorized road clearings on lands adjacent to
the 1000 foot clearing maintained by the Flood Control District and our meeting
with Mr. Ron McKinstry, he other representative of your
agepsy off “#he discussion of the road clearings, we showed
where we were using old cat trails from earlier equipment usage in the area.

We do acknowledge that our reuse of these trails left them wider than they were
previously and that the cat parking area near the '"old Mumme' property was new
clearing.

In order to corrrect the problems thus created, we agreed that:

1. Flood Control District will build three 5-6 foot high berms closing the
northeast trails to public access.

2. The Gila River's east side would be seeded on an annual basis between
Gillespie Dam and Powers Butte to serve as wildlife crops and cover, and
that following three year's seeding there would be a joint evaluation to
determine whether continued efforts would be beneficial; that the seed
mixture would consist of 40% barley, 40% canarygrass, and 20% bermudagrass
by weight;

3. That all previous mitigation committments have been met by the recent stub
planting efforts of 600 trees downstream from the SR 85 Bridge,

A9




Mr. Duane L. Shroufe
Arizona Game & Fish Department
Page Two

4. That the Flood Control District will maintain and use only two access road:
for purposes of 1000 foot clearing maintenance in this area, and that the
Flood Control District can continue to have access around the southerly
meander outside the 1000 foot strip to the isolated clearing area; these
roads are termed the Mummy Well Road (north), and the Petroglyph Wash Road
(south).

We request that you return a signed copy of this agreement at your earliest
opportunity along with the signed copy of our previous minutes of agreement
sent to you on December 16, 1986.

Sincerely, - ‘.)<,
SAND- ///M Lo T

/f;fﬂfﬂiﬁ.u ///’L
/

Robert C. Payette, P.E-
Chief, Construction and Operations Division

Enclosure
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AGREEMENT : FC‘L) /2& /9?7
Ddate .
KE;;)J4-~L<§§;? /§;2£24M4ﬁ<22‘ ﬁ44;7:H;3 —I:R/‘C7%"/
Signature ¢ Title
e L Shuoula Brrore Gowe acd Fil Do
Printed Agency
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
POST OFFICE BOX 1306
ALBUQUERQUE, N.M. 87103

LA-Arizona
Gila River Flood
Control (M-5)

B MAR 2 51387

FLOOD CONTROL 0:STRIcT
RECEvVED
In Reply Refer To: MR < -
Region 2: RE
CH g s |
DEF HYD:0 :
ADRIN LMST
Robert C. Payette, P.E. fuwr
Chief, Construction and Operations Division
Flood Control District of Maricopa County uiu.m .
3335 West Durango Street '
Phoenix, AZ 85009 A

Dear Mr. Payette:

The Fish and Wildlife Service appreciates this opportunity to work with the
Flood Control District. Pursuant to your request by letter dated February 6,
1987, we have signed this agreement (2/6/87) and the prior minutes of agreement
(12/16/86). I understand the Arizona Game and Fish Department has already
signed an identical letter and copy of the minutes.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact Ron McKinstry in our Phoenix
Ecological Services Office (Telephone 602/261-4720).

incerely yours,

Q2 Gy

Acting egional Director

Enclosures

cc: (w/cpy of incaming)
Ecological Services, Phoenix, AZ
FWE
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Mr. Gilbert D. Metz

Acting Field Supervisor

US Fish and Wildlife Service
3616 West Thomas Road, Suite 6
Phoenix, Arizona 85019

RE.: Mitigation of Gila River Clearing
Dear Mr. Metz;

This letter is in response to your letter dated January 26, 1987 and the letter
from Dwayne L. Shroufe, Acting Director of the Arizona Game and Fish Department
which brought certain unauthorized road clearings on lands adjacent to the 1000
foot clearing maintained by the Flood Control District and our meeting with

Mr. Ron McKinstry, Mr. J. N. Carr and the other representative of the State
Game and Fish Department on February 5, 1987. 1In the discussion of the road
clearings, we showed where we were using old cat trails from earlier equipment
usage in the area. We do acknowledge that our reuse of these trails left them
wider than they were previously and that the cat parking area near the ''old
Mumme'' property was new clearing.

In order to corrrect the problems thus created, we agreed that:

1. Flood Control District will build three 5-6 foot high berms closing the
northeast trails to public access.

2. The Gila River's east side would be seeded on an annual basis between
Gillespie Dam and Powers Butte to serve as wildlife crops and cover, and
that following three year's seeding there would be a joint evaluation to
determine whether continued efforts would be beneficial; that the seed
mixture would consist of 40% barley, 40% canarygrass, and 20% bermudagrass
by weight;

3. That all previous mitigation committments have been met by the recent stub
planting efforts of 600 trees downstream from the SR 85 Bridge;

: \% ES FIELD 19)

Q\o@“ RECEIVED

FEB 0 9 87

%
s PHOENIX AR\IQ“:@“\('
NLISH & wiLoLes
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Mr. Gilbert D. Metz
US Fish and Wildlife Service
Page Two

4. That the Flood Control District will maintain and use only two access roads
for purposes of 1000 foot clearing maintenance in this area, and that the
Flood Control District can continue to have access around the southerly
meander outside the 1000 foot strip to the isolated clearing area; these
roads are termed the Mummy Well Road (north), and the Petroglyph Wash Road
(south).

We request that you return a signed copy of this agreement at your earliest
opportunity along with the signed copy of our previous minutes of agreement
sent to you on December 16, 1986.

Sincerely,

2 ; il
e o /4 e ECal LT

Robert C. Payette, P.E.
Chief, Construction and Operations Division

Enclosure
MAR 2 5 1987
NOWLEDGEMENT OF AGREEMENT:
& Date
/a*“” . Acting Regional Director
Sighature / Title
JAMES A. YOUNG J.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Printed Agency
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Mr. Russell A. Haughey

Wildlife Manger

Arizona Game and Fish Department
7200 East University Drive

Mesa, Arizona 85207

Dear Mr. Haughey:

I have reviewed our rather extensive files regarding the District's mitigation
work for the Gila/Salt River Clearing and have located the enclosed informat

The information consists of a letter of transmittal from John Carr, Arizona Gar
and Fish containing a signed letter of agreement dated February 6, 1987 and a
signed copy of the minutes from a November 25, 1986 meeting. I have highlig
items within these documents relating to the District's fulfillment of all
mitigation obligations for the Gila/Salt River Clearing including the "Amator~
and the "Base and Meridian" properties.

As we discussed, the seeding of annuals between Gillespie Dam and Powers Butce.

vas, by agreement with your agency, postponed until the property can be fenced

to exclude cattle.

The District's mitigation efforts for the Gila/Salt River Clearing date back te
years and numerous meetings and agreements have taken place. John Carr of ¢
Game and Fish Phoenix Office and Bill Varner of the Game and Fish Yuma Regic
Office are quite knowledgeable regarding the District's efforts and should b.
able to provide you with additional background material.

he

If I can be of further assistance, or if you would like to view any of our

mitigation sites, please contact me at 262-1501.

L4, L Aoy

Catesby Moore
Environmental Programs Manager

Sincerely,

Enclosure
CWM/sac

Coord: RCP 5?4?
w@/ L
Info:  C¥M Gﬂ%

A-34



Magy 199 |

Mitigation

INTRODUCTION

The Flood Control District constantly undertakes projects that involve
the loss of riparian habitats. State and Federal lawvs mandate that such
losses be mitigated. It has been the policy of the District to mitigate lost
vetlands by establishing new, or restoring existing riparian habitats. This
paper discusses the District's mitigation efforts, agreements and status of
three projects; 1) RWCD, 2) Salt/Gila Clearing, and 3) Salt/Gila River low
flow(Pilot Channel) channelization.

A search of the District's files reveals a complex tale of agreements and
disagreements betveen the District and the State and Federal agencies charged
vith protecting wetland areas. These agreements were recorded in memo's,
inter-agency correspondences and minutes from meetings. The following format
will be used to present this information. First, the mitigation requirements
for each project will be detailed. This will be followed by a summary of
correspondences regarding the project and lastly, completed mitigation
efforts will be presented.

Roosevelt Water Conservation District.Channelization

Mitigation Requirements:

n the loss of
two(2) parcels of

e located between Rooks
This corresponds to
consisted of approximately
res.

e RWCD diversion channel result
Atat units. To mitigate this 1
arcels, owned by the BLM,
and west of Buckeye A
The easterly parce
omprised of 146

Construction of
approximately 1250 ha
land were acquired. Th
Road and Turner Road sou
Sections 13 and 14, Tls,Ré4
410 acres while the west was

s and the smaller was planted to
consisted of ten(l0) acres of
cres was set aside for testing

These parcels satisfied 942
provide the remaining units. The
cottonwood and willows. In additio
various species and planting techni

itiated on the smaller parcel.
Subsequent inspection in January
d due to poor site conditions.

In May of 1983 the plantings
Forty(40) acres were prepared a
1984 revealed the planting ef

te(FCD) discussed the failed
USF&WS and AZG&F. Mr. Payette
attributed to poor soil
high salinity of both the
attendees that the
ements during the

In a meeting on Nov. 2
mitigation effort with re
pointed out that the hi
conditions at the site
soil and irrigation
District had fulfil
established time
survive. This wa
Minutes were s
thereby relie
the RWCD.

986 Robert Pay
sentatives from t
mortality rate could
pecifically, he noted t
er. Mr. Payette also infor
all of their mitigation requ
me even though the majority of ti§ plants failed to
ecorded in the "Minutes To The Meet¥pg of 11/25/86". These
to the attendees and they all signed Qff on the agreements,
ng the District from any further mitigatzon obligations for
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SALT/GILA CLEARING

Mitigation Requirements:

The Final Environmental Impact Statement dated Nov. 1981 recommended the
following mitigation measures,

Base Meridian Tract-

Plant two(2), S-acre thickets of trees.
Plant from 2 to 5 acres of food crops if soil conditions permit.

Amator Tract-

Plant two(2), S-acre thickets of trees.
Plant 2 to 5 acres of food crops if soil conditions permit.

Robbins Butte

Improve the existing Mesquite bosque by planting approximately
200 additional mesquite trees and providing an adequate water supply.

Arlington Wildlife Area

Plant five, S5-acre thickets of trees.
Plant 40-acres of food crops.
Restore ponded area that was recently silted in by flooding.

PLO 1015 (123rd Ave. wvest for two miles)

Plant two, S5-acre thickets of trees and one mile of willows and
cottonwoods.

Reroute clearing to south side of channel where flood channel nowv exists
as proposed by the USF&WS.

Dean Road to Watson Road

Reroute clearing to the south as proposed by USF&WS.

Watson Road to Miller Road

Limit clearing of vegetation to strips 100 feet wide.

Miller Road to Power's Butte

Reroute clearing to the south as proposed by the USF&WS.

Provide five 2-acre ponding areas, 2 located immediately north

of Robbins Butte Management Area.

Plant 6 to 8, S-acre thickets of trees and 4 miles of Willows

and Cottonwoods.

Plant 40 to 80 acres of food crops if soil conditions permit.

Limit clearing of vegetation to strips approximately 100 feet wide.

Powers Butte to Gillespie Dam

Plant five, S5-acre thickets of trees and 2 miles of Willows and
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Cottonwoods.
Plant approximately 20 acres of food crops if soil conditions permit.

Provide one ponding area approximately 2 acres in size.

These recommendations acted as a basis for a 4 point plan adopted and
implemented in 1983 to satisfy mitigation obligations for the clearing
activities. The four point plan consisted of:

1.) Plant 5.5 acres of Cottonwoods and Willow trees. This would result in
approximately 1750 trees.

2.) Plant 10 acres of food crops (grains) on the north alignment.
3.) Plant 200 Mesquite trees at the east end of the food crop area.

4.) Restoration of Arlington ponds. Two at 2-acres and one 10 acre
AZ.Game and Fish pond.

Correspondence regarding mitigation efforts began around November 22, 1882,
vith a letter to Robert K. Lane (AZ. State Land Department) from Dan E.
Sagramoso. The purpose of the document was to amend Special Land Use Permit
No. 23-84023 so as to allow the planting of beneficial habitat to mitigate
lost habitat due to clearing a 1000 ft. strip of the Salt/Gila rivers.

The next documented action was revealed in an Inter-office memo dated
September 3, 1985, written by JKP to RCP. This memo considered site
visitations by Bill Warner (Az. G&F) and Ron McKinstry (USF&WS). The sites
visited include:

Arlington Ponds
Slough area on the Gila River East of the pond
Mummee's Crossing area at the Arlington Bend
Intake Area for the Arlington Canal Co.

and
The area West of State Route 85 Bridge

The site visitation resulted in the following agreements:

Arlington Ponds

1.) A ratio of 3 cottonwood to 2 willow trees were to be planted around
both ponds. This would result in a total of 250 - 350 trees planted.

2.) Actual locations of the plantings was to be determined by Flood
Control District personnel on-site.

Slough Area

1.) Deemed not the most desirable site.
2.) This site could, however, be used to study the dominance of
cottonwood plantings over existing Tamarix stands.

Mummee 's Crossing

1.) This was determined to be the most preferred site for the majority of
the remaining plantings even though the wvater table is deep in this

area.

Intake Area
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1.) Planting at this site is looked upon as secondary in importance.

Area West of S.R. 85 Bridge

1.) This was deemed the "BEST" site, as long as alluvial material is
removed.

Miscellaneous Agreements

1.) Plantings should be scheduled for late December to early February,
with mid-January being the optimal time.

2.) Selection of planting stock is to be supervised by JKP of the Flood
Control District.

The Flood Control District drafted an Amended Environmental Impact Study
(AEIS) and sent copies to various agencies for their review. The main topic
of the AEIS was the construction of a Pilot Channel to handle higher than
normal flows, and to afford flood protection to adjacent landowners. Az.G&F
had one chief concern, and this was detailed in a letter dated October 17,
1985 from Bud Bristow(AzG&F) to Gilbert D. Metz (USF&WS).

AzG&F's chief concern was the failure to complete, in a timely fashion,
the wildlife compensation measures required under the original 1981 Clearing
proposal. AzG&F feels completion of all mitigating measures associated with
the original action is essential before the Pilot Channel construction is
initiated.

About a year later a meeting was held (11/25/86) to discuss the remaining
mitigation responsibilities on the Salt/Gila clearing, Gila River low flow
channel(Pilot Channel), and the lower Agua Fria River with some attention
given to the RWCD(EMF). The meeting included the following attendee's:

* Jay K. Paxson (FCD)

* Dick Perreault (FCD)

* G.D. Metz (USF&WS)
* John Carr (AzG&F)
*

Robert Payette (FCD)

In a document titled "Minutes - Summarization of Remaining Mitigation
Responsibilities on Salt/Gila Clearing, Gila River Low Flow and Lower Agua
Fria River With Comments on RWCD", several agreements were made. The
following is a listing of comments and agreements that resulted from this
meeting:

1.) The AzG&F lands known as "Amator" and "Base and Meridian" would be
exempt from plantings. Don Metz and John Carr agreed that any plantings in
this area would be unnecessary, and agreed to release the Flood Control
District from any additional requirements in the area.

2.) Robert Payette discussed the mesquite plantings at the Arlington
Canal site and stated - The FCD has fulfilled their requirements during the
established time period and the excessive mortality rate was due to the high
salinity content of the soils.
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3.) Jay Paxson reviewved the possibility of stub plantings at sites in the
Agua Fria River. His conclusion was that there was no potential for on-site
mitigation. Both Jay and Dick Perreault proposed an alternative site located
dowvnstream from the S.R. 85 Bridge. This site was agreed upon by general

consensus of the attendees.

4.) To mitigate the effects of the Pilot Channel, Paxson and Perreault
proposed plantings be located at the S.R. 85 Bridge location and along the
"Sugar Dike" aligned with 331 st. Ave..

S.) The most important aspect to be agreed upon was that all mitigation
requirements for the Salt/Gila clearing and the RWCD(EMF) diversion channel

have been satisfied.

The next portion of this document was concerned with what mitigation
measures should be implemented to satisfy requirements from the Lower Agua
Fria River construction and the Salt/Gila Low flow (Pilot Channel). The
agreed upon actions are as follows:

Lower Agua Fria River

1.) One (1) acre of mixed riparian tree species (Freemont cottonwood and
Goodding willow), composed of 75 trees; would be planted downstream
of the S.R. 85 Bridge along the North fork of the Gila River.

2.) Plantings are to be performed on the sand bar located on the South
side of the North fork.

3.) If insufficient room is available, the remaining trees are to be
planted along the "Sugar Dike” following the alignment of 331 st.

Ave..

4.) Three (3) wildlife escape ramps are to be constructed within the
project area at sta. 32+00, 155400 and 159+00.

Salt/Gila Low Flow (Pilot Channel)

1.) Five (5) acres of mixed riparian trees (same species as above),
composed of 375 trees would be planted downstream from the S.R. 85

Bridge.

The minutes from this meeting were sent to all attendees for their review
and signatures. The following letters and memos addressed this issue.

An interoffice memo written by JKP to RCP and dated January 13, 1987
summarized conversations with John Carr (AzG&F) and Don Metz (USF&WS). Both
gentlemen had "problems" with clearing efforts along the Arlington Canal,
(South side of canal), under the guise of road maintenance. JKP assured them
that the FCD had nothing to do with it, and it must have been the Arlington

Canal Co..

JKP also spoke with Ron McKinstry regarding the above situation. He too
expressed some concern, and wanted to follow-up on the "Canal Clearing”
issue.

JKP advised all three representatives that the agreement was already
fulfilled in excess of agreed upon numbers.
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JKP also determined that the Arlington Canal Co. "road maintenance" went
through the mesquite plantings.

The AzG&F department made their comments concerning the 11/25/86 in the
form of a letter dated January 20, 1987 from Duane L. Shroufe to D.E.
Sagramoso.

The Department concerns are as follows:

1.) There was an error in the interpretation of what was agreed to
insofar as mitigation requirements for the Salt/Gila Channel
Clearing. It wvas the Departments understanding that revegetation
would not be required at the "Amator" and "Base and Meridian"
properties. This 5 acre planting (375 trees) is to be relocated to
the S.R. 85 Bridge location, and this was left out of the agreement.

2.) The one (1) acre planting for the Agua Fria River work with escape
ramps, and the 5 acre planting for the Pilot Channel is as we agreed.

3.) Mr. Shroufe also points out a "serious problem" with the access road
construction on Mummee Farm. This was not authorized, and he asked
for an explanation and possible compensatory measures.

The USF&WS responded to a letter from RCP (12/16/86) on January 26, 1987.
This response was in the form of a letter from G.D. Metz and concerned the
mitigation responsibilities discussed at the 11/25/86 meeting. In particular,
the unauthorized road clearing adjacent to the 1000 ft. clearing on the Gila
River, upstream of Gillespie Dam.

Mr. Metz informed RCP that one (1) road was constructed on P.L.0O. 1015
lands. Also, the USF&WS believes that the problem (access road construction)
must be resolved before the agreement on the last page of the minutes of the
mitigation meeting, held 11/25/86, can be signed.

In response to Mr. Shroufe's and Mr. Metz's letters, RCP wrote a document
dated February 6, 1987 that detailed agreements made to correct the problems
at a meeting (2/5/87) between FCD officials, Ron McKinstry (USF&WS) and John
Carr (AzG&F).

At this meeting the use of old cat trails from earlier equipment usage in
the area was discussed, and the FCD acknowledged:

* The reuse of those trails has left them wider
and
* The cat parking area near the "Old Mummee" property was new clearing.

Compensation for this activity was agreed to take the form of the
following measures:

1.) The FCD will build three (3) 5 - 6 ft. berms closing the N.E. trails
to public access.

2.) The Gila River's East side would be seeded on an annual basis between
Gillespie Dam and Powers Butte for wildlife crops and cover. At the
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end of three (3) years of planting a joint evaluation is to take
place to access vhether continued seeding would be beneficial. The
seed mix would consist of 401 Barley, 40X Canary grass and 202

Bermuda by weight.

3.) All previous mitigation commitments have been met by the stub
planting efforts of 600 trees downstream of the S.R. 85 Bridge

location.

4.) The FCD will maintain and use only two (2) access roads for the
maintenance of the 1000 ft. clearing in the area; and that the FCD
can enjoy access around the southerly meander outside of the 1000 ft.
strip to the isolated clearing area. The road names are, Mummy Well
Rd. (North) and Petroglyph Wash Rd. (South).

The USF&WS finally signed the 11/26/86 agreement on 2/6/87. This was
confirmed by a letter dated March 25, 1987 from James Young to Robert
Payette. The AZG&F Department also signed the document as confirmed by a
letter dated 2/13/87 to Robert Payette from John N. Carr.

The tale jumps about a year and picks up on July 14, 1988. On this date a
letter was written by Robert Payette to Duane L. Shroufe (AZG&F) regarding a
problem with cattle grazing on grass planted on the east side of the Gila
River between Gillespie Dam and Powers Butte.

Specifically, RCP requested & joint effort to exclude livestock from the
FCD's 1000 ft. clearing between Gillespie Dam and Povers Butte. He
stipulated that the program be implemented each year between Nov. 30 and May
31 for the duration of the 3-5 year seeding agreement. Also, RCP requested
that the FCD be released from their seeding obligation if this is not done,
and that a solution be adopted by August 15, 1988.

The AZG&F Department responded via a letter dated July 21, 1988 from John
N. Carr to RCP. The Department expressed their concerns and discussed them
with the BLM. Mr. Carr was not sure he could resolve the problem by the Aug.

15, 1988 deadline.

On September 7, 1988 Robert K. Weaver (AZG&F) wrote a letter to RCP
concerning a conversation he had with Catesby Moore. The conversation was
about the seed order for the 1989 mitigation planting along the east side of
the Gila River between Gillespie Dam and Powers Butte vithin the FCD 1000 ft.
clearing. He stated, that the consensus of the Department was that is was
like "throwing money down a rat hole" to proceed with another planting for
1989. The Department then requested the next mitigation planting be deferred
for at least one (1) year to provide time to work out the livestock grazing
problem / conflict with the BLM.

In a memo written by Catesby Moore to RCP (8/30/88, received 9/7/88), Ron
Engel-Wilson (Wildlife Manager- Mummee Farm Wildlife Area), concurred with
the document "An Evaluation of Aerial Seeding Gila River Mitigation 1988".
This document proposed that unrestricted livestock grazing was negating the
FCD planting efforts. Ron then agreed to the following,

1.) Seeding will be deferred for at least one (1) year or until
livestock is excluded from the area.

2.) To supply a letter reiterating the AZG&F position that without
livestock protection, aerial seeding by the FCD would not benefit
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vildlife and should be deferred for one (1) year.

3.) To keep the FCD informed of future fencing plans and solutions
from the BLM.

As an aside, Charles M. Holtz (Army Corps. of Engineers) wrote a letter
on August 20, 1989 to Dick Perreault in which he informed the FCD that an
extension for the completion of Permit No. 86-071-TS was approved. The
completion date was changed from May 8, 1989 to May 8, 1992.

Low Flow Channel (Pilot Channel)

In late 1985 , the FCD proposed construction of the Gila River Pilot (Low
Flow) channel. To implement construction of the channel, the document
"Agreement For Right of Way Use and Maintenance; Gila River Pilot Channel
Through Az G&F Land" (91st Ave. to Gillespie Dam) was created. The following
are comments made by Gene Sturla of AzG&F in a letter to Richard G.
Perreault, dated 11/7/90 concerning the review of the document.

Mr. Sturla states that the above named document differs significantly
from the original agreement to construct and maintain the 1000 ft. clearing.
As such, the AzG&F Department is unable to complete the review without the
following information,

1.) Hydrological, hydraulics or other studies done relating possible
impacts the Pilot Channel (as constructed) may have on existing
adjacent riparian vegetation.

2.) Illustration of the project from 91st Ave. to Gillespie Dam.

a.) Locations of necessary roads, culverts, pipes and service
utilities described in the agreements.

b.) Location of 1000 ft. clearing (originally proposed).
c.) Location of 1000 ft..clearing (as built).

d.) Location of proposed Pilot Channel.

e.) Location of completed portions of the Pilot Channel.

3.) Copy of current Army Corp. of Engineers Section 404 Permit
authorizing the Pilot Channel as proposed.

In addition, Mr. Sturla points out that PLO 1015 lands are controlled /
managed by the AzG&F commission, and as such those parcels should be governed
by a separate agreement between the Commission and the FCD as approved by the
USF&VS.

A memo dated 12/20/90 from BJJ to FILE, points out that the Amended EIS
(1985) included a continuous low flow channel and that AzG&F reviewed and
signed off on it. In addition the M-5 which expires in 2007 will cover the
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Lov Flow channel and AzG&F has a copy of the document. The memo contained
several other topics and conflicts, these are presented below:

1.) AzG&F personnel are upset about grazing of grasses planted by the
FCD in accordance with the clearing agreement. The FCD concluded
that if the AzG&F wants a fence on the lands FCD wants to aquire,
then they may do it.

2.) No water is reaching Robbins Butte. Since the FCD agreed to
ensure a water supply was at Robbins Butte, the Soil Conservation
Service instructed C&0 to go out to the area and fix the split.

3.) AzG&F wants a copy of the 404 permit. (FCD will supply it)

4.) The FCD wants to know the AZG&F policy for charging other
Governmental agencies for land in Arizona.

5.) FCD wants a perpetual easement from AzG&F and will pay 20X of the
fee for perpetual flowvage easement.

6.) The contact for clearing is Paul D. Pierro

To resolve these conflicts a meeting was held. The outcome was summarized
in an inter-office memo from BJJ on 1/9/91. Those in attendance were:

Don Rerick (FCD) Ron McKinstry (USFWS)
Robert Payete (FCD) James Burton (AZGF)

Rod Lucas (AZGF) John Carr (Bio. Conslt.)
Dave Walker (AZGF) Betty Dickens (FCD)

Dick McNamara (FCD) Jim Schwartzmum (LND Chief)
Gene Sturla (AZGF) Dick Perreault (FCD)

Beth Jensen (FCD) Ron Engel-Wilson (AZGF)

John Palmieri (FCD)

The most important item to come out of this meeting was the point that
the District has meet all requirements of the 1981 EIS and EIS amended in
1985 (refer to M-5 Permit). Mr. Sturla stated however, that the M-5 permit
did not provide for a low flow channel and is not a legal document to
authorize such a channel. The District does not agree with this stand. Ron
McKinstry affirmed that the Environmental Assessment addresses the depth of
the lov flow channel and the Final Amended Statement did not. In the end, all
parties agreed that the depth of the low flow was not in violation of the
Amended EIS.

A riparian vegetation monitoring mechanism was also discussed. Jim Burton
suggested a simple photoplot device would suffice for long term monitoring of
riparian vegetation. Everyone in attendance concurred and a meeting was set
for 1/28/90 to discuss the details.

Comments concerning the above memo were provided in a letter to Beth
Jensen(FCD) from Ronald McKinstry(USFVWS) dated 2/13/91. In regards to the low
flow channel, "Impact of project was mitigated”. The letter then addresses
the riparian vegetation monitoring. Mr. McKinstry states "I also suggest that
vell points or observation wells be used to monitor the ground wvater in
conjunction with the photo plots".
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The meeting held 1/28/91 brought forth comments and questions by the
AZG&F Department and concerned the the Low Flow (Pilot) Channel.

The first was a question, should the Pilot channel carry low flows or
only high flows? This question was founded on a reference from the 1987
Final Environmental Assessment which states..."The pilot channel would be
constructed so existing flows would remain in present channels. The pilot
channel would carry water only during periods of high flow releases or storm
flows".

The next comment was an agreement. It was agreed that in the Power's
Butte / Mumee's Farm area, the pilot channel should not plug the meander ,
but be constructed to carry only high flows. The AZG&F Department was also
concerned about the effects of the channel on Northern and Southern
vegetative areas located adjacent to the Hassayampa confluence. It was agreed
that Don Rerick will meet with Dave Walker to discuss the location of the
Pilot Channel through this area. In addition, the FCD plans to complete a
Section 7 (endangered species study) for this area, and based on the outcome
will decide whether to remove the existing vegetative plug.

Another agreement to come out of the meeting was between Don Rerick (FCD)
and A2G&F. It was agreed that the Pilot Channel location at the Power's Butte
and Hassayampa confluence area will avoid the meander located at Power's
Butte.

The meeting ended with a discussion of the required action. In summary,
Rerick and Walker will meet to discuss the location of the Pilot Channel at
the Hassayampa confluence. Betty Dickens will identify Township and Range on
river aerial photos. Dave Walker will address AZG&F concerns regarding the
function of the Pilot Channel in writing, and decide the purpose of the
monitoring program (riparian vegetation monitoring) by 2/28/91. Lastly, AZG&F
will locate PLO-1015 lands on aerial photos.

The meeting of 1/28/91 was attended by, Joe Tram(FCD), Don Rerick(FCD),
Bob Payette(FCD), Betty Dickens(FCD), Jim Fiedler(AZG&F) and Dave
Valker (AZG&F). The following information was from notes taken at the meeting
by an unknown author. Restrictions in the contract: Yuma Clapper Rail- Ron
McKinstry requested a time-line for the construction through the Clapper Rail
habitat (April-June).

This completes the correspondences regarding the Salt/Gila mitigation
efforts. Now the mitigation accomplishments will be presented.

Status of Salt/Gila Mitigation Efforts

Clearing:

1.) Restoration of Arlington Ponds. Complete 12/85
a. roughly 190 poles

2.) 3/4 miles east of ponds. Complete 12/85
a. 330 pole plantings

3.) "Sugar Dike" (331st Ave.) Complete 12/85
a. 1250 pole plantings



4.) 10 acres of food crops Complete

5.) 200 mesquite trees at east end Complete
of food crop area

Low Flow Channel:

1.) 375 trees at SR 85 Bridge location Complete 12/86

Lower Agua Fria River:

1.) 75 trees at SR 85 Bridge location Complete 12/86
2.) Three wildlife escape ramps

a. sta. 32+00

b. sta. 155+00

c. sta. 150+00

Cat Trail Dilemma:
1.) Three 5-6 foot berms closing access Unknown
2.) Annual aerial seeding Unknown

a.) Deferred after first year until
cattle grazing problem is resolved

Status of RWCD Mitigation

1.) Total of 3664 trees transplanted Complete
2.) Total of 800 shrubs transplanted Complete

3.) Of the 3664 trees, 2740 were gallon
size Willow and Cottonwood

Summary

The information obtained from the document search implies that the FCD
has met all mitigation requirements and obligations for the RWCD diversion
channel, Salt/Gila clearing and the lower Agua Fria river. I found no
concrete proof that the Salt/Gila low flow channel issues have been resolved.
As is the case with all the projects discussed in this paper, I "think"” I've
been thorough in my literature search. This is by no means a given, and when
discussing the findings the reader is encouraged to keep this in mind.
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Mitigation Proposal

New River Flood Control Project

Mitigation Costs

Table13
Mitigation Costs for On-site Area 3
Channel Bottom
Item Quantity Projected Costs
Seeding Costs per acre
Matenals
Seedmix 20 PLS/acre, 1 acre $1200 —T',BGO'fQCT;
Equipment/Labor
Tractor Breadcast seed/cover seed 80/acre
Labor 20/acre
Total per acre $1300 S++60
Transplanting Costs per inlet
Materials .
Transplants
Pole plantings 200/nlet, harvested from District property
Protective netting 30 X 500 6,750
Equipment/Labor
Backhoe with auger auger heles 1,200
Water truck prewater holes )
Dumptruck fransport poles 300
Labor harvest/plant poles/install netting 130
Total per inlet $ 8,440

* Seedmix to include additional

plant species to raise unit

cost to $1200 per acre.
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FCD 93-13 Bid Tab e

Project:
Contract:
Dld Date:

New River Landscaping and Revegetation
FCD 93-13
24-Jun-93

HIDDE

ACCENT IRRIGATION

DER A
J. BANICKI CO!

12
NST.

Pay fiem j il Prive T |12 Bl Tothl 2 Ut Price TR BT DT B B RO
107 NPDES-SWPPP LS. 1 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $15,000.00 $15,000.00
424 Fine Grading LS. 1 $20,000.00 $20,000.00 $8,300.00 $8,300.00
430-1 Plant Material (Trees) EA. 450 $20.00 $9,000.00 $14.00 $6,300.00
ﬁgtf'/\ Plant Material (Shrubs) EA. 135 $15.00 $2,025.00 $15.50 $2,092.50 REJECTED:
430-5 Scarification/Broadcast Seeding NO SURETY BOND
& Mulch AC. 20 $2,500.00 $50,000.00 $1,050.00 $21,000.00
440 Irrigal_ion Syslcm L.S. 1 $70,000.00 $70,000.00 | $220,000.00 $220,000.00
220-1 Riprap with Filter Fabric S.Y. 2085 $6.00 $12,510.00 $6.60 $13,761.00
220-2 Grouted Riprap S-Y. 1131 $18.00 $20,358.00 $12.00 $13,572.00
430-4 Scarification/Broadcast Seeding e
& Mulch AC. 104 $800.00 $83,200.00 $965.00 $100,360.00 .
430-5 Cattails BA. 2234 $15.00 $33,510.00 $9.00 $20,106.00
430-6 Vegetative Slope Stabilization AC. 10 $1,200.00 $12,000.00 $965.00 $9,650.00
430-7 Pole Plantings/Bate Root '
(271 Willows, 300 Cottonwood)  |EA. 571 $50.00 $28,550.00 $14.00 $7,994.00
441 Truck Walering Plant Materials L.S. 1 $35,000.00 $35,000.00 $35,000.00 $35,000.00
DSl o] L S
Bid Total $386,153.00 $473,135.50 $0.00 $0.00 é
Difference, Dollars from
Engloeer's Estimate $86,982.50 ($386,153.00) ($386,153.00)
Difference, Dollars from Low Bid $251,677.50 ($221,458.00) ($221,458.00)
L}
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Project:  New River Landscaping and Revegetation
Confract: FCD 93-13
Bid Date: 24-Jun-93
: ENAMI: : AJ
WAT-IRR INC. ANDERSON REC.

107 NPDES-SWPPP LS. 1 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $1,360.00 $1,360.00 | $6,500.00 $6,500.00 | $10,000.00 $10,000.00
424 Fine Grading LS. 1 $20,000.00 $20,000.00 |  $16,090.00 $16,090.00 | $20,445.50 $20,445.50 | $39,200.00 $39,200.00
430-1 Plant Material (Trees) EA. 450 $20.00 $9,000.00 $23.00 $10,350.00 $18.00 $8,100.00 $30.00 $13,500.00
g%{\,’:% Plant Material (Shrubs) EA. 135 $15.00 $2,025.00 $26.00 $3,510.00 $16.00 $2,165.00 $20.00 $2,700.00
43h's" Scarification/Broadcast Seeding

& Mulch AC. 20, $2,500.00 $50,000.00 $1,320.00 $26,400.00 |  $1,400.00 $28,000.00 | $1,100.00 $22,000.00
440 Irrigation System L.S. 1 $70,000.00 $70,000.00 | $41,810.00 $41,810.00 | $18,500.00 $18,500.00 | $44,125.00 $44,125.00
220-1 Riprap with Filter Fabric S.Y. 2085 $6.00 $12,510.00 $8.00 $16,680.00 $21.00 $43,785.00 $7.00 $14,595.00
220-2 Grouted Riprap S.Y. 1131 $18.00 $20,358.00 $12.00 $13,572.00 $38.00 $42,978.00 $22.00 $24,882.00
430-4 Scarification/Broadcast Seeding N

& Mulch AC. 104 $800.00 $83,200.00 $483.00 $50,232.00 $571.00 $59,384.00 $760.00 $79,040.00
430-5 Caltails EA. 2234 $15.00 $33,510.00 $6.00 $13,404.00 $3.75 $8,377.50 $3.50 $7,819.00
430-6 Vegetative Slope Stabilization AC. 10 $1,200.00 $12,000.00 $1,214.00 $12,140.00 $1,200.00 $12,000.00 | $1,270.00 $12,700.00
430-7 Pole Plantings/Bate Root )

(271 Willows, 300 Coltonwood) |EA. 571 $50.00 $28,550.00 $10.00 $5,710.00 $12.00 $6,852.00 $10.00 $5,710.00
441 Truck Watering Plant Materials L.S. 1 $35,000.00 $35,000.00 $10,200.00 $10,200.00 $6,000.00 $6,000.00 | $9,500.00 $9,500.00

Bid Total

Dlﬂ'erencc; Dollars from
Englneer's Estimate

Difference, Dollars from Low Bid

$386,153.00

Page 1

$221,458.00

($164,695.00)

T $263,087.00

($123,066.00)

$41,629.00

$285,771.00

($100,382.00)

$64,313.00
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5/12/94 MATERIAL COST FOR
\
DSR-
93-6002 SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ
Al05
DATE  WO# LOC# MAT CODE AND DESCR UNITS USAGE  COST TOTAL
8/6/93 93-6002 Al05 ~ ROAD ACCESSROADS & CRE MILE ~ 2.50 $ 0.00 $0.00
SUB-TOTAL USAGE= 250  SUB-TOTAL = $0.00
12/13/93 93-6002 Al0S  TIRES TRASH/TIRES TON 3322 $16.00 $ 531.52
12/14/93 936002 A105  TIRES TRASH/TIRES TON 3139  $16.00 S 502 24
SUB-TOTAL USAGE= 64.61 SUB-TOTAL = $ 1,033.76
10/29/93 936002 A105 ~ TRAS TRASHANDDEBRIS TRUCK 11.00  $15.00 $ 165.00
10/30/93 9346002 Al05  TRAS TRASHANDDEBRIS TRUCK 1500  $15.00 $ 225.00
12/3/93 93-6002 Al05  TRAS TRASHANDDEBRIS TRUCK 1200  $15.00 $ 180.00
12/4/93 936002 Al05 ~ TRAS TRASHANDDEBRIS TRUCK 1000  §15.00 $ 150.00
12/10/93 93-6002 A105 ~ TRAS TRASHANDDEBRIS TRUCK 2700  $15.00 $ 405.00
12/11/93 936002 Al05  TRAS TRASHANDDEBRIS TRUCK 6.00 $ 15.00 $ 90.00

SUB-TOTAL USAGE= 81.00 SUB-TOTAL = § 1,215.00

8/6/93 936002 AIlO5 W05  WATER - SALTRIVERP 1,000G 96.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00
SUB-TOTAL USAGE= 96.00 SUB-TOTAL= $ 0.00

TOTAL S 2,248.76
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5/12/94

93-6002
Al05

SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ

DATE Work OrderActivity LAST NAME

12/10/9393-6002

8/6/93 93-6002
8/7/93 93-6002
8/20/93 93-6002
8/21/93 93-6002
10/29/9393-6002
12/ 3/93 93-6002
12/ 4/93 93-6002
12/10/9393-6002

7/30/93 93-6002
7/31/93 93-6002

8/ 5/93 93-6002
8/ 9/93 93-6002
8/10/93 93-6002
8/11/93 93-6002
8/16/93 936002
8/18/93 93-6002
8/19/93 936002
8/23/93 93-6002
8/25/93 93-6002
3/30/93 93-6002

7/27/93 93-6002
7/28/93 93-6002
7/29/93 93-6002
7/30/93 93-6002
7/31/93 93-6002
8/3/93 93-6002
8/ 4/93 93-6002
8/ 5/93 936002
8/ 9/93 93-6002
8/10/93 93-6002
8/11/93 93-6002
3/12/93 93-6002
8/13/93 93-6002
3/14/93 93-6002
8/17/93 93-6002
3/18/93 93-6002
8/23/93 936002
8/24/93 93-6002
8/25/93 93-6002
8/26/93 93-6002
10/29/9393-6002

8/ 6/93 93-6002
3/7/93 93-6002

7/26/93 93-6002

Al0S5

Al105
Al105
A105
Al105
A10S
A105
Al105
Al05

Al105
A105

Al05
A105
Al05
A10S
Al105
Al05
Al105
Al05
A105
Al05

A105
A10S
Al05
Al05
Al05
A105
Al05
A105
Al105
AlOS
Al0S
Al05
Al05
Al05
Al05
A105
A105
Al105
Al05
Al05
A105

Al05
Al05

A105

BAKER

BANDA
BANDA
BANDA
BANDA
BANDA
BANDA
BANDA
BANDA

BRYANT
BRYANT

CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL
CARROLL

DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA
DEHERRERA

DELAMARE
DELAMARE

GALLUP

LABOR COST FOR

DSR-

SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ

FIRST NAME

CHARLES

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

JOSE
JOSE
JOSE
JOSE
JOSE
JOSE
JOSE
JOSE

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

IVAN
IVAN

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS
THOMAS

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
"ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO
ANTONIO

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

RICHARD
RICHARD

-INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

ROBERT

A-50

HOURS

10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
3.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
73.00
10.00
10.00
20.00
7.00
7.00
5.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
9.00
10.00
3.00
10.00
81.00
10.00
10.00
9.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.50
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
209.50
6.00
10.00
16.00
5.50

WAGE

$9.63

19 44
19 44
19.44
19.44
19.44
19.44
19.44
19 44

e I B I ¥ I L B S I )

&

16.43
16.43

2]

16.15
16.15
16.15
16.15
16.15
16.15
16.15
16.15
16.15
16.15

e B I e I B R I R N ¥ )

14.28
14.28
14.28
14.28
14.28
14.28
14.28
1428
14.28
14.28
14.28
14.28
14.28
1+4.28
14.28
14.28
$ 1428
$ 1428
$ 1428
$ 1428
$ 1428

LB Bl I I I e I R R e R R I IR IR T IS PN

$17.90
$17.90

$12.79

TOT!

$ 96.3u

$ 9630

$ 194

$ 194
194.40
194 40
194
194 40
194. "
1.41
164 3>
164 .35
328.
LI3
113.05

$ 10742
$ 179.07
§ 286.4
$ 7035



5/12/94 LABOR COST FOR
DSR-
93-6002 SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ
Al105 SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELLZ
DATE Work OrderActivity LAST NAME FIRST NAME HOURS WAGE TOTAL
7/30/93 93-6002 Al05  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 12790
7/31/93 936002 Al05  GALLUP ROBERT 1000 $12.79 $ 127 90
8/2/93 93-6002 Al05  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 12790
8/6/93 93-6002 Al0S  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $ 12.79 $ 127.90
8/7/93 93-6002 Al05  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $ 12.79 $ 127.90
8/10/93 93-6002 A105  GALLUP ROBERT 2.50 $12.79 $31.98
8/13/93 93-6002 Al05  GALLUP ROBERT 11.50 $12.79 $ 147.09
8/14/93 936002 Al105  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 127.90
8/20/93 936002 Al105  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 12790
8/21/93 93-6002 Al05 GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 127.90
10/29/9393-6002 A105  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 127.90
10/30/9393-6002 A105  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 127.90
12/3/93 936002 A105  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 127.90
12/ 4/93 936002 A105  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $ 12.79 $ 127.90
12/10/9393-6002 Al05  GALLUP ROBERT 10.00 $12.79 $ 127.90
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 149.50 $1,912.11
12/3/93 936002 Al05  HAYNES JERRY 10.00 $ 8.81 $ 88.10
12/ 4/93 93-6002 A105  HAYNES JERRY 10.00 $ 281 $ 88.10
12/10/9393-6002 Al05  HAYNES JERRY 10.00 $ 881 $ 88.10
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 30.00 $ 26430
8/6/93 936002 Al0S  HUFF WILLIAM 10.00 $ 1515 $ 151.50
10/29/9393-6002 A105  HUFF WILLIAM 10.00 $ 15.15 $ 151.50
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 20.00 $ 303.00
8/6/93 936002 Al05 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $20.40 $ 204.00
8/7/93 936002 Al05 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $ 20.40 $204.00
8/13/93 936002 Al05 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $20.40 $ 204.00
8/20/93 936002 Al05 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $ 20.40 $ 204.00
8/21/93 936002 Al05 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $20.40 $ 204.00
11/17/9393-6002 A105 KENYON WILLIAM 7.00 $20.40 $ 142.80
12/3/93 936002 Al105 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $ 20.40 $ 204.00
12/4/93 936002 Al05 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $ 20.40 $ 204.00
12/10/93936002 Al05 KENYON WILLIAM 10.00 $ 20.40 $ 204.00
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 87.00 $ 1,774.80
7/30/93 936002 A105  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $17.57 $175.70
7/31/93 936002 A105  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $ 1757 $ 175.70
8/6/93 936002 Al0S  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $17.57 $ 175.70
8/7/93 936002 Al05 MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $ 17.57 $ 175.70
8/13/93 936002 Al05  MICHAEL DANIEL 11.50 $ 17.57 $ 202.06
8/14/93 936002 A105  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $ 17.57 $ 175.70
8/20/93 936002 Al05  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $17.57 $175.70
8/21/93 936002 A105 MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $17.57 $ 175.70
10/29/9393-6002 A105  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $17.57 $ 175.70
10/30/9393-6002 A105  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $ 17.57 $175.70
12/10/9393-6002 A105  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $ 17.57 $175.70
12/11/9393-6002 A105  MICHAEL DANIEL 10.00 $17.57 $ 175.70
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 121.50 $2.134.76
10/29/9393-6002 A105  MOLINA JOSE 10.00 $ 12.34 $ 12340
’ INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 10.00 $ 123.40
10/30/9393-6002 A105  NAUD, I ROBERT 10.00 $12.76 $ 12760
12/ 3/9393-6002 Al105  NAUD, III ROBERT 10.00 $12.76 $ 12760
12/ 4/93 936002 A105  NAUD, I ROBERT 10.00 $12.76 $ 127.60
A-51



5/12/94

936002
Al0S

DATE Work OrderActivity

12/10/9393-6002
12/11/9393-6002

10/30/9393-6002

7/30/93 93-6002
7/31/93 93-6002
8/13/93 93-6002
12/10/9393-6002
12/11/9393-6002

7/27/93 93-6002
7/28/93 93-6002
7/29/93 93-6002
7/30/93 93-6002
7/31/93 93-6002
8/2/93 93-6002
8/3/93 93-6002
8/ 4/93 936002
8/5/93 935002
8/9/93 93-6002
8/10/93 93-6002
8/11/93 93-6002
8/13/93 93-6002
8/14/93 93-6002
8/17/93 93-6002
8/18/93 93-6002
&/19/93 93-6002
8/20/93 93-6002
8/21/93 93-6002
€/23/93 93-6002
8/24/93 93-6002
8/26/93 93-6002
8/30/93 93-6002
8/31/93 93-6002
9/ 1/93 93-6002
9/2/93 93-6002
9/7/93 93-6002
9/ 8/93 93-6002
9/ 9/93 93-6002
9/13/93 93-6002
12/ 3/93 936002
12/ 4/93 936002
12/10/9393-6002

10/30/9393-6002
12/10/9393-6002
12/11/9393-6002

8/ 6/93 936002
8/7/93 93-6002

A105
Al05

A105

Al105
A105
A10S
A105
Al105

A105
Al105
Al10S
A105
A105
A105
Al05
Al105
A105
A105
A10S
A10S5
Al105
A105
A105
Al105
Al105
A105
A105
Al05
Al105
A105
Al05
Al105
Al0S
Al05
Al0S
Al0S
A105
Al05
A105
Al10S
Al105

Al105
Al05
Al05

A105
A105

SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ

LAST NAME
NAUD, 11
NAUD, I1I

NELL

PETTUOHN
PETTIJOHN
PETTIJOHN
PETTIJOHN
PETTIJOHN

RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS
RICHARDS

SUTTON
SUTTON
SUTTON

LABOR COST FOR

DSR-

SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ

FIRST NAME

ROBERT
ROBERT

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

JACK

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

DAVID
DAVID
DAVID
DAVID
DAVID

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN
LEOBORN

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

JAMES
JAMES
JAMES

INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL =

SWINDERMAN MARK
SWINDERMAN MARK

A-52

HOURS

10.00
10.00
50.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
5.00
45.00
10.00
13.00
6.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
7.00
6.00
9.00
9.00
11.50
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
6.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
11.00
11.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
319.50
10.00
10.00
10.00
30.00
7.00
10.00

WAGE

$
$

$

L B B~ I )

MMMMMMMMMMMMW%MMMMMMMW%M%MMMMMMMM

$
$
$

$
$

12.76
12.76

12.97

16.23
16.23
16.23
16.23
16.23

16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
15.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96
16.96

16.71
16.71
16.71

10.96
10.96

TOT!
$ 127.60
$ 127 A0

$129...
$129.70
S 162.
$ 162.
$162.30
$162.30
$ 81.1
$ 730..
$ 169.60
$ 220.°"
$ 101.
$ 169.6vu
$ 169.60
$ 169
$ 169
$ 169.60
$118.7
$101.-
$ 152.6=
S 152.64
$ 195.¢
$ 169:¢
$ 169.60
$ 169.60
$ 169.¢
$ 169.¢.
$ 169.60
$ 169€¢°
$101.7
$ 169.60
$ 169.60
$ 169¢
$169¢
$ 169.60
$ 186.57
$ 186.3
$ 169.6v
$
$
$
S

§$ 54187
$167.1
$167.15
$ 167.15
$501.4
$76.72

$ 109.60



| 5/12/94 LABOR COST FOR
| l DSR-
93-6002 SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ
A105 SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ
. DATE Work OrderActivity LAST NAME FIRST NAME HOURS WAGE  TOTAL
; 8/20/93 93-6002  A105 SWINDERMAN MARK 10.00 $10.96 $ 109.60
8/21/93 93-6002 A105 SWINDERMAN  MARK 10.00  $10.96 $ 109.60
' 10/29/9393-6002 A10S ~ SWINDERMAN  MARK 1000 $10.96 $ 109.60
10/30/9393-6002  A105 ~ SWINDERMAN  MARK 1000  $10.96 $ 109.60
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL=  57.00 $ 624.72
8/14/93 936002 A105  WELCH MICHAEL 1000  $1839 $ 183.90
' 10/30/9393-6002  A105 ~ WELCH . MICHAEL 10.00  $1839 $ 183.90
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL=  20.00 $ 367.80
7/30/93 93-6002 Al05 ~ WILLIAMS MARK 000  $2191 $0.00
8/31/93 93-6002 Al05 WILLIAMS MARK 0.00 $2191 $ 0.00 |
l ' INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 0.00 $0.00 -
7/27/93 93-6002 A105  WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90 |
7/28/93 936002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 10.00  $ 1449 $ 144.90 |
l 7/29/93 936002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 850  $ 1449 $123.17
7/30/93 93-6002 Al05 ~ WINKLER MIKE 800  $it49 $ 115.92
7/31/93 936002 Al05 ~ WINKLER MIKE 10.00  $ 1449 $ 144.90
8/2/93 93-6002 Al05  WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90
. 8/3/93 93-6002 Al0S  WINKLER MIKE 1000  $1449 $ 144.90
8/4/93 93-6002 Al05  WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90
8/5/93 93-6002 Al0S  WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90
' 8/7/93 93-6002 Al0S  WINKLER MIKE 10.00 S 1449 $ 144.90
8/9/93 936002 Al0S ~ WINKLER MIKE 1000  $ 1449 $ 144.90
8/10/93 93-6002 Al0S ~ WINKLER MIKE 9.00  $1449 $ 130.41
8/11/93 93-6002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 9.00 S 1449 $ 130.41
l 8/12/93 936002 Al105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 10.00  $1449 $ 144.90
8/13/93 936002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 1150 $ 1449 $ 166.64
8/14/93 936002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 1000  $ 1449 $ 144.90
l 8/16/93 936002 Al105  WINKLER MIKE 950  $14.49 $ 137.66
8/17/93 936002 Al05  WINKLER MIKE 10.00  $ 1449 $ 144.90
8/18/93 936002 A105  WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90
8/19/93 93-6002 A105  WINKLER MIKE 1000 1449 $ 144.90
. 8/20/93 936002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90
8/21/93 93-6002 Al0S  WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90
8/23/93 93-6002 Al105  WINKLER MIKE 850  $1449 $123.17
8/24/93 93-6002 A105  WINKLER MIKE 1000 $ 1449 $ 144.90
' 8/25/93 936002 A105  WINKLER MIKE 1000  $1449 $ 144.90
8/26/93 936002 Al05  WINKLER MIKE 1000 S 1449 $ 144.90
8/31/93 936002 Al0S  WINKLER MIKE 1000  $ 1449 $ 144.90
' 9/1/93 936002 Al05  WINKLER MIKE 1000  $ 1449 $ 144.90
: 9/2/93 936002 Al0S  WINKLER MIKE 850  $ 1449 $123.17
9/7/93 93-6002 Al05  WINKLER MIKE 1050  $ 1449 $ 152.15
10/29/9393-6002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 000  $1449 $0.00
l 11/ 1/93 936002  A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 150 $14.49 $21.74
12/3/93 936002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 1000  $ 1449 $ 144.90
12/4/93 936002 A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE . 1000 $14.49 $ 144.90
' 12/10/9393-6002  A105 ~ WINKLER MIKE 1000  $ 1449 $ 144.90
INDIVIDUAL SUB TOTAL = 324.50 $ 4.702.01
TOTAL LABOR COST = § 26,055.47
i




6/16/94

93-6002
A0S

EQUIPMENT COST FOR

SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ

SALT/GILA CLEARING & CHANNELIZ

DATE EQUIPMENT # EQUIPMENT DESCRIPTION

8/26/93

10/29/93
10/30/93
12/3/93
12/4/93
12/10/93

7/30/93
7/31/93
8/2/93

8/3/93

8/5/93

8/6/93

8/7/93

8/9/93

8/10/93
8/12/93
8/13/93
8/14/93
8/16/93
8/17/93
8/18/93
8/19/93
8/20/93
8/21/93
8/23/93
8/24/93
8/25/93
8/26/93

/27/93
7/28/93
7/29/93
7/30/93
7/31/93
8/2/93
8/3/93
8/4/93
8/5/93
8/7/93
8/9/93
8/10/93

TR T TTTITT T

00336

00400
00400
00400
00400
00400

00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474
00474

00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479

T 170

1991 TRAIL-EZE TANDEM AXLE TRAILER
SUB TOTAL =

91 580K CASE BACKHOE 70H.P. 1 YD.
91 580K CASE BACKHOE 70H.P. 1 YD.
91 580K CASE BACKHOE 70H.P. 1YD.
91 580K CASE BACKHOE 70H.P. 1 YD.
91 580K CASE BACKHOE 70H.P. 1 YD.

SUB TOTAL =

780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
780D CASE4X4 HOE 112HP 13/4YD
SUB TOTAL =

1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP

A-54

TUrm TG i i =T 1 7170 TUTTTE T T T

UNIT

DAY

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

USAGE

1.00
1.60

7.00
7.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
30.00

7.00
8.00
7.00
7.00
4.00
7.00
8.00
6.00
6.00
6.00
6.00
8.00
4.00
7.00
8.00
6.00
6.00
6.00
7.00
7.00
6.00
6.00
143.00

5.00
13.00
3.00
10.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
5.00
6.00
4.00
8.00

COST

$43.00

$11.00
$11.00
$11.00
311.00

- $11.00

$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
316.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
316.00

$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14

SUB-TOTAL
S43.0¢
$43.00 -

$77.0C
S77.06
$66.00
$55.00- -
$55.0¢
$330.00

$112.00
$128.00
$112.00
$112.00—
$64.00
$112.00 °
$128.00
$96.00
$96.00. .
$96.00
$96.00- -
$128.00
$64.00°
$112.00
$128.00
$96.00 . .
$96.00
$96.00 -~
$112.00
$112.00
$96.00 . _
$96.00
$2,288.00

$100.70 —
$261.82
$60.42
$201.40 .
$161.12
$161.12 - -
$161.12
$161.12
$100.70
$120.84
$80.56 -~
$161.12



8/11/93
8/13/93
8/14/93
8/17/93
8/18/93
8/19/93
8/20/93
8/21/93
8/23/93
8/24/93
8/25/93
8/30/93
8/31/93
9/1/93

9/2/93

9/7/93

9/8/93

9/9/93

9/13/93

7/27/93
7/28/93
7/29/93
7/30/93
7/31/93
8/4/93

8/5/93

8/6/93

8/7/93

8/9/93

8/10/93
8/11/93
8/13/93
8/14/93
8/20/93
8/21/93
8/23/93
8/26/93
8/30/93

7/27/93
8/6/93

8/20/93
8/21/93
12/3/93
12/4/93

7/28/93
7/29/93
7/30/93
7/31/93
8/2/93

00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479
00479

00479

00479

00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484
00484

00505
00505
00505
00505
00505
00505

00506
00506
00506
00506
00506

1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
--1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1987 D-7 DOZER 230HP
SUB TOTAL =

1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
.. 1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP

. 1986 D-7 DOZER 230HP
. SUB TOTAL =

1993 CAT446 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT446 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT446 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD. -
1993 CAT446 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT446 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT446 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
SUB TOTAL =

1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 9SHP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.

A-55

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

6.00
8.00
7.00
2.00
7.00
4.00
7.00
6.00
7.00
4.00

© 10.00

7.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
10.00
9.00
9.00
7.00
220.00

7.00
7.00
6.00
7.00
4.00
7.00
4.00
8.00
8.00
5.00
2.00
6.00
7.00
7.00
8.00
8.00
4.00
8.00
7.00
120.00

5.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
6.00
7.00
34.00

8.00
6.00
6.00
7.00
8.00

$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14
$20.14

$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97
$23.97

$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00

$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00
$16.00

$120.34
S161.12
$140.98
$40.28
$140.98
$80.56
$140.98
$120.84
$140.98
$80.56
$201.40
$140.98
Si61.12
Si61.12
S161.12
$201.40
S$181.26
$181.26
$140.98
$4,430.80

$167.79
$167.79
$143.82
$167.79
$95.88
$167.79
$95.88
$191.76
$191.76
$119.85
$47.94
$143.82
$167.79
$167.79
$191.76
$191.76
$95.88
$191.76
$167.79
$2,876.40

$80.00
396.00
$80.00
$80.00
$96.00
$112.00
$544.00

$128.00
$96.00
$96.00
$112.00
$128.00




8/3/93
8/4/93
8/5/93
8/9/93
8/10/93
8/12/93
8/13/93
8/14/93
8/17/93
8/18/93
8/19/93
8/23/93
8/24/93
8/25/93
8/26/93
8/31/93
9/1/93
9/2/93
9/7/93
12/10/93

8/7/193

8/6/93
8/7/93
8/20/93
8/21/93

12/3/93
12/4/93

7127/93
7/29/93
8/7/93
917193

8/6/93
8/9/93
8/10/93
8/11/93
11/17/93

12/10/93

7/30/93
7/31/93

TV T U

ill T+

00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506
00506

- 00506

00506
00506

32275

32603
32603
32603
32603

32605
32605

32742
32742
32742
32742

32743
32743
32743
32743
32743

41108

41109
41109

T TN

1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95SHP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
- .1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 9SHP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 9SHP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 9SHP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
1993 CAT46 4X4HOE 95HP. 2YD.
SUB TOTAL =

92CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP
SUB TOTAL =

86CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP
86CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP
86CHEVY3/4ATON4X4TANKER 175HP
86CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP

SUB TOTAL =

86CHEVY3/4TON4X4BLAZER 175HP
86CHEVY3/4TON4X4BLAZER 175HP
SUB TOTAL =

87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 150HP
87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 150HP
87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 150HP
87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 150HP

SUB TOTAL =

87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP
87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP
87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP
87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 175HP
87CHEVY3/4TON4X4TANKER 1 7SHP

SUB TOTAL =

1991 FORD 10 YD DUMP
SUB TOTAL =

5 YARD DUMP/HIGHWAY

5 YARD DUMP/HIGHWAY
HIGHWAY SUB TOTAL =

A-56

HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR

MILE

MILE
MILE
MILE

MILE
MILE

MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE

MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE

MILE

DAY
DAY

B | |t R Y T B T R I I

9.00
8.00
6.00
7.00
6.00
8.00
8.00
7.00
8.00
8.00
6.00
4.00
8.00
7.00
6.00
8.00
7.00
7.00
8.00
10.00
181.00

27.00
27.00

28.00
23.00
23.00
22.00
96.00

74.00
77.00
151.00

31.00
29.00
35.00
26.00
121.00

24.00
31.00
26.00
24.00
38.00
143.00

257.00
257.00

1.00
1.00
2.00

$16.00 ST 00
$16.00 S128.00
$16.00 $96.00
$16.00 S12.00 .
$16.00 $96.00
$16.00 $128.00—
$16.00 $128.00
$16.00 S112.00°
$16.00 $128.00
$16.00 $128.00
$16.00 $96.00.
$16.00 $64.00
$16.00 $128.00"
$16.00 S112.00
$16.00 $96.00°
$16.00 $128.00.
$16.00 S112.00.
$16.00 $112.00-
$16.00 $128.00
$16.00 $160.00° ~
$2,896.00
$0.31 $8.37.
$8.37
$0.31 $8.68
$0.31 $7.13°
$0.31 $7.13
$0.31 $6.82
$29.76 .
$0.31 $22.94 -
$0.31 $23.87
$46.81
$0.31 $9.61
$0.31 $8.99 -
$0.31 $10.85
$0.31 $8.06 -
$37.51
$0.31 $7.44
$0.31 $9.61
$0.31 $8.06 -
$0.31 $7.44
$0.31 $11.78
$44.33
$0.60 $154.20 . .
$154.20
$110.00 $110.00
$110.00 $110.00
$220.00



l

12/10/93

8/13/93
8/14/93

10/29/93
10/30/93

12/3/93

12/4/93

12/10/93
12/11/93

10/30/93
12/10/93

7/27/93
7/28/93
7/29/93
7/30/93
7/31/93
8/2/93

8/3/93

8/4/93

8/12/93
8/13/93
8/14/93
8/16/93
8/17/93
8/18/93
8/19/93
8/20/93
8/21/93
8/23/93
8/24/93
8/25/93
8/26/93
8/30/93
8/31/93
9/1/93

9/2/93

9/7/93

9/8/93

9/9/93

9/13/93

10729/93

41110

41850
41850

42113
42113

42113

42113

42113
42113

42114
42114

42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910
42910

47102

1991 FORD 10 YD DUMP
SUB TOTAL =

5 YARD DUMP TRUCK
-- 5 YARD DUMP TRUCK
HIGHWAY SUB TOTAL =

1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK
1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK

1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK

1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK

1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK
1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK
SUB TOTAL =

1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK

1991 GM ASPEN DUMP TRUCK
SUB TOTAL =

1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
" 1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
1989 CHEVY 1 TON 4X4 TANKER
SUB TOTAL =

1991 PETERBILT 5YD SELD-LOADER DUMP'

A-57

*

*

MILE

DAY
DAY

MILE
HOUR

HOUR

HOUR

HOUR
MILE

HOUR
HOUR

MILE

203.00
203.00

1.00
1.00
2.00

211.00
10.00

10.00

10.00

10.00
83.00
1443.00

10.00

10.00
476.00

135.00
29.00
132.00
25.00
26.00
26.00
25.00
28.00
39.00
42.00
25.00
51.00
72.00
26.00
27.00
26.00
30.00
22.00
23.00
26.00
52.00
40.00
32.00
31.00
30.00
32.00
35.00
30.00
44.00
1161.00

160.00

$0.60

$110.00
$110.00

$0.52
$11.00

$11.00

$11.00

$11.00
$0.52

$11.00
$11.00

$0.31
30.31
$0.31
30.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
30.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
30.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31
$0.31

30.58

S121.30
$121.80

S$110.00
S110.00
$220.00

$109.72
$110.00
$110.00

$110.00

$110.00
$43.16
$592.88

$110.00

$110.00
$220.00

$41.85
$8.99
$40.92
$7.75
$8.06
$8.06
$7.75
$8.68
$12.09
$13.02
$7.75
$15.81
$22.32
$8.06
38.37
$8.06
$9.30
$6.82
$7.13
$8.06
$16.12
$12.40
$9.92
$9.61
$6.30
$9.92
$10.85
$9.30
$13.64
$359.91

$92.80




12/10/93
12/11/93

7/26/93
7/30/93
7/31/93
8/2/93
8/10/93
8/13/93
8/14/93
8/26/93
10/30/93
12/3/93
12/4/93
12/10/93

8/24/93

10/30/93
12/3/93
12/4/93
12/10/93
12/11/93

10/30/93
12/3/93
12/4/93
12/10/93
12/11/93

7/30/93
7/31/93

10/30/93

7/27/93
7/28/93
7/29/93
7/30/93
7/31/93

8/13/93

7/30/93

[ N N I A 1 ]

47103
47103

48108
48108
48108
48108
48108
48108
48108
48108
48108
48108
48108
48108

48796

49007
49007
49007
49007
49007

49702
49702
49702
49702
49702

72133
72133

72202

72240
72240
72240
72240
72240

72242

172323

i

SUB TOTAL =

1991 PETERBILT 10YD SELF-LOADER DUMP

1991 PETERBILT 10YD SELF-LOADER DUMP
SUB TOTAL =

1991 HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 IHC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 THC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 THC 10YD DUMP 200HP

1991 [HC 10YD DUMP 200HP
SUB TOTAL =

87 THC 3500 GAL WATER 175HP
SUB TOTAL =

1990 MACK 2 1/2 TON TRASH DUMP TRUCK

1990 MACK 2 1/2 TON TRASH DUMP TRUCK

1990 MACK 2 1/2 TON TRASH DUMP TRUCK

1990 MACK 2 1/2 TON TRASH DUMP TRUCK

1990 MACK 2 1/2 TON TRASH DUMP TRUCK
SUB TOTAL =

87 MACK 10YD DUMP 200HP
87 MACK 10YD DUMP 200HP
87 MACK 10YD DUMP 200HP
87 MACK 10YD DUMP 200HP
87 MACK 10YD DUMP 200HP
SUB TOTAL =

91 CHEVYS-10 4X4TANKER 100HP
91 CHEVYS-10 4X4TANKER 100HP
SUB TOTAL =

1992 CHEVY S-10 4X4 P/U-TANKER
SUB TOTAL =

1992 CHEVY $-10 4X4 TANKER
1992 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER
1992 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER
1992 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER
1992 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER
SUB TOTAL =

92 CHEVYS-10 4X4TANKER 100HP
. SUB TOTAL =

1993 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER

A-58

MILE
MILE

MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE

MILE

MILE
HOUR
HOUR
HOUR
MILE

MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE

MILE
MILE

MILE

MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE
MILE

MILE

MILE

MTATTTCTIIY T T T T I R e T

160.00

264.00
84.00
348.00

112.00
24.00
43.00
30.00
13.00
47.00
33.00
40.00
248.00
259.00
261.00
245.00
1355.00

31.00
31.00

177.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
84.00

1066.00

327.00
252.00
194.00
269.00
82.00
1124.00

25.00
25.00
50.00

62.00
62.00

96.00
15.00
21.00
25.00
18.00
175.00

31.00
31.00

79.00

$0.60
$0.60

$0.58
$0.58
$0.58
30.58
30.58
30.58
$0.58
$0.58
$0.58
$0.58
30.58
$0.58

$1.31

$0.52
$11.00
$11.00
$11.00
$0.52

- 50.58

$0.58
$0.58
30.58
30.58

$0.25
$0.25

$0.25

$0.25
$0.25
$0.25
$0.25
$0.25

$0.25

30.25

$92.80

S158.4¢
$50.4¢, -

$208.80

S64.9¢
$13.92

$24.94_.

$17.4C

$7.54 -

$27.26

$19.14

$23.20
$143.84

$150.22. -

$151.38
$142.10

$785.90

$40.61
$40.61

$92.04

$110.00

$110.00

$110.00
$43.68.
$465.72

$189.66
$146.16

$112.52

$156.02.
$47.56

$651.92

36.25

$6.25

$12.50

$15.50
$15.50

$24.00

$3.75

$5.25 .
36.25

$4.50 -

$43.75

87.75
$7.75

$19.75



. 9/2/93 72323 1993 CHEVY S-104X4 TANKER MILE 26.00 50.25 $6.50

10/29/93 72323 1993 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 58.00 $0.25 $14.50

l 12/9/93 72323 1993 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 12300 $0.25 $30.75

12/10/93 72323 1993 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 60.00 30.25 $15.00

SUB TOTAL = 346.00 $86.50

l 8/5/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 12.00 $0.25 $3.00

8/9/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 16.00 $0.25 $4.00

8/10/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 18.00 $0.25 $4.50

l 8/11/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 67.00 $0.25 $16.75

‘ 8/16/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 77.00 $0.25 $19.25

8/18/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 88.00 $0.25 $22.00

8/19/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 89.00 $0.25 $22.25

8/23/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S$-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 75.00 $0.25 $18.75

8/25/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 45.00 $0.25 $11.25

8/30/93 72702 1987 CHEVY S-10 4X4 TANKER MILE 40.00 $0.25 $10.00

l SUB TOTAL = 527.00 $131.75

8/14/93 72931 89 CHEVYS-10 4X4TANKER 100HP MILE 27.00 $0.25 $6.75

l SUB TOTAL = 27.00 $6.75

' 8/6/93 R2029 BLADE. 140G DAY 100 $297.00 $297.00

8/7/93 R2029 BLADE, 140G DAY 800  $297.00 $2.376.00

l 8/20/93 R2029 BLADE, 140G DAY 100 $297.00 $297.00

8/21/93 R2029 BLADE, 140G DAY 100 $297.00 $297.00

ACTION SUB TOTAL = 11.00 $3,267.00

l 8/6/93 R2208 4,000 GALLON WATER TRUCK DAY 100  $270.00 $270.00

8/20/93 R2208 4,000 GALLON WATER TRUCK DAY 100 $270.00 $270.00

8/21/93 R2208 4,000 GALLON WATER TRUCK DAY 100 $270.00 $270.00

l HERTZ SUB TOTAL = 3.00 $810.00

8/7/93 R2211 4,000 GALLON WATER TRUCK DAY 100 $270.00 $270.00

8/13/93 R2211 4,000 GALLON WATER TRUCK DAY 100 $270.00 $270.00

8/20/93 R2211 4,000 GALLON WATER TRUCK DAY 100 $270.00 $270.00

8/21/93 R2211 4,000 GALLON WATER TRUCK DAY 100 $270.00 $270.00

' HERTZ SUB TOTAL = 4.00 $1,080.00

8/7/93 R3001 60# ELECTRIC HAMMER DAY 1.00 $23.00 $23.00

‘ VALLEY SUB TOTAL = 1.00 $23.00

' 8/6/93 R3004 5 YARD DUMP TRUCK 4366 DAY 100 $110.00 $110.00

VALLEY SUB TOTAL = 1.00 $110.00

' RENTAL EQUIPMENT TOTAL = $5,290.00

| FCD EQUIPMENT TOTAL = $18,014.02

l TOTAL EQUIPMENT COST = $23,304.02

- * DENOTES USE OF LESSER CHARGE

. A-58a




ACEN  page item

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of MARICOPA COUNTY Formal
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
AGENDA INFORMATTON TFORM

c
REQUTST SCHEDULING FOR AGENDA OF: onsent

December 3, 1979

This BLOCK for Board use ONLY

1. PRRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL AND REQUESTED BOARD ACTION (If necessary attach

one page summary) On November 5, 1979, the Board approved the issuance of
Invitation to Bid 79-5 for the Salt-Gila River Clearing, Segment 2. On
November 21, 1979, sealed bids were opened. The low bidder is Edward S.
Kelton Contracting Company, Inc., at an estimated total contract price of
$178,500 (based on $700 per acre for approximately 255 acres) which is
below the Engineer's Estimate of $192,180.75. One other bid in the amount
of $289,425 was received. The sum of $200,000 has been budgeted for this

(See continuation sheet)

( ) Letter of intent or information previously submitted to the Board

regarding this action is attached.

L]

LANGUAGE TO BE USED IMN THE AGENDA:

It is recommended by the Chief Engineer and Genmeral Manager that the Board
approve and the Chairman sign a contract with Edward S. Kelton Contracting
Company, Inc. for the Salt-Gila River Clearing, Segment 2, Contract Number
FCD 79-5. The total bid price for this wnit price contract is $178,500.

3. COST OF PROPOSAL: STIRICT BUDGET INT/GOVT. FUNDS
! TOTAL AMOUNT SOURCE SMOUNT
A. Cost for balance of 89,250 (Arizona Revenue
current fiscal vear 178,500 Water Commission)l Sharine |89 259
B. Cost for next fiscal
vear ot -0- -0-
Current Next

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year

C. Additional cest ircurred
by supnortine departrments -0~ -0~

4 D. Addirzional emplovees ruquired -0~ -0-

4. AFTER _BOARD ACTION, RETURN TO:

Return four (4) copies to the Flood Control Diserict and rerain one (1) copy
for the Clerk's file.

. 5. ACTION RECOMMENDED DY: (Flected Official, Department Director, Board or Commission)

fo® Herbert P. Donald %
Chief Engineer and Gencral Manager PR ikt cii i &)
Vame and Titiec f'isnature 11/23/79

6. LEGAL REVIEW: /

Approved as to form: ()
Not necessary X General Counsel

7. FINANCIAL REVIEW:

Controller (
Intergovernmental Relations &
(
(

Office of Management & Budget
Not Necessary

Financiasl Officer

et N

Complete upper portion and deliver te appropriate APPROVING OFFICTAL

REVISED AGENDA LANCUAGE OR COMMENTS:

Approving Official

AGENDA INFORMATION FORM
REVISED 7/09/79
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

1ese”

Estucnste No. 2, FINAL Month  May Year 1980

Name of Project Salt-Gila River Clearing Contract No, FCD 79-5

Date Saarted  December 3, 1979 Segment?2 Contractor Edward S. Kelton Contracting Co., Inc.
% Compleed  §3% Address 2141 E. Beardsley Rd. P.0. Box 9819
Date Completed Terminated May 2, 1980 Phoenix, Arizona 85068
| Clearing, Grubbing and Grading Acre 700.00

120.7 acres @ 100% = 84,490.00
67.6 acres @ 60% = 28,392.00
$112,882.00 112,882.00

Allowance for Mobilization and
Demobilization

5% x 178,500 = 8,925.00

RELEASE QOF CLAIMS

The Edward S. Kelton Contracting Co., Inc{ does hereby
release the Flood Control District of Maricopa Cognty
from any and all claims of any character whatsoever
arising under and by virtue of Contract NqQ. 79-5
dated December 3, 1979, except as herein gtated.

Signature Date
Title
RIAAKKS ) TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACIOR 127,807.00
Icss 1077 retained o
Net Amouat Due Contractor T21,807.00
Deduct Previous Payments 101,593.80
Other Deductions -0-
Toeal Deductions 101,593,80
O ——
Amouat to be panl this Estimate 20,213.20
vrepreed v So L. Smith, Jr Dace_5/2/80  stpsrireD by_E. S. Kelton o
AT Date AUPRONVTIY by v e
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BONDING CO.

2100 GRAND AVENUE e DES MOINES, IOWA 50312

ARIZONA OFFICE
P.0.BOX 33097
300 W. OSBORN RD., SU. 200
PHOENIX, AZ.85067

(602) 264-7788 June 2, 1980 /:'2(.0 . 77'-'.3—

Maricopa County
Flood Control District

3335 W. Durango Re: Bond No. AZ 68944
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 Principal: EDWARD S. KELTON
CONTRACTING CO.,
Amount $178,500.00

Dear Sirs:

Qur Eond, above, captioned, was issued Novembher 26. 19749 cove

Clearing & Grubbing at Gillespie Dam

FCD 79-5-2

Will you be good enough to supply information requested helow, in order that our Home
Office records may be kept up to date?
Merchants Mutual Bonding Company hereby releases the architect or engineer supplyi
the information contained on this form from any and all liability whatsoever which
might in any way result from the accuracy or inaccuracy of the information requested
and supplied by this form.

Yours very truly,

MERCHANTS MUTUAL BOMDING COMPAN

M. M. Thompson, Vice President

vr

. What percentage of work completed?%lﬂo:“ezl ma.q 2 .,1980 @ 63 A
If completed, state when ~N/A ﬁ

2. If unfinished, state probable date of completion h‘-/é.

3. Amount paid contractar up to date? 3 {21 8Bo7.°°

L. Amount of retained percentage by owner? Nowf—

5. If the original contract has been increased because of changes made therein, pl
state amount of increase N/

6. Has work progressed satisfactorily to date? L|)¢5

7. Are there any claims made in your office for unpaid labor or material? No
8. Additional comments, if any COM“’V'AC“‘ was %’CMIM“EA bQCAUJSl. "'L
C,L\Ma‘gé (;cvu!d‘!oﬂﬁ Ca—lriucl (m.. c‘-looc‘ o-(:- &bruwfq (‘350.

T = ‘
pated at Flood Caxteo) Dishret cf S igna:ureZ/// )7}//277413&0
™ ' ‘S PPPrE
naliiii i . \Cft)“:“s s | 1950 Address 333S (.L‘.—Dm
COO!"A T SES—— ‘ mowlﬁq‘é B&e
™= - =, ‘0 . Cn..-l-w‘(:‘ Na <
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30ARD OF SIRECT™TS rL200 23iiTF QISTRICT JF ™MARICOPA COUNTY

AGENDA INFORMATION  RM

1. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROPQSAL AND RENUESTED BOARD ACTIOM:
On June 2, 1980, the Board of Directors approved the issuance of Invitation
for 3id for Contract FCD 80-7 Salt-Gila River Clearing, Segment 1 to provide
for a 1,000 foot wide clearing between 91st Avenue and 123rd Avenue (E1 Mirage
Road) with the optmn of an additive item for clearing between 123rd Avenue

and Bullard Road. fwere opened on June 18. 1980. Bids were received
rangin from $ /77 to $ &///. .2 . The engineer's estimate is
$§ 33,270 The 1ow bidder was L Sscanud i T RET AP

in the amount of $ 572' e , not including the additive item. \J

2. COST OF PROPQSAL:

Budgeted AZ Water
Funding Source: Rev. Sharing _ Commission TOTAL
Funding Amount: ) 795375 —n — 179228
Other Cost: Indirect -0- Next F/Y -0-
Additional Employees: Current F/Y _ -0- Next F/Y -0-

3. RECOMMENDED MOTION:
It is moved that the Board of Directors award Contract FCD 80-7, Salt-Gila
Cleamng/, Segment 1t _ Pecao  owina Tl in the amount
of $ /77 s

ACTION TAKEN: D APPROVED (] 01SAPPROVED OJ conTInueD DATE:

F)

CLERK OF THE BOARD
4. LEGAL REVIEW:

Approved as to form: ()
Not necessary: (x) FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT GENERAL COUNSEL

5. FINANCIAL REVIEW:

Controller ()

Intergovernmental Relations  (X) Wd/

Office of Management & Budget ( ) e/

Not necessary () 7 FINARCTAL OQ]CER

6. PER REVI

Personnel ()
Not necessary (%) PERSCHNEL DTRECTOR

~4

ACT RECOMM 8Y:

L4/ W. D. Mathews ///// // ///,,/U:/

Chief Engineer & General Manager
~ NAME & TTTLE TTGNATURE (0-3-80)

APPROVING OFFICTAC

17-25 Jannarv 1020
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INVITATION FOR BIDS
(Construction Contract)

Salt-Gila River Clearing Ref. Invitation FCD 80-7
Segment 1 Date: June 2, 1980

Issued by: Flood Control District
Vicinity: 91st Avenue west of Phoenix of Maricopa County

Maricopa County, Arizona

SEALED BIDS, IN SINGLE CCPY FOR THE WORK DESCRIBED HEREIN WILL RE
RECEIVED UNTIL 2 P.M., LOCAL TIME AT THE PLACE OF THE BID OPENING,
June 18, 1980, IN TEE OFFICE OF THE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
OF MARICOPA COUNTY, 3335 WEST DURANGO STREET, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85009,
AND AT THAT TIME PUBLICLY OPENED.

PROSPECTIVE BIDDERS MAY ASSEMSLE AT THE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OFFICES ON
June 11, 1980, AT 9:00 A.M. FOR A PRE-BID CONFERENCE TO BE
FOLLOWED BY A GROUP SHCWING OF THE WORK SITE. IF YOU ARE UNABLE TO ATTEND
THE GROUP SHOWING, ARRANGEMENTS TO INSPECT THE SITE MAY BE MADE WITH THE
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT PROJECT ENGINEER, 3335 WEST DURANGO STREET, PHOENIX,
ARIZONA, 85009. (PHONE: 262-1501). :

BID SECURITY IN AN AMOUNT OF NOT LESS THAN FIVE PEXCENT (5%) OF THE TOTAL
BID PRICE MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH EACH BID. THE BID SECURITY MAY BE IN

THE FORM OF A BID BOND, CASHIERS CHECK, POSTAL MONEY ORDER, OR CASH. THE
BID SECURITY WILL BE MADE PAYABLE TO THE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICCFA
COUNTY AS A GUARANTEE THAT IF THE WORK IS AWARDED TO THE BIDDER, EE WILL
WITEIN TEN (10) DAYS FROM THE DATE OF SUCH AWARD, ENTER INTO PROPER CONTRACT
AND BOND CONDITIONS FOR THE FAITHFUL PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK. OTHERWISE,
SAID AMOUNT WILL BE FORFEITED TO THE FLOOD CCNTROL DISTRICT. BID SECURITY
WILL BE RETURNED AS PRESCRIBED BY MAG 103.

THE SUCCESSFUL BIDDER SHALL BE REQUIRED TO FURNISH PERFORMANCE AND PAYMENT
BONDS IN PENAL SUMS NOT LESS THAN ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) RESPECTIVELY,
OF THE ORIGINAL AMOUNT OF THE CONTRACT.

DESCRIPTION OF WORK: THE PROPOSED WORK CONSISTS OF CLEARING AN AREA 1,000
FEET WIDE IN THE NATURAL STREAMBED OF THE SALT AND GILA RIVERS TO PROVIDE
FOR THE UNRESTRICTED PASSAGE OF FLOODWATERS, AND OTHER MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS
OF WORK REQUIRED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CLEARING EFFORT. THE APPROXIMATE
AREA TO BE CLEARED COMPRISES 485 ACRES.

INVITATION FOR BIDS Page 1 of ¢
NO. FCD 80-7
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THE WORK SHALL COMMENCE WITHIN SEVEN (7) CALENDAR DAYS AND BE COMPLETED
WITHIN CONE HUNDRED TWENTY (120) CALENDAR DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF THE
NOTICE TO PROCEED.

NOTICE: THE BID SCHEDULE, SPECIAL PROVISIONS, INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS,
UNIFORM STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, EDITION
OF 1979 (MAG) AND DRAWINGS LISTED UNDER THE CONTENTS, WILL BE
INCORPORATED IN AND BECOME A PART OF THE RESULTANT CONTRACT.

RHEA WOODALL, CLERK

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF
MARICOPA COUNTY

INVITATION FOR BIDS Page 2 of §
NO. FCD 80-7
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION FOR BIDS, FCD 80-7
INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS

Explanation to Bidders. Any explanations desired by the bidder,
questions, or items for clarification regarding the meaning or
interpretation of the invitation for bids, drawings, specifications,
etc., may be addressed to the Chief Engineer and General Manager,
preferably in writing, prior to the pre-bid conference. Any answers,
interpretations, or clarifications affecting the cost will be addressed
to all bidders in an addendum to the ianvitation. The receipt of an
addendum by the bidder must be acknowledged in the space provided on
the bid form or by letter or telegram received before the time set
for the bid opening. Oral explanations or instructions given before
the award of the contract will not be binding.

Conditions Affecting the Work. It is in the best interest cf the bidders
to attend the pre-bid conference and site showing. Bidders should visit
the site and take such other steps as may be reasonably necessary to
ascertain the nature and the location of the work, the general and local
conditicns which can affect the work and the cost theraeof. railure to

do so will not relieve bidders from responsibility for estimating
properly the difficulty or cost of successfully perfcrming the work.

(See MAG 102.4)

Bidder's Qualificaticns. The bidcder shall be appropriately licensed

as a Contractor in the S:tate of Arizona for performing tha type of

work described. Before a bid is considered for award, a bidder mav

be requested by the Chief Zrgineer and General Manager cf the Flced
Centrol District to submit a statement regarding his previous experience
in performing ccmparable work, his business and technical organization,
financial resources, and plant available to be used in perfcrming

the work.

Bid Guarantee. Where a bid guarantee is required by the invitation for
bids, failure to furnish a bid guarantee in the proper form and amouat

by the time set for opening of bids, may be cause for rejection of the

bid.

If the successful bidder, upon acceptance of his bid by the Flood Control
District with the period specified herein for acceptance (sixty days if
no period is specified) fails to execute such further contractual
documents, if any, and give such bond (8) as may be required by the terms
of the bid as accepted within the time specified (ten days if no period
is specified) after receipt of the forms by him, his contract may be
terminated for default. In such event he shall be liable for any cost

of procuring the work which exceeds the amount of his bid, and the bid
guarantee shall be available toward offsetting such difference.

INVITATION FOR BIDS Page 3 of 6
NO. FCD 80-7
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10.

Preparation of Bids. Bids shall be submitted on the forms furnished,
or copies thereof, and must be manually signed. If erasures or other
changes appear on the forms, each erasure or change must be initialed
by the person signing the bid. Unless specifically authorized in the
invitation for bids, telegraphic bids will not be considered.

No bid will be comnsidered unless all items in the bid schedule are
priced. In case of an error in the extension of price, the unit price
shall govern. The quantities listed on the bid schedule on which

unit prices are requested are estimates only.

Unless called for, alternate bids will not be considered.

Modifications of bids already submitted will be considered if received
at the office designated in the invitation for bids by the time set
for opening bids.

Submission of Bids. Bids must be sealed, addressed to the Chief Engineer
and General Manager, Flood Contrel District of Maricopa County, 3335

West Durango, Phoenix, Arizona 85009, and marked to identify the bid

to the referenced Contract FCD Numbar. Failure to appropriately identify
the bid may result in a prematur= cpening cf, or a failure to open, such
bid. The name of the bidder shall be cn the outsids of the eavelocpe.
(See MAG 102.9).

Withdrawal of Bids or Modificaticns. Bids may be withdrawn by written
request received from the bidder prior to the time set for the opening
of bids.

Public Opening of Bids. Bids will te publicly opened at the time and
place set for the cpening in the invitatioa for bids. Their content
will be made public for the informatica of bidders and others
interested, who may bte present eithzr in parson or by representative,

Award of Contract. Award and execution of a contract shall be in
accordance with MAG Section 103.

Specifications. Specifications referred to herein shall include all
revisions and amendments in effect on the date of issuance of the
invitation for bids. These instructions, Spacial Instructions to
Bidders, and the herein contained Cecnstruction Special Provisions
supplement the Uniform Standard Specifications herein referred to

by '"MAG" section number or paragraph number; however, in case of
conflict, these instructions and Special Provisions supersede the
Uniform Standard Specifications (MAG).

INVITATION FOR BIDS . Page 4 of 6
NO. FCD 80-7
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION FOR BIDS, FCD 80-7
= SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS

Location of the Work. The prcposed work is located in the natural strzambed

of the Salt and Gila Rivers west of Phoenix between 91lst Avenue and 123rd
Avenue (El Mirage Road) with an additive bid item for work between 123rd
Avenue and 147th Avenue (Bullard Road). The proposed work is in the follewing
identified sections of the Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian,

TIN RIE Sectiocmns 31, 32, 33
TIN RIW Sections 33, 34, 35, 36

Project Bid Range. The cost of work under this contract is anticipated to
range from $250,000 to $375,000.

Centract Plans, Special Provisions and Coatract Documents: Plans, Specizl
Provisions, and forms for proposal, Bidding Schedule, Contract Agreement
and Performance Bond may be obtained from the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix, Arizona, upon paymen:
of $5.00 by check payable to the FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY.
This payment will not be refunded.

\PPROXIMATE QUANTITIES FOR PRINCIPAL ITEMS

UANTITY UNIT DESCRIPTION
485 Acre Clearing, grubbing and rcugh gradirng
6,050 L:F. 50' Channel excavation and grading
200 L.F. 5' Ditch excavaticn and grading

APPROXIMATE QUANTITY FOR ADDITIVE ITEM

364 Acre Clearing, grubbing and rough grading

oS-

And such other pertinent items as are necessary for the completion of the
project as shown on the plans or as called for in the Special Provisions

or in the Maricopa Association of Governments Uniform Standard Specifica-
tions for Public Works Ccnstruction.

Prevailing Wage Scale: The provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act apply to this
contract. All labor employed on this work shall be paid at rates not less
than prevailing rates of wages as determined by the U. S. Department of

Labor. A list of the prevailing wage rates is on file in the office of the

INVITATION FOR BILS Page 5 of 6
NO. FCD 80-7
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Flood Control District of Maricopa County, and included herein.

Additive Item: The bid price for the additive item of work will not be
included in tHe total contract bid price for the purpose of determining
the lower bidder for award of this contract.

The District reserves the right to award the contract including the
additive item at the stated bid price for that item, or to modify the
contract to include the additive item at the stated bid price at any
time within sixty (60) days of the dats of award, or to reject the bid
price for the additive item and subsequently advertise for competitive
bid as a separate contract.

Award of the additive item is contingent upon acquisition of land rights.

RHEA WOODALL, CLEZRX

BOARD CF DIRZCTCRS

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OJF
MARICOPA COUNTY

INVITATION FOR BIDS Page 6 of 6
NO. FCD 80-7
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August 7, 1980 ' — LY, Rl

Ireland Contracting Company, Inc.
1712 South Nineteenth Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Attn: Mr. David Kessen

Subject: Contract No. FCD 80-7, Salt-Gila River Clearinq, Segment I,
Notice to Proceed

Dear Mr. Kessen:

Contract No. FCD 80-7, Salt=5ila River Clearing, Segment I was awarded to
your firm on June 23, 1980.

You are hereby notified to commence work on referenced Contract as soon as
practicable and to complete all work within one-hundred-twenty (120)
calendar days after receipt of this Notice.

Please acknowledge receipt of this Notice to Proceed with Work by entering
the date and signing below, in duplicate, and return the copy to me.

Sincerely,

e f i 2
SIEICU * vys e . -

William D. Mathews, P. E.

Notice to Proceed: Acknowledged

Date & - //-8o

\"Llee

Peesioert
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FLOOD OJONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa = nty

Sheet of

Cont. FCD 80-7

Contract Change Order No. 1

Oate—22pterper 10, 1000 Salt-Gila Clrg. Seq |
To: [reland Contracting Co, Inc. Contractor. You are hereby directed to make the hercin described

changes from the plans and specificutions or do the following described work not included in the plans and specifications oo
above-mentioacd project.

Chief, Construction & QOperations Division

Flood Control District

Description of work.to be done, estimate of quantitics, and prices to be paid. Segregate hetwceen additional work at contract price,
agreed price und force account. Unless otherwise stated, rates for rental of equipment on force account work cover only such time
as equipment is acrually used aad no sllowance will be madc for idle times.

Change requested by

°(1) Estimate of incrcases and/or decreascs in contract items at contrace prices.
°°(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or force account.

Lai-ginal
CASRA-mRii-

DESCRIPTION Soere | SR BRI g | PIrEREHCE
*] Clearing, Grubbing and 485 535 +50 350.00| 17,500
Rough Grading

Location of Work: The proposed additional 50+ acres Bf work ils located in the
natural streambed of the Gfila River qJouth of [the commlinity of |Arlington,

Sections 21 and 28, T2S, REW. The additionall clearinlj will bg a 300 foot wide
strip east and parallel to|a newly ejcavated |[channel,{|beginning at a northline
to be established in the flield as agfeed by the Flood|fControl [District and the

contractor.

CONTRACT AS BID total $179,225
This Change Order + 17,500

New Contract total $196,725

- T —
We, the uodersigned coatractor, have givea careful consideration to the change proposed and Lereby agree, if this proposal is
spproved that we will provide sll equipmeant, furnish all material, except os may otherwise be nowd above, aad perform all
services necessary for the work above specified, aad we will accept as full payment therefor the prices showa sbove.

By reason of this proposed cb‘ng!Ldayl cextension of time will be allowed.
Coatractor Ireland Contracting Co., Inc. By N. L v U % N

R R O T

’
)

Date(l |

Rec ded by~— ///) /1/ ///‘/_T"’"} < Approved by & “‘"‘(//(Lﬁ"‘;r g‘f:
- Chairman, Boaf/f z%’ Directors
Date_ 7 - 30 -5 Date_ [0 - 2> - 8c2 A

romm 83.33
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rLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Ma

ricopa Couniy

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

Esumace No. (5) Final Year

Name cf Project Salt/Gila River Clrg.Seg.1

Monath  January 1981

Contract No, FCD gQ-7

Date Scarced August 11, 1980 Contractor Ireland Contracting Co.,Inc.
% Completad 100 Address 1712 South 19th Avenue
Date Completed January 23, 1981 Phoenix, AZ 85009
V\-vo' ‘T E ~ GNITT ?::’:V‘I\:YLV -:.'IIL\" ’ uwl::: A'u:
1 Clearing, Grubbing and Rough Grading Acre 485 $350.00 $169,750.0C
2 Channel Excavation and Grading L. F. 5800 1.50 8,700.0¢
3 Ditch Excavation PL.F. 200 2.00 400.0C
Change Order #1
Clearing, Gillespie Reservoir Acre 38.69 350.00 13,541 50
Release of Claims
The Ireland Contracting Co. Inc. does hereby
release the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County from any and all claims of
any character whatsoever arising under and
by virtue of Contract No. 80-7, dated
June 23, 1980, except as herein stated.
Sw W -
Title
.:ﬁ:?ﬁxs TOUAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR 1192391 50
Tess 1077 retained [ ome=e
Net Amount Due Conteactor 1192,391 50
Deduce Previous Payments 161,972.10
Other Deductions ===
T'otal Deductions lol,3972.10
Amount o be pand dus Fsumate Q ‘ 30141940
L J’ ﬂ/
F Lot fy ¢
|Vrp|nnﬂh\:jaf;C- Anderson Dae 1=19-81  SUCBMUTTED by nlrls-2

Dae

T

AFPROVEIY iy
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County is calling for bids for:

TFB FCD 82-7, Salt/Gila River Clearing, Segment 3. Bid opening at 2:00 p.m.,
March 18, 1982.

Copies of the specifications are available for a nonrefundable $5.00 charge
at the Flood Control District offices at 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix,
Arizona.

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District reserves the right to
reject any and all proposals or to withhold the award for any reason. Award
will be contingent upon receipt of required environmental and land rights
clearances. Every proposal shall be accompanied by a bid security for €ive
percent of the amount of the bid.

s e s e e - T h S S L - T e e S W D Y e MR R e R N R e AR TR AR S o e W SR = D N M P S o R e = - -

Please publish for six consecutive days in the Arizona Republic starting
Monday, February 23, 1982.

Bill to: Flood Control District of Maricopa County

3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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FLOOD Coifiac DISTRIGT -~ ¢
o RECEIVED :

JiL12'%2

CHENG | | HWYDRO |

ASST | ! Mgt |

‘ AOMi4 1 suP_ | _
=t g2-7

i wa T FILE £
oA - - . E£STROY
v, Raymond E. Bluff, President : T ENGR 1D i3
“irgus Constructors, Inc. 1 FINANCE | e, R

Fo0. Box 1995 ’ A 2EMARKS

<

P

Cottonvoon., Arizona £8326

Re: Zcntrect FCD 82-7, Salt Gila River Clearing, Segment =3

~

Cezv My, Bluff:

The goard of Directors of the Flood-Cortrcl Cistrict of Maricopa County
lf cpen formal session on June 28, 1982 awarded subject contract to your
Tint. Yo are hereby given Notice tc Proceed with the work under the
terms ¢f the-ccntract. A copy of the signed document will be forwarded
0 w¥nu by serarate letter.

?cae; acEnCWEedge receipt of this Notice to Proceed by signature and
“Ate ir tnc spece provided, and return the duplicate copy to our office.

Enciosure

S
e R ‘
_ ., ; e vl
By St o L

Mingus Constructors, Inc.

Tzl
Date
A-73
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FLCOD CONTROL O!STRICT CF MARICOPA  COUNTY
fCARD OF DIRECTORS
~SCN2A  INFORMATION FORM

PUBLIC WORKS
DIVISION Fco- 28

BRIEF OESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL AND REQUESTED BOARD ACTION:

[t is requested that the Board of Directors authorize advertising for bids for
[FB FCD 82-7, Salt/Gila River Clearing, Segment 3. This project will clear
vegetation from a 1,000 foot wide strip in the river from 123rd Avenue to
147th (Bullard) Avenue, a distance of three miles at a cost estimated to
range from $75,000 to $150,000.

Environmental clearance and a Certificate of Compatibility from the U. S. Fish
and Wildlife Service are expected on or about March 17, 1982. These clearances
are necessary to proceed with the work. Bid opening is scheduled for March 18,
1982, at 2:00 p.m. at the Flood Control District offices.

The Flood Control District staff will handle the advertising directly with the
Arizona Republic Newspaper. A copy of the notice to be placed in the newspaper
is attached.

WOTION: 1T IS MOVEZ THAT THE 7525 CONTRCOL DOISTRICT CF MARICCPA CCUNTY BOARD OF OIRECTZRS

authorize issuance of Invitaticon for Bid for FCD 82-7, Salt/Gila River
Clearing, Segment 3.

FrranciaL 't D DUCGETED D CONTINGENCY D BUSSET AMENCMENT D TRAMSFER D GRANT CR OTHER

0
TOTAL COST FUND FINANCIAL CFFICER DATE
PZRSOMNNEL: OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANALYS:S
PERSONNEL CIRECTOR DATE CIRECTOR DATE

LEGAL: APPROVED AS TO FORM AND WITHIN THE POWERS AND
AUTHORITY GRANTED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE
STATE CF ARIZONA TO THE FLOOD CONTROL
CISTRICT OF MARICOPA CCUNTY
BOARD OF OIRECTORS

CINERAL CO.MTEL CATE
FLOOD CONTROL OISTRICT CF MARICOPA counTy If.OPRO'/ED FTR  EGEN2A
2,
, —
L7TTION RECOM'EMNOED BY CaTe LPPRQ /'S CFRICIAL DATE
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Estimaee No. (3) Final

Name of Project Salt/Gila Clearing, Seg /3
Date Saaread  June 28, 1982

% Complecred 100

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

Moaoth October
Contract No. FCD 82-7
Cooeractor Mingus Constructors, Inc.
Address P. 0. Box 1999

Yesr 1982

Date Compleced October 31, 1982 Cottonwood, Az. 86236
uNIT QUANTITY T -
~o. = ITEM UNIT o PLAKC( t :’."I":: Cun-::::wouw
1 Clearing, grubbing & rough grading Acre 348 310.00 $107,880.00
Change Order No. 1
(a) Berm along Wasteway.
(b) Roadway Construction
(¢) Clearing for fenceline
(d) Furnish and install C.M.D.
Total for C.0. #l L.S. $ 17,800.00
Release of Claims %
Mingus Constructors, Inc. does hercby rcleape |
the Flood Control District of Maricopa |
County from any and all claims of any !
character whatsoever arising under and |
by virtue of Contract No. 82-7, dated 1
June 28, 1982, except as herein stated. “
|
Date i
\ ‘s
Title 1‘
|
REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR | $125,680.00
Less 10% retained R
Net Amouant Due Contractor §125,680.00
Deduct Previous Payments $87,382,80
Other Deductions -
Total Deductions [587.382.80 |
Amount to be paid this Estimate S 38,297.20
Prepared by _ Date11/1/82 SUBMITTED by. Dace
W. C. Anderson Mingus Constructors, Inc.
__Date_____APPROVED by Date

Claira

Robert C. Payette
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—~ FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa Cournty
#aICHOA

Shte e e B e e
Contract Change Order No._1_fo . __

( FCD 82-7 - S
' Date—_Septemher 16, 1982

' To: Mingus Constructors, Inc ., Contractor. You are hereby directed to make the herein describec

! changes from the plans and specifications or do the following described work noc inciuded in che plans aad specifications oc
above-mentioaed project.

Change requested by_Flood Contyel District
Description of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Scegregate berween additional work at contract price
agreed price and force account. Unless otherwise saated, rates for renal of equipment on force account work cover only such time

as equipmeat is acrually used and no allowance will be made for idle times.

°(1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.

°°(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or force account.

ESTIMATED

AS BUILT
QUANTITY

QIFF

| UNIT DIFFERENCE
+ OR — | +

|
ITEM ‘ DESCRIPTION QUANTITY
|

1 Berm along wasteway 1000 + LF!

| reshape and rebuild as
jnecessary.

I
1

2% | Roadway Construction 2500 + LF'

|

+
\ 22 ft. wide, 15-18 inch.
\ idepth of bank-run gravel. |
i
3 Clear for fenceline. 2100 + LP
4, | Furnish and Install 78 L.F.
30" C.M.P. - 12 ga., at |
3 locations on rdwy. |
i !
. Total of Items 1, 2, 3 and?lo, c.0.

:0riginal Contract Amount |
‘Total Revised Contract Amount

I
|
|
|
#+
I
|
|

Note: Items 1 through 4 aL‘e not bid

FCD 82-7, but extra work as outlined
' to Mingus Constructors, Ink.

|

|

|

. | ]
|

|

|

|

items oﬁ original contrag
in lecce‘r of Sepltember 7, 1982
I i

I + $17,800.00

$§107,880.00

$125,680.00
|

el

|
|
|
i

|

| :

| |
|

i
i
l
I
Il

———r

oatractor___Mingus Constructors, Inc.

T

ecommeaded by. W
7—/7- T

late

romm 93.33

A-76

Ve, the undersigned coatractor, have givea careful consideration to the change proposed aad hereby agree, if this proposal i
pproved that we will provide all equipmeat, furnish all material, except as may otherwise be noted above, and pecform al
srvices necessary for the work above specified, and we will accept as full paymeat therefor the prices showan above. |

'y reason of this proposed change.30  days cxtension of time will be allowed.

. >4 —r7
By ( Ay Lm//ﬂ %//u/// 2=
v TITLE

o/ HEe

Date
Approved
Dae OCT 41982




PUBLIC NOTICE

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County is calling for bids for:

IFB FCD 32-21 Salt-Gila Clearing, Segment #4, Gillespie Dam to Palo Verde
Poad (291st Ave.). Bid opening at 2:30 p.m., July 27, 1982 at the Flood
Control District offices.

Copies of the plans and specifications are available for a non-refundable
$5.00 charge at the Flood Control District offices at 3335 West Durango
Street, Phoenix, Arizona.

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District reserves the right to
reject any and all proposals or to withhold the award for any reascn.

Every proposal shall be accompanied by a bid security for five percent of the
amount of the bid.

Publish: Sun City Daily News - July 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17, 1982.

Bill to: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3235 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF WMARICOPA  COUMTY <, ) rusLC  woaxs
BOARD OF DIRECTORS — K DIvig.on rco- 63
AGENDA INFDRMATION  FORM

AT O3 RAPTION OF PROSOAAL AnD QECUEITID BOLAN ACTION .

It is requested that the Board of Directors authorize advertising for bids for IFB FCD 82-21
Salt/Gila Clearing, Segment 4, and approve award of the contract to the low responsible
bidder. This project will clear vegetatton from a 1,709 foot wide strip <in the river from
Gillespie Dam to Palo Verde Road, a dis®ance of 11 miles at a cost estimated to range from
$400,000 to $550,000. Bid opening is scheduled for July 27, 1982, at 2:30 p.m. at the

Flood Control District offices.

The Flood Control District staff will issue the advertisement.

-

WITIC' 1T 13 MIyIL TWAT THE FLOCT CCBTMC. DISTRICT OFf MARICOPA COUNTY §CARD OF CIRLCTORS

| authorize issuance of Invitation for Bid for FCD 82-21, Salt/Gila River (learirng,

! Segment 4, and approve the award of the contract if the lowest responsible bid does
not exceed the engineer's estimate by more than 10%.

w5 r "~
[ hee” & o Afeeseerre |l contimsency ] B.ST AMEADITNT Duur_ua ]c.“..v cr ZTnfm

_$465,000 991 -/e0s8 o, Then SM,%L____ _%éz/ P
A

TOT.L e T Funn FonANCIAL ¢ F CPA oafe |
. FovisonNEL UFFICE OF MANAGIMONT ANALYZIS
)
Ky =

PIRIO™I . DIRZCTOA Ca~e O/mRECTCA DaTE

LEGAL - arPROVED A3 TC FORM AKD WiTIIN M€ POWERS AND
AUTHCRITY GRANTED UwTW¥R THME LAwWS OF TwF
STATEZ OF AR 20~A T0 THE PLOOD COWTRCL
DISTRICT OF WARICOPA COUNTY Legal review is included in the contract.
SOaR> oOF DIRECTOMS

CImFRAL COusRTL

Dare
F@o};nm DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY APERIVED FOR N
. . \ =
" o \ - .
PO a” einiic G R f FE “fj/? GBI 2282

ACTIUN ncg‘-vu«:r:- ey DATE APPEOCING — CFFICIAL oaTE

/
BOARD O DIRECTOAS

ACTION TAKEW E.Lﬁ;nouo D 0IS4PPwOVED D CMTImLT 10
VevVv. — 19 ) //l‘&q
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Enclosure

pest
)
o
0

“ow . FLOOD, CONTROLDI
oo -RECEIVE

' SEPCY B,

CH ENG HYDRC
| ASST LA
| | ADMIN SUu.
C&o At
Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc. - mckﬁy otg‘
8845 South Hardy FINANCE
Tempe, Arizona 85245 | REMARKS

Re: Contract FCD 82-21, Salt-Gila River Clearing, Segment 4
Dear Mr. Breinholt:

The referenced contract has been awarded to your company. A signed copy
is enclosed for your files.

You are hereby given Notice to Proceed with the work under the terms of
the contract. Please acknowledge receipt of this Notice to Proceed by
signature and date in the space provided and return the duplicate copy
to our office.

0. E. Sagramoso, P.E.

Breriholt C?B;réciing Co.—

SG-fte

Date

A-79



Mr. EddiekF. Givens, Project Supervisor
Breinholt Contracting Company, Inc.
8845 South Hardy

Tempe, Arizona 85284

RE: FCD 82-21, Salt/Gila Clearing; Segment 4
Dear Mr. Givens:

In response to your letter of April 4, 1983, in which you request that the
referenced contract be terminated as authorized by the cohstruction special
provisions the Flood Control District, subject to the following hereby
releases Breinholt Contracting Company, Inc. from any further obligations
under said contract.

Payment has been made, less the 10 percent retention, on ninety-two percent
of the work under the contract. This percentage is based on all work having
been completed from the beginning of the job, north of Gillespie Dam to 323rd
Avenue, and seventy-five percent of the work completed from 323rd Avenue to
Palo Verde Road with 10 acres excluded. Aareement to this completion amount
was made by Dave Kessen and Lee Mahan prior to the last request for partial
payment, dated and signed on March 15, 1983.

Please submit your documented demobilization costs as soon as you are completed.
The District will then make final payment to include dembbilization costs and
the 10 percent retained amount. A release of claims statement will be included
on the final payment request for authorized signature.

Sincerely, co: INFO:
SLS RGP
D. E. Sagramoso, P. E. RCP MJC
%Y/DET : WeA
FLV

A-80 :.i?)& b Fey? T2




BREINHOLT CONTRACTING CO.,ING;: .

[FR C 68"

- April 4, 1983 | enens | |y
ASST i u
) ACuIN [EES
Flood Control District /] c2a 4bljgf"
Maricopa County :_&EE?_ZTW o
3335 W. Durango i'Jm““x;;LéE;_
Phoenix, AZ 85009 RE: FCD 82-21 et
Salt-Gila Ricer Clearing —~ 7~
ATTN: EARL KERBY Segment 4
Gentlemen;

On March 30, 1983 we submitted, in error, a letter requesting
a time extension. I was out of town at the time and asked for a
letter to be sent. However it was not to be for the time extention
that we asked for. There was a lack of communication causing a mix
up within our office. Please disregard that letter.

Our request and intent is to suspend operations as stated in
our contract in sub section 108-7, paragraph four. In essence, it
states 1if the work has been delayed more that thrity (30) days due
to no fault of the contractor, the work can be suspended at the
request of either party.

The actual cost of demobilization will be documented and sub-
mitted after the item is completed.

We would appreciate your prompt attention and response to this
request.

Thank you,

o, :
et ?pz;on& /4-: e,

Eddie F. Givens, Project Supervisor
BREINHOLT CONTRACTING CO., INC.

EG/nw

8845 S. Hardy Tempe, Arizono 85284 - 893-3488 Mobile Phone 254-7574
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[f the contractor finds it impossible for reasons beyond his control
to complete the work within the contract time as specified or as
extended in accordance with the provisions of this subsection, he
may, at any time-prior to the expiration of the contract time as
extended, make a written request to the Engineer for an extension
of time setting forth therein the reasons which he believes will
justify the granting of his request. If the Engineer determines
that the contractor has proceeded with such diligence as would
normally have ensured completion within the contract time, and
that the reasons stated to justify a time extension are valid, he
may extend the time for completion in such amount as conditions
justify. The extended time for completion shall then be in full
force and effect, the same as though it were the original time

for completion.

If performance of all or any part of the work is suspended,
delayed, or interrupted for any reason beyond the control of
the contractor for a period of thirty (30) days, the contract
may be terminated at the request of either party. In such
case, payment shall be made for all work accomplished on the
basis of the unit price plus an allowance for mobilization and
demobilization. This allowance shall be the actual documented
costs incurred by the contractor as determined by the District.
This allowance shall not exceed $5,000.

SECTION 109 - MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENTS:

Payment shall be made as directed in the Maricopa Association of
Governments Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction.
Costs for all work for which there is no specific pay item shall be
included in the items for which a pay quantity exists. Monthly Progress
Payments of ninety percent (90%) of the agreed to value of the work
accomplished shall be made by the District is requested.

SECTION 201 - CLEARING AND GRUBBING:

Scope: This work shall consist of clearing and grubbing, and grading type
operations in designated areas for the removal of trees, snags, logs,
stumps, shrubs, rubbish, and debris and shaping of the cleared area for
drainage. A1l stumps, roots, and root clusters having a diameter of one
inch or larger shall be grubbed out to a depth of at least two feet below
the surface elevation of the finished clearing.

Method: The area will be cleared and grubbed to a depth of two feet by use
of a deep chisel-like plow that cuts the plant stem and roots. A root

rake or brush blade will be used in conjunction with the plow device to
separate brush and debris from soil and noncombustible materials. Plowing
and discing and the use of herbicides is not acceptable.

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS

CONTRACT FCD 82-21
A-82




STATEMENT

KESSEN EQUIPMENT CO.

1201 E. Marshall

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE

Phoenix, Az. 85014
(6@2) 277-9883
TO: Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc.
8845 S. Hardy
Tempe, Az. 85284
JOB: FCD 82-21 - Salt/Gila River Clearing
CHARGE
FOR LOAD

DATE DESCRIPTION OF EQUIPMENT & UNLOAD

3-20-83 American Backhoe $40090 .90
Palo Verde to Phoenix

4-4-83 D9 Tractor & Dozer 49090 .99
Palo Verde to Phoenix

4;5-83 D8 Tractor & Dozer 490 .99
Palo Verde to Phoenix

4-6-83 D9 Tractor & Dozer 4990 .90
Palo Verde to Phoenix

4-8-83 AC Tractor & Dozer 490 .99
Palo Verde to Phoenix

4-8-83 Service Equipment 250.99
Palo Verde to Phoenix

4-12-83 988 Loader, Brush Rig 250.909
& Knife - Palo Verde to
Phoenix

TERMS: Net 30 days.

THANK YOU.

TRANSP.
CHARGE
PER MI.

«75

.75

«75

«dD

.75

.75

.00

HAUL
MILEAGE

90

99

90

99

99

90

90

TOT:

$647.

64 /.

64 .

64

64

40

437

$407

sigzwﬂw 3y

Kessen Equipment Company
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County
|
|

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

Estimiee No. (6) Final Moath May Yesr 1983
Name of Pf-ojecr Salt/Gila Clearing Contract No. FCD 82-21 :
Date Started August 24, 1982 Seg. 4 Contractor Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc.
% Compleeed 92 Address 8845 South Hardy
Date Completed Contract/Terminated April 4, '83 Tempe, Arizona
u:c;Y i [ ) ITEM UNIT ?:A,::.g: .u;:g: cu.':::u‘;;ouur
I
1 | Clearing, Grubbing and Rough Grading (Same| as Egtimate|#5) $261,820.00
[

\

o

Dem$bilization allowance due to
termination of contract (see attached) $ 4,075.00

|
|

|

|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Releése of Claims

Breinholt Contracting Company, Inc., does
hereby release the Flood Control District
of Mhricopa County from any and all claims
of ahy character whatsoever arising under
| and by virtue of Contract No. 82-21, dated
September 1, 1982, except as herein stated.

{Lé/zaw J-3-53

ngnature Date

Lsye? W

Titlfz
REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR $265,895.00
Less 10% retined L=
Net Amount Due Contractor $265,895.00
Deduct Previous Payments S '235.638.00
Other Deductions
Total Deductions $ 235,638.00
| Amount to be paid this Estimate $ 30,257.00
! yal
| - =
Prepared byﬂ_%z/__m:ﬁﬂsunmﬂm 1210 /%/MM Diesd 352
| N
Claira ! _Darte APPROVED by. Date
A-84




FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

TEstimaee No. (5) Partial Moath  March Yesr 1983 o
Name of ProjectSalt/Gila River Clearing contract No. FCD 82-81
Date Sarted August 24, 1982  Segment 4 Cootractor  Breinholt Contracting Company, Inc.

9% Compleced 83% Incomplete Address 8845 South Hardy
Date Completed’ . Igmpe ,“Arizona iy
e - e | oymem | x| ieams s
T Clearing, grubbing and rough grading acre 1007 $260,00 | $261,820
w

\
'
[

REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR

Less 10% rewsined L 26,182.00

Net Amouant Due Coatractor | 235,638.00

Deduct Previous Payments " 175.968.00

Other Deductions .

Total Deductions 175 968 00 R

Amount to be paid this Estimate 59 ,670.00

L)

Prepared bthMm:MUnmnm b Z O 2 - 4
Chim ' Dare __APPROVED by, (775 J.m\g;ﬂ-@%

emmi aa.ve
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PUBLIC NQTICE

The Flood Contrel District of Mariccpa County is calling for bids for:
IFB FCD 82-2%, Salt-Gila River Clearing, Segment 5, Palo Verde Rd. (2
Airport Rd. (Z1itn 2&ve.). Bid opening at 2:00 p.m., September 14, 19
Flood Control Jistrict offices. :

Copies c¢f the plans and specifications are available for a non-refundable $10.00
charge at the Fiocd Control District offices at 3335 West Durango Street,
Phoenix, Arizona. The plan sheets may be purchased separately for a charge of
$2.50 per set, not refundable.

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District reserves the right to reject
any and all proposals or to withold the award for any reason. Every proposal shall
be accompanied by @ bid security for five percent of the amount of the bid.

Publish: Sun City Daily News-Sun Augqust 30 and 31, September 1, 2, 3 and 4, 12332.

Bill to: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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BOND NO. SC-760607:

STATUTORY PERFORMANCE BOND PURSUANT TO TITLE 34
CHAPTER 2, ARTICLE 2, OF THE ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES
(Penalty of this bond must be 100% of the Contract amount)

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

That, B. L. Gustafson, Contractor
(hereinafter called the Principal), as Principal,and

Fireman's Fund Insurance Companv

a corporation organized and existing under the Taws of the State of

Californta with its principal office in the City of San Francisco
(hereinafter called the Surety), as Surety, are held and firmly bound unto the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County, in the County of Maricopa, State of
Arizona, in the amount of Two Hundred Sixty-Three Thousand, Nine Hundred Twenty-Five &
dollars ($263.925.00 ), for the payment whereof, the said Principal an
Surety bind themselves, and their heirs, administrators, executors, successors and
assigns, jointly and severally, firmly by these presents.

WHEREAS, the Principal has entered into a certain written contract with the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County, dated the day of

September » 19_82 , for_FcD 82-25 - Salt-Gila River Clearing Segment #5

which contract is hereby referred to and made a part hereof as fully and to the sam
extent as if copied at length herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH, that if the said
Principal shall faithfully perform and fulfill al} the undertakings, covenants,
terms, conditions and agreements of said contract during the original term of
said contract and any extension thereof, with or without notice to the Surety,
and during the life of any guaranty required under the contract, and shall also
perform and fulfill all the undertakings, covenants, terms, conditions, and
agreements of any and all duly authorized modifications of said contract that
may hereafter be made, notice of which modifications to the Surety being hereby
waived; then the above obligation shall be void, otherwise to remain in full
force and effect; )

PROVIDED, HOWEVER, that this bond is executed pursuant to the provisions of
Title 34, Chapter 2, Article 2, of the Arizona Revised Statutes, and all
liabilities on this bond shall be determined in accordance with the provisions
of said Title, Chapter, and Article, to the extent as if it were copied at length
herein,

The prevailing party in a suit on this bond shall be entitled to such
reasonable attorney's fees as may be fixed by a judge of the court.

Witness our hands this_15th day of September » 19 82,

B. L. Gustafson, Contractor

Cash, Sullivan & Cross, Inc. PRINCIP SEAL
AGENCY OF RECORD (i::jéﬁ\;%fEZ//
By L) ﬁ@%{

P. 0. Box 44010, Phoenix, AZ

AGENCY ADDRESS Fireman's Fund Insurance Corpany
SURETRY SEAL
CONTRACT NO. FCD 82-25 BY s )\ N L

PERFORMANCE BOND \ ;/
James R. Day, Attorney-1n-Fdc

t
Page 1 of | POYER/ OF ATTORNEY &
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BIDDING SCHEDULE
ject: Salt-Gila Clearing
BPOJeEh Segment #5
Contract: FCD 82«25
Approximate Unit Cost (in writing) ' , Extended

Item No. Quantity Unit Description and /100 dollars Unit Cost Amount

1 1242 Acre Clearing, Grubbing and "ji""j X’/‘J’”%W M"’ 2/2.50 |o243 F25¢

Rough Grading

The Bidder hereby acknowledges receipt of and agrees
his proposal is_based on the following Addenda
—7Z¢P141/

Total Dzéé F25- 00"




FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION FOR BIDS, FCD 82-25
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS

Contract Plans, Special Provisions and Contract Documents: . Plans, Special
Provisions, and forms for proposal, Bidding ScheduTe, Contract Agreement

and Performance Bond may be obtained from the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix, Arizona, upon payment of
$10.00 by check payable to the FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY. This
payment will not be refunded. Additional sets of Plans, Sheets 1 through 5,
are available at $2.50 per set, not refundable. The specifications may be
purchased separately for a charge of $7.50 per set, not refundable.

APPROXIMATE QUANTITIES FOR PRINCIPAL ITEMS

QUANTITY UNIT DESCRIPTION

1242 Acre o Clearing, grubbing and rough gradi

Project Bid Range. The cost of work under this contract is anticipated to ran
from $350,000 to $500,000.

And such other pertinent items as are necessary for the completion of the proj
as shown on the plans or as called for in the Special Provisions or in the

Maricopa Association of Governments Uniform Standard Specifications for Public
Works Construction.

Location of Work The proposed work is located in the natural strezmbed of the
Gila River, near Buckeye, between Palo Verde Road (291st Ave.) and Airport PRoac
(211th). The proposed work is in the following identified sections of the Gil:
and Salt Base and Meridian:

T1S R4y Sections 21, 22, 23, 14
T1S R3W Sections 13, 24, 18, 17, 16, 15, 14, 11, 10
T1S R2UW Sections 12, 7

CHERTE PENNINGTON, CLEPK
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY

INVITATION FOR BIDS
CONTRACT NO. FCD 82-25

A-89



TELEPHONE 268-0B12

268.-3874
B. L. GUSTAFSON Aaen eentnel DISTRICT
CONTRACTOR NEGEWVEDR
1700 W. BROADWAY
PHOENIX. AR N o ,
ARIZONA 85041 MEy 2483

i | cucus | | HvoRo

May 27, 19353 ASST | | Mer

TAPMIN | 0P
[Jlcapt] i me
|

FLOCD CONTRCI. DISTRICT ENGR | | DEST™OY )
| Ol" MARICOrA COUNTY T FwancE | £ C .
3 3335 .. Durango “@J;E-._ ””j

hoenix, Az &5009

Re: Contract FCH 82-25 Salt & Gila River Clearing
Termination of Contract

Dear Sir:

In regards to the above namcd project Section 108.7 -
Determination ancd ixtension of Contract Time:, paragraph
four, we are exercising our srivilege. to terminate the
oroject due to the long interruption in work. Approximately
2 1/2 months work stopage cue to water in the river. The
section refers to 30 days suspended, delayed or interrupted
that the contract may be terminated by either party. It also
states that all work accomplished will be paid for on a unit
price and their is also an allowance for Mobilization and
Demobilization.

snclosed you will also find three separate statements. They
are for work completed to our shut down date, Mobilization
and Demobilization and for all retention previously held on
paymentse.

Sincerely,

(W Kot

Clarence Kilroy,
General Managcer

CK/jp

snclosurcrs




PHONE 268.0512

STATEMENT EXCAVATION
268-3674

SITE GRADING
HEAVY EQUIPMENT r

B. L. GUSTAFSON

CONTRACTOR

1700 W. BROADWAY
PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85041 R Yo
FLOCL CONTROL DISTRICT oate_lay 27, 1945
OF MARICOPA CGULITY
3335 V. Durango
I’hoenix, Az 85007

TOTAL
! = e —

Re: Contract ,FCL 32-25
Salt & Gila River Clearing

To Dill You For Retention ithheld 93550.00

m & . de
AL003 CONTIEL DISTRICT Thtal. ROGefiion Due
RCCEIVED

MAY 26'83

Ll caong HYDRO
{ | Asst LMat
ADMIN

|
I C&,d/v
|

ENGR DESTROY
FINANCE 0| E o (£
T ovenS

i o v e

1% Finance Charge After Ten (10) Days
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County
l PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE
Esti No. (4) Final Moath May Yesr 1983
N::::; p:,,-mSaIt-Gi]a Clearing, Segment Scontract No. FCD 82-25 i
Date Searted 10-27-82 Contractor B. L. Gustafson, Contractor
% Compleced 36 Address 1700 W. Broadway
Date Complecad Contract terminated May 26, 1983 Phoenix, AZ 85041
l oy il R
I 1. |Clearing, Grubbing and Rough Grading SAME AS ESTIMATE ND. 3 $93,500.00
Demobilization allowance due to termination
I of contract (see attached.) $ 4,403.41
Release of Claims
l B.L. Gustafson, Contractor, does hereby
release the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County from any and all claims
of any character whatsoever arising
under and by virtue of Contract No. 82-~25
dated Oct. 4, 1982, except as herein stated
dﬁmu/ FM J',,?,Z {3
S#nature Date
I Titl //
REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY commcrox [$97,903.41
Less 10% retsined i
l Net Amouat Due Contractor _;____$97903~‘”
Deduct Previous Payments $84,150.00
Other Deductions -
I Total Deductions $84,150.00
Amount to be paid this Estimate ‘ 213,753.41 -
' Prepared by__F- Vincent %{@_suamrrm b%[%mr
Clairma —APPROVED by. Date
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

Escimsee No.  (3) Partial Moath February Yesr 1983
Name of Project Salt Gila River Clearing Contract No. FCD 82-25
Date Sarted 10/27/82 Segment 5 Cootractor B. L. Gustafson
% Complered 36% Address 1700 W. Broadway
« Date Completed Incomplete - Phoenix, Arizona 85041
u::? ITEM UNIT ?:A’El:: u:::r! CURRINT AMOUNT
PRI CARNCD
b Clearing, Grubbing and Rough Grading Acre 440 212.50 $93,500.00
i
!
i
|
|
i
!
|
|
REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR 93,500.00
Less 109% reuined F 9,350.00
Net Amouat Due Contractor
Deduct Previous Paymears 63,686,25
Other Deductions Ne
Toral Deductions GRE .25
Amount to be paid chis Estimate _—2045315

- ~ G YR A
Prepared byM&(MﬂL—SUBMIﬁED by(da‘”‘“/@v/b __Date
Claimm Date. APPROVED byW C /44./127@ Da(cjﬁ% 3
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County is calling for bids for:

IFB FCD 83-24, Salt-Gila Clearing, Segment 5A, 323rd Avenue to Airport
Road. Bid opening at 2:00 p.m., July 12, 1983, at the Flood Control

District offices.

Copies of the plans and specifications are available for a non-refundable
$5.00 charge at the Flood Control District offices at 3335 West Durango

Street, Phoenix, Arizona.

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District reserves the riaht to
reject any and all proposals or to withhold the award for any reason.
Every proposal shall be accompanied by a bid security for five percent of

the amount of the bid.

Publish: Sun City Daily News - June 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18, 1983.

Bill to: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
CONTRACT NO. FCD 83-24
SALT-GILA RIVER CLEARING, SEGMENT 5A

TABLE CONTENTS:

1. Invitation for Bids

2. Bid Form

3. Construction Special Provisions

4. No Collusion Affidavit

5. Contract

6. Statutory Pa,ment Sond

7. Statutory Performance Bond

8. Certificate cof Insurance

2. ODrawings: SALT-GILA RIVER CLEARING, SEGMENT =5A

(323 AVE) TO AIRPORT RD (211th AVE)
SHEETS 1 through 5
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l | FLOOD CONTROL.
)

DISTHICT—

oh |

Froop CoNTROL DISTRICT
of
Maricopa County

MARICOP A
COUNTY
1959

3335 Woest Durango Streete hoen
relephone (602) 2062-1501

D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chict Engincer and General Manager

Al R O DiSTRICT
poCoiveED
piy oy 8T
AUG 16 1983 : Lo s.nr:- | HYDRO
T AsST , TR

MR

Mr. Ray Larson
Sunset Metals

Wt Y

1303 E. Donner Road SR )
onner ao b

Tempe, Arizona 85282
Re: Contract FCD 83-24; Salt-Gila River Clearing, Segment 5A

Dear Mr. Larson:

The referenced contract has been awarded to your company. A

copy is enclosed for your files.
Bond is also returned herewith.

You are hereby given Notice to Proceed with th

of the contract.
by signature and date in the space pr

to our office.

Sincerely,

%M

BOARD of DIRFCTORS

15009 .
X, Arizona B0 Flaswley Athmson, Charrman

George L. Campbell
Tom Freestone
fred Koory, Ir.

Ecl Pastor

signed

The original copy of your Bid

e work under the terms

Please acknowledge receipt of this Notice to Proceed
ovided and return the duplicate copy

Sunset nd%a1s

0. E. Sagramoso, P.E.
Enclosure //;;%::7 ///:96327/4;7
g/ c«?/ iticioae

Date &—/6 - 3
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BIDDING SCHEDULE

Project: Salt-Gila Clearing -
Segment #5A
Contract: FCD 83-24
Approximate ‘ Unit Cost (Tn writing) Extended
Item No. Quantity Unit Description and /100 dollars Unit Cost Amount
aone ‘R)\_V\A(\f\(k(‘( ‘A/k/k\XI\) /‘J/(l% ;' 66‘_\9 00 2 7‘5;( ! 7(.
1645 Acre Clearing, grubbing, ) i \
rough grading, (f(p(,&l\A‘//[c) o

and root cutting.

Total__ 27307

The Bidder hereby acknowledges receipt of and agrees

his proposal is based on the following Addenda

10 ¢ abeg



~ fLooo -
DISTRICT )
e(’/q»' ¢
_ MARICOPA e
pil i : sOARD of DIRECTORS
1959 3335 West Durar., -vvy Fred Koory, Jr., Chairman
Telephone (602) cue-1oul Hawley Atkinson

George L. Campbell
Tom Freestone
Ed Pastor

D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief Engineer and Ceneral Manager

Mr. Ray Larson

Sunset Metals

1303 East Donner

Tempe, Arizona 85282

RE: FCD 83-24; Salt/Gila River Clearing, Segment 5A

Dear Mr. Larson:

In response to your request for a time extension on the referenced
project, we are in agreement as to the time Tost and hereby grant an
extension of 45 days.

The completion date, as calculated from August 16, 1983, is now
February 27, 1984.

Sincerely,

D. E. Sagramoso, P. E.
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Estimate No. 3

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

Moath January Year 1384

Name of Project Salt/Gila Clearing,Seq. #5A Work Order No.  FCD - 83-24

Date Sarted August 83
% Completed 70%

Coatractor  Sunset Metals
Address 1303 £. Donner

Dacte Completed  Incomplete Tempe, Arizona 85282
L:':;r B ITEM } UNIT QI:APT.YAICT: '“;:'c': cu..::‘:NA;;OUNY
| |
1 Clearing, grubbing, rough grading and !
root cutting | Acre 1153 $166.00 | $191,398.00

| | |

| g |

| ; i

|

|

i :

i

| |

i

|

| ;

|

i

| |

I

| 1
REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR "1$191,398.00 .
Less 10% retained | _19,139.80
Net Amount Due Contractor i $172,258.20

Deduct Previous Payments ‘L8!4_35. 00 —1

Other Deductions o l

Total Deductions 78,435.00 ___!
Amount to be paid this Estimace l_—m?__}-_,_iﬂ-_—

_ Date1=10-84 __SUBMITTED ,:y/)f%{/z * Aarse . pad 032

Date __APPROVED %ékw/“nudﬁbi
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County is calling for bids for:

IFB FCD 84-22, Salt-Gila River Clearing Segments 6A, 6B, 6C. Bid opening
at 2:00 p.m., July 10, 1984, at the Flood Control District offices.

Copies of the plans and specifications are available for a nonrefundable
$6.50 charge at the Flood Control District offices at 3335 West Durango
Street, Phoenix, Arizona.

Plans and specifications requested my mail will be sent C.0.D., either
First Class Mail or Post Office Express Mail, as requested.

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District reserves the right
to reject any and all proposals or to withhold the award for any reason.
Every proposal shall be accompanied by a bid security for five percent
of the amount of the bid.

Publish: Sun City Daily MNews - Sun June 4,5,6,7,8,9,1984

Bill to: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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TABLE CONTENTS:

1. Invitation

2. Bid Form

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
CONTRACT NO. FCD 84-22
SALT-GILA RIVER CLEARING, SEGMENTS 6A, B, C

for Bids

3. Construction Special Provisions

4. No Collusion Affidavit

5. Contract

6. Statutory Payment Bond

7. Statutory Performance Bond

8. Certificate of Insurance

9. Drawings:

SALT-GILA RIVER CLEARING, SEGMENT 6A, vicinity of Palo
Verde Road; 6B, vicinity of Miller Road; 6C, vicinity
of Perryville Road.

SHEETS 1 through 3.
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BIDDING SCHEDULE

Project: Salt-Gila Clearing
Segments 6A, B, C
Contract: FCD 84-22 ‘
Approximate Unit Cost (In writing) Extended
Item Ho. Quantity Unit Description and /100 do]]arse Unit Cost Amount
; 25 { ey 20 OC
6A. 160 Acre Clearing, grubbing OWE Mowoe® ForTo 9‘”"’/"’ /w /#€ .2 5 23/ 7Eot
rough grading, and
root cutting. ;
. #¥) , 21402
68. 52 Acre | Clearing, grubbing g 7,}4177,7(4/41 ba | 233 00 z
rough grading, and Tewn Howtnéo It /
root cutting. '
/ 2,7 2ZQ‘ZS -33/53/.50
6C. 150 Acre | Clearing, grubbing, [/o, Avwsaso hersy v 172 /e

rough grading, and
root cutting.

The Bidder hereby acknowledges receipt of and agrees
his proposal is based on the following Addenda

G 40 ¢ abed

Total 4/ (2/73'50




- FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County
\
OCpeA \ Sh 1 1
TOUNTY
e CONTRACT ADJUSTMENT No. 1: FCD 84-22 = e
" Salt-Gila River Clearing, Segments
)ate November 8, 1984 6A, B, C.

Larson Construction, Inc. Contractor. You are hereby directed to make the herein described

hanges from the plans and specifications or do the following described worl not included in the plans and specifications oo
Sove-mentioaed project.

Change requested by__100d Control Distrigt

lescription of work to"be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Segregate berween additional work at concract price,
3reed price and force accouat. Unless ocherwise stated, rates for rencal of equipment on force account work cover only such time
i equipment is actually used and no allowance will be madc for idle times.

(1) Escimate of iacreases and/or decreases ia contract items at contract prices.
’(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or force account.

(Tem DESCRIPTION ESTIMATED! || ASSUILL | joifE ” L , DIFFERENCE
6A Clearing, grubbing, rough | 160 Acre

grading and root cutting

170.1 !HOJ iSMS.ZS; +$1500.00

I
|
|
|
[for construction of vege- {
|

6A Additional work required 0 il LaSa’ i +1000.00
itative debris berm. 1 ‘
(50007 feet)
: il
i ' | ‘
i Total Net Change +$2500.00

| ‘ i
i
1
I
| '
| i

|
IR

l i
|
‘V ’
| ! | |
Ve, the uadersigaed coatractor, have given carcful coasideration to the change proposed and hereby agree, if this proposal is

pproved that we will provide all equipmeat, furaish all marerial, except as may otherwise be noted above, and perform all
:rvices necessary for the work above specified, and we will accepe as full paymenc therefor the prices shown above.

!
|
[
|
|
|
|
[
|
|
|
1

y reason of this proposed chlnge.__f_iJLL(.S.)__dayx extension of time will weds

oatractor__Larson Construction, Inc By, : lon ’fﬂ

i /7. g- ??‘ TITLE

.ecommeaded bxm\' A/l// Qﬂ/ﬂ;ﬂ' Approved byW

Jate ///g/ﬁy : Darte //_ 5‘37
1/#

FORM 93.33
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

Sheet ! of !

CONTRACT ADJUSTMENT No. 2: FCD 84-22
s Salt-Gila River Clearing,
e Febryary 4, 1985 Segment 6A, 68, 6C

| + ?-" T . . " .
Larson Construction, Inc. Contractor. You are hereby directed to make the herein described

inges from the plans and specifications or do the following described work noc included in the plans aad specifications oo
>ve-mentioned project. -

Change sequested by Flood Control District (Adjustment for Final Quantities)

scription of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Segregate berween additional work at contract price,
:eed price and force account. Unless otherwise stated, rutes for rental of equipment on force account work cover only such time
equipmeat is actually used and no allowance will be made for idle times.

(1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.
(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or force accouant.

DESCRIPTION Mo B B | B o) s PURERENGE
68 Clearing, grubbing, rough
grading and root cutting 52 44.4 |- 7.6 $233.00 $- 1,770.80
6C Clearing, grubbing, rough !
grading and root cutting 150 93.1 -56.9 ! 222.25‘[ -12,646.02
: | i
i.
!

; :
Ti;tal Net IChange $-14,416.82
' i

| ‘I

N
] | i j

e, the undersigned contractor, have given careful consideration to the change proposed and hereby agree, if this proposal is
proved that we will provide all equipment, furaish all material, except as may otherwise be noted above, and performi all
~vices necessary for the work above specified, and we will accepe s full payment therefor the prices shown above.

- reason of this proposed chlngf____o___d:y: extension of time will be aflowed. /

Larson Construction, Inc. By oo e 2 S~

- Q‘é/gs—

Date

commeanded by. ZV%\ ‘/‘7,@7V Approved bYW () - 4/7

- ferds e otz PST

‘atracror.

TITLE

roRM 93.33
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Estimsee No. 2 Moath November

Nume of Project  Salt/Gila River Clearing Contract

No. FCD 84-22

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE
Yesr 1984

Date Sarred  10/18/84 Contractor Larson Construction, Inc.
% Complered 60 Address 1303 East Donner Drive
Dute Completed - Incomplete Tempe, Arizona 85282
I R R
6A | Clearing, grubbing, rough grading and root
cutting Acre 144 $148.25 | $21,348.00
6A(al) Additional work required for construction
of vegetatiwe debris berm (5000 * feet)
(Contract adjustment #1) L.S. --- 1000.00 1,000.00
68 Clearing, grubbing, rough grading and root
cutting Acre 42 233.00 9,786.00
6C | Clearing, grubbing, rough grading and root
cutting Acre - 45 222.25 10,001.25
1
|
j
i
i
|
|
|
|
|
REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACI'OR $42,135.25-
Less 109% reuined ) .
Net Amouot Due Contractor 37,921.7¢
Deduct Previous Paymeats 19,213.20
Other Deductions =, = 5
Total Deductions 19,213.20 ;
Amount to be paid this Estimate ﬂ W
Lol
. 0 :
Prepared by (;%5” UBMI'ITED};M ace M‘ -7

Chim

A-105
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INVITATION FOR BIDS
(Construction Contract)

SR 85 Bridge Channel Improvements Ref. Invitation FCD 82-13
& Date: June 18, 1982
Issued by: Flood Control District
Vicinity: SR 85 Bridge Crossing at of Maricopa County
the Gila River, south of Buckeye,
Maricopa County, Arizona.

SEALED BIDS, IN SINGLE COPY FOR THE WORK DESCRIBED HEREIN WILL BE RECEIVE
UNTIL 2:00 PM , LOCAL TIME AT THE PLACE OF THE BID OPENING, JULY 27, 1982

IN THE OFFICE OF THE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY, 3335 WEST
DURANGO STREET, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85009, AND AT THAT TIME PUBLICLY OPENED.

A PRE-BID CONFERENCE WILL BE HELD ON  JULY 20, 1982 , AT 2:00 PM

IN THE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY CONFERENCE ROOM, 3335 WEST
DURANGO STREET. IT IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF PROSPECTIVE BIDDERS TO ATTEND
THE PRE-BID CONFERENCE.

BID SECURITY IN AN AMOUNT OF NOT LESS THAN FIVE PERCENT. (5%) OF THE TOTAL BID
PRICE MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH EACH BID. THE BID SECURITY MAY BE IN THE FORM

OF A BID BOND, CASHIER'S CHECK, POSTAL MONEY ORDER, OR CASH. THE BID SECURITY
WILL BE MADE PAYABLE TO THE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY AS A
GUARANTEE THAT IF THE WORK IS AWARDED TO THE BIDDER, HE WILL WITHIN TEN (10)
DAYS FROM THE DATE OF SUCH AWARD, ENTER INTO PROPER CONTRACT AND BOND CONDITIONS
FOR THE FAITHFUL PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK. OTHERWISE, SAID AMOUNT WILL BE
FORFEITED TO THE FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT. BID SECURITY WILL BE RETURNED AS
PRESCRIBED BY MAG 103.

THE SUCCESSFUL BIDDER SHALL BE REQUIRED TO FURNISH PERFORMANCE AND PAYMENT
BONDS IN PENAL SUMS NOT LESS THAN ONE HUNDRED PERCENT (100%) RESPECTIVELY, OF
THE ORIGINAL AMOUNT OF THE CONTRACT.

DESCRIPTION OF WORK: THE PROPOSED WORK CONSISTS OF EXCAVATING THE CHANNEL
UPSTREAM FROM THE SR 85 BRIDGE ACROSS THE GILA RIVER. THE CHANNEL BOTTNM
WILL BE GRADED TO ALLOW FOR THE UNRESTRICTED PASSAGE OF FLOOOWATERS THROUGH
THE BRIDGE AND TO ALLOW FOR SIDE DRAINAGE INTO THE LOW FLOW CHANNEL. THE
SOUTH BANK WILL BE UNIFORMLY GRADED TO A 2:1 SIDESLOPE. EXCAVATED MATERIAL
WILL BE DISPOSED OF AT A SITE ACCEPTABLE TO THE ENGINEER. THE APPROXIMATE
QUANTITY TO BE EXCAVATED IS 38,000 CUBIC YARDS.

INVITATION FOR BIDS
NO. FCD 82-13

Page 1 of 5
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THE WORK SHALL COMMENCE WITHIN SEVEN (7) CALENDAR DAYS AND 8E COMPLETED
WITHIN FORTY-FIVE (45) CALENDAR DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF THE
NOTICE TO PROCEED.

NOTICE: THE BID SCHEDULE, SPECIAL PROVISIONS, INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS,
UNIFORM STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, EDITION
OF 1979 (MAG) AND DRAWINGS LISTED UNDER THE CONTENTS, WILL BE
INCORPORATED IN AND BECOME A PART OF THE RESULTANT CONTRACT.

CHERIE PENNINGTON, CLERK
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF
MARICOPA COUNTY

INVITATION FOR BIDS
NO. FCD 82-13

Page 2 of 5
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT QF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION FOR BIDS, FCD 82-13
INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS

Explanation to Bidders. Any explanations desired by the bidder,
questions, or items for clarification regarding the meaning or
interpretation of the invitation for bids, drawings, specifications,
etc., may be addressed to the Chief Engineer and General Manager,
preferably in writing, prior to the pre-bid conference. Any answers,
interpretations, or clarifications affecting the cost will be addressed
to all bidders in an addendum to the invitation. The receipt of an
addendum by the bidder must be acknowledged in the space provided on
the bid form or by letter or telegram received before the time set
for the bid opening. Oral explanations or instructions given before
the award of the contract will not be binding.

Conditions Affecting the Work. It is in the best interest of the bidders
to attend the pre-bid conference. Bidders should visit the site and take
such other steps as may be reasonably necessary to ascertain the nature and
the location of the work, the general and local conditions which can affect
the work and the cost thereof. Failure to do so will not relieve bidders
from responsibility for estimating properly the difficulty or cost of
successfully performing the work. (See MAG 102.4)

Bidder's Qualifications. Before a bid is considered for award, a bidder
may be requested by the Chief Engineer and General Manager of the Flood
Control District to submit a statement regarding his previous experience
in performing comparable work, his business and technical organization,
financial resources, and plant available to be used in performing the
work.

Bid Guarantee. Where a bid guarantee is required by the invitation for
bids, failure to furnish a bid guarantee in the proper form and amount by
the time set for opening of bids, may be cause for rejection of the bid.

If the successful bidder, upon acceptance of his bid by the Flood Control
District with the period specified herein for acceptance (sixty days if
no period is specified) fails to execute such further contractual
documents, if any, and give such bond (s) as may be required by the terms
of the bid as accepted within the time specified (ten days if no period
is specified) after receipt of the forms by him, his contract may be
terminated for default. In such event he shall be liable for any cost
of procuring the work which exceeds the amount of his bid, and the bid
guarantee shall be available toward offsetting such difference.

INVITATION FOR BIDS
NO. FCD 82-13

Page 3 of 5
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10.

Preparation of Bids. Bids shall be submitted on the forms furnished,
or copies thereof, and must be manually signed. If erasures or other
changes appear on the forms, each erasure or change must be initialed
by the person signing the bid. Unless specifically authorized in the
invitation for bids, telegraphic bids will not be considered.

No bid will be considered unless all items in the bid schedule are
priced. In case of an error in the extension of price, the unit price
shall govern. The quantities listed on the bid shcedule on which

unit prices are requested are estimates only.

Unless called for, alternate bids will not be considered.

Modifications of bids already submitted will be considered if received
at the office designated in the invitation for bids by the time set
for opening bids.

Submission of Bids. Bids must be sealed, addressed to the Chief Engineer
and General Manager, Flood Control District of Maricopa County, 3335
West Durango, Phoenix, Arizona 85009, and marked to identify the bid

to the referenced Contract FCD Number. Failure to appropriately identify
the bid may result in a premature opening of, or a failure to open, such
bid. The name of the bidder shall be on the outside of the envelope.
(See MAG 102.9).

Withdrawal of Bids or Modifications. Bids may be withdrawn by written
request received from the bidder prior to the time set for opening
of bids.

Public Opening of Bids. Bids will be publicly opened at the time and
place set for the opening in the invitation for bids. Their content
will be made public for the information of bidders and others

interested, who may be present either in person or by representative.

Award of Contract. Award and execution of a contract shall be in
accordance with MAG Section 103.

Specifications. Specifications referred to herein shall include all
revisions and amendments in effect on the date of issuance of the
invitation for bids. These instructions, Special Instructions to
Bidders, and the herein contained Construction Special Provisions
supplement the Uniform Standard Specifications herein referred to
by "MAG" section number or paragraph number; however, in case of
conflict, these instruction and Special Provisions supersede the
Uniform Standard Specifications (MAG).

INVITATION FOR BIDS
NO. FCD 82-13

Page 4 of 5
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FLOND CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION FOR BIDS, FCD 82-13
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS

Contract Plans, Special Provisions and Contract Documents: Plans, Special
Provisions, and forms for proposal, Bidding Schedule, Contract Agreement
and Performance Bond may be obtained from the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix, Arizona, upon payment
of $5.00 by check payable to the FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY.
This payment will not be refunded.

APPROXIMATE QUANTITIES FOR PRINCIPAL ITEMS

QUANTITY UNIT DESCRIPTION

38,000 Cubic Yards, CY. Clearing, excavating, grading
and disposal.

And such other pertinent items as are necessary for the completion of the
project as shown on the plans or as called for in the Special Provisions

or in the Maricopa Association of Governments Uniform Standard Specifications
for Public Works Construction.

Location of Work: The proposal work is located in the Gila River, south of

Buckeye, Arizona, from the State Route 85 Bridge to a distance approximately
1500 feet east of the bridge. The proposal work is in the following identified
sections of the Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian, T1S R4W Sections 13,24.
Project Bid Range: The cost of work under this contract is anticipated to

range from $50,000 to $100,000.

INVITATION FOR BIDS
CONTRACT NO. FCD 82-13

Page 5 of 5
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CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
FOR
SR 85 BRIDGE CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS
CONTRACT FCD 82-13

PROPOSED WORK: The proposed work consists of excavating the channel upstream from
the S.R. 85 Bridge across the Gila River, south of Buckeye, Arizona. The channel
bottom will be graded to allow for side drainage into the low flow channel. The
south bank will be uniformly graded to a 2:1 sideslope. Excavated material

will be disposed of at a site acceptable to the ENGINEEK.

SPECIFICATIONS: The work embraced herein and as shown on the plans for the
construction of this project shall be done in accordance with the Maricopa
Association of Governments Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction dated 1979 and the Construction Special Provisions contained herein.

WORK STANDARDS: The Contractor shall comply with Sections 103 and 107 of the
Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 327-330) as supplemented
by Department of Labor Regulations (29 CFS Part 5).

CONTRACT TIME: The Contractor shall start work within seven (7) calendar days
and complete all work on the project within forty-five (45) days after the
date of Notice to Proceed.

WATER, LIGHT, POWER, HEAT, TELEPHONE: A1l water for construction purposes,
drinking water, Tighting, temporary electric power, heat and telephone
service shall be arranged for and provided for the requirements of the work
by the Contractor at his expense.

PROGRESS SCHEDULE: The Contractor shall submit his proposed work progress
schedule to the Chief Engineer and General Manager for approval before
starting the work.

ITEM COMMENTS: The herein contained Construction Special Provisions supplement
the Uniform Standard Specifications; however, in case of conflict, these
Special Provisions supersede the Uniform Standard Specifications.

GENERAL COMMENT: The cost of all work required under this contract as shown
on the plans for which there are no specific items shown on the Bidding
Schedule, shall be included in the prices bid for related items.

An attempt has been made to determine the location of all underground utilities
and drainage pipes, culverts and structures; however, it shall be the ‘
Contractor's responsibility to cooperate with the pertinent utility companies
so that any obstructing utility installation may be adjusted.

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
CONTRACT NO. FCD 82-13

Page 1 of 4
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SUBSECTION 101.2 - DEFINITIONS AND TERMS: Change the definition of Budget
Project to read as follows: A project financed by funds set aside in the
annual budgetor likewise approved by the Board of Directors of the Flood

Control District of Maricopa County.

Change the definition of Engineer to read as follows: The Chief Engineer
and General Manager of the Flood Control District of Maricopa County
acting directly or through his duly authorized representative.

Change the definition of Qwner to read as follows: The Flood Control
District of Maricopa County, acting through its legally constituted
officials, officers or employees.

SUBSECTION 105.6 - COOPERATINN WITH UTILITIES:

The following phone numbers as indicated should put the Contractor in
contact with the proper personnel:

Mountain Bell Telephone Company 263-3219
Salt River Project 273-2202
Arizona Public Service 271-7014
Location Staking (APS, Mt. Bell, SRP) Blue Stakes 263-1100
Buckeye Irrigation District 1-386-2196

SUBSECTION 103.6 (A) - CONTRACTOR'S INSURANCE: The contractor shall
provide certified evidence of Public Liability and Property Damage Insurance

as indicated.

SUBSECTION 108.7 - DETERMINATION AND EXTENSINN OF CONTRACT TIME:

The contractor shall be responsible for having taken steps
reasonable necessary to ascertain the nature and location

of the work and the conditions which can affect the work and
the cost thereof. Failure to do so will not relieve bidders
from responsibility for successfully performing the work
without additional expense to the Flood Control District.

The Flood Control District assumes no responsibility for
understandings, representations, or oredictions concerning
conditions of the work area during the period of the contract.

[f performance of all or any part of the work is suspended,
delayed, or interrupted by weather conditions or by a rise in
the water level causing unstable ground conditions, an extension
of the period for contract performance equal to the lost days
will be granted by the Flood Control District. No claim for
additional costs incurred because of such delay will be allowed.

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
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If the contractor finds it impossible for reasons beyond his control
to complete the work within the contract time as specified or as
extended in accordance with the provisions of this subsection, he
may, at any time prior to the expiration of the contract time as
extended, make a written request to the Engineer for an extension
of time setting forth therein the reasons which he believes will
justify the granting of his request. I[f the Engineer determines
that the contractor has proceeded with such diligence as would
normally have ensured completion within the contract time, and
that the reasons stated to justify a time extension are valid, he
may extend the time for completion in such amount as conditions
justify. The extended time for completion shall then be in full
force and effect, the same as though it were the original time
for completion.

If performance of all or any part of the work is suspended, delayed,
or interrupted for any reason beyond the control of the contractor
for a period of thirty (30) days, the contract may be terminated at
the request of either party. In such case, payment shall be made
for all work accomplished on the basis of the unit price plus an
allowance for mobilization and demobilization. This allowance shall
be five percent (5%) of the total contract price or ten percent (10%)
of the payment for work accomplished, whichever amount is the Teast.

SECTION 109 - MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENTS:

Payment shall be made as directed in the Maricopa Association of
Governments Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction.
Costs for all work for which there is no specific pay item shall be
included in the items for which a pay quantity exists. Monthly Progress
Payments of ninety percent (90%) of the agreed to value of the work
accomplished shall be made by the District is requested.

SECTION 215 - EARTHWORK FOR OPEN CHANNELS

SCOPE: This work shall consist of clearing, excavation, fill, backfill,
grading and disposing of excavated and removed materials. The open

channel in this project will be an unlined trapezoidal channel with a 2:1 side
slope.

CONTROL: Horizontal and vertical control for the excavated channel will be
established in the field by the District. The District shall provide a base-
1ine stationed at 100-foot intervals. '

EXCAVATION: Materials used or work performed by the Contractor, to stabilize
the subgrade so that it will withstand loads which may be placed upon it by

his equipment shall be accomplished by the Contractor at no additional cost
to the District. '

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PRQOVISIONS
CONTRACT FCD 82-13
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GRADING: A vertical tolerance of none above and 3 inches below the specified
grade will be allowed on the channel bottom and side slope. Regardless of the
tolerance specified, excavation and grading shall be performed so that the
finished surfaces are in uniform planes with no abrupt breaks in the surface.
The construction tolerances specified are solely for purposes of field control.
Grading shall be accomplished in such manner to accommodate side drainage
within the channel to the low flow channel.

DISPOSAL: Excavated materials must be disposed of at a site approved by the
Engineer. Available disposal sites are identified on Sheet 1 of 2;- SR. 85
Bridge Channel Improvements.

MEASUREMENT: Measurement for payment shall be made in the field to determine
the actual number of cubic yards of material removed. Before excavation and
after excavation cross sections surveyed by the District shall be used to
calculate the quantity of material removed. Quantities shall be calculated
using the average-end area method. MNo payments shall be paid for quantities
removed 3 inches or more below grade. No separate measurements shall be made
for clearing, grading or disposal of excavated materials.

PAYMENT: Payment for the channel excavation and grading shall be made at the
unit price per cubic yard in the bid schedule, which price shall include the
cost of all labor, materials, equipment, transportation and incidentals
required for performing the work.

CONTRACTOR'S WORK AREA: The contractor's work area shall be limited to the
area to be excavated and necessary haul routes for disposal. Access to the
work area shall be limited to existing access points indicated on the
drawings. The Contractor's proposed haul route shall be coordinated with and
be approved by the ENGINEER.

SECTION 401 - TRAFFIC CONTROL

Traffic control shall conform to the applicable paragraphs of MAG Section 401.

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
CONTRACT FCD 82-13
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Telephone (602) 262-1501 Hawley Atkinson
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D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief Engineer and General Manager A| ¢ {mp&ﬂiﬂb&o
ﬁ \Ldfhst%

\bu

’ | b FR'F 4
> T DESIROY

NOV 02 1982 ‘ .gf”ﬁil__—

Eddie F. Givens Construction
533 West McKellips
Mesa, Arizona 85201

Re: Contract FCD 82-13, SR85, Bridge Channel Improvements
Dear Mr. Givens:

The referenced contract has been awarded to your company. A signed copy
is enclosed for your files.

You are hereby given Notice to Proceed with the work under the terms of
the contract. Please acknowledge receipt of this Notice to Proceed by

signature and date in the space provided and return the duplicate copy

to our office.

Sincerely,

D. E. Sagramoso, P.E.

Enclosure

//ﬁ 7 G i

Edd1e'F Givens Construction

Y i Ve
Date
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e =y EL.OOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

’
/ycacb A

CoUNIY
EEE

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

Estimaee No. (2) Final Moath November Year 1983
Name of Project SR85 Bridge Channel Contract No. FCD 82-13
| Date Smrred  November 7, '82 Improvement Contractor Eddie F. Givens Construction
| % Compleced 100.0 Address 533 1. McKellips
| Date Completed - December 15, 1982 lesa, Arizona 85201
i NI [
e ITEM uNiT N FLace e | AN
| |
1 Excavation, including clearing, grading c.Y. 38,558 $1.54 $59.379.32

|
{and disposal

Release of Claims

Eddie F. Givens Construction does hereby rglease
the Flood Control District of Maricopa County

from any and all claims of any character
whatsoever arising under and by virtue of
Contract No. 82-13, dated October 18, 1982,
except as herein stated.

i
|
| Signature Date
\
|
;Tit]e Owner
1
REMARKS . TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR Q 32
Less 10% retained
Net Amount Due Contractor £59,379.32
Deduct Previous Payments $36.867.60 ‘
Other Deductions |
Total Deductions $36,867.60
Amount to be paid chis Estimate 22,511.72
Prepared by __Date __SUBMITTED by. Date
W.C. Anderson Eddie F. Givens.
Claim ___Date __APPROVED by __Dare
- Robert C. Payette
A-116
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION FOR BIDS, FCO 85-18
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDOER

Contract Plans, Special Provisions and Contract Documents: Plans, Special
Provisions, and forms for proposal, Bidding Schedule, Contract Agreement

and Performance Bond may be obtained from the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix, Arizona, upon payment of
$10.00 by check payable to the FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY. This
payment will not be refunded.

APPROXIMATE QUANTITIES FOR PRINCIPAL ITEMS

QUANTITY UNIT DESCRIPTION
243,000 Cubic Yards, CY Clearing, excavating, grading

and disposal.

and such other pertinent items as are necessary for the completion of the
project as shown on the plans or as called for in the Special Provigions or in
the Maricopa Association of Governments Uniform Standard Specifications for
Public Works Construction.

Location of Work: The proposed work is located in the Gila River, south of
Buckeye, Arizona, from the State Route 85 Bridge to e distance approximately
4700 feet east of the bridge. The proposed work is in the following identified
sections of the Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian, T1S R4W Sections

13,24,

INVITATION FOR BIDS
CONTRACT NO. FCD 85-18

Page 5 nf G
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County
Sheet 1 of 1

CONTRACT ADJUSTMENT NO 2
FCO CONTRACT 85-18; SR 85 Bridge Channel Maintenance

Date August 15, 1986

To: Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc. , Contractor. You are hereby directed to make the herein
deacribed changes from the plans and specifications or do the following described work not
included in the plans and specifications on the above-mentioned project.

Change requested by: Flood Control District

Description of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Segregate
between additional work at contract price, agreed price and actual cost. Unless otherwise
stated, rates for rental of equipment on actual cost work cover only such time as equipment
is actually used and no allowance will be made for idle times.

°(1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.
°0(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or actual cost.

Estimated | As Built Diff. Unit DIFFERENCE
[tem Description Quantity Quantity + or - Price +

This change is required to remove the gediment plug under thé SR 85 Br
and to|modify the discharge of the low|flow to ensure distribution to
required by the Arizona Fish and Game, 3nd co_the nérth side for the Arlington Irrigation Distric
in the|same ratio as naturally existed prior to the projects |start. (Ngte: Currently we understa
that these two parties are in litigatiﬁn over the states right to use gny of this water).

1dge north of the low flow
the south channel as

S | S o W S

+14000cy |1$1.10 +$15,400.00

Estimated Excavation
1 Extra area west of SR 85 Bridge| 14000 c.y.
and north of new low flow

channel (including under bridge)

2 |Diversion to Fish & Game 527 c.y. + S27cy [i$1.10 | +s  579.70
5 ! 1
3 Low Flow west of SR 85 Bridge CJ 5213 c.y. | s 5213cy iSl.lO | +$ 5,734.30
existing channel (including f l
under bridge) !
! |
l
!
Total | $21,714.00

We, the undersigned contractor, have given careful consideration to the change orooqseo and
hereby agree, if this proposal is approved that we will provide all equipment, furnish all
material, except as may otherwise be noted abave, and perform all services necessary for the
work above soecified, and we will accepot as full oayment therefor the prices shown above

e will be allowed

By reason of this proocsed change 42 days extension of

Contractor Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc. By

Date /?’074- yﬂ

Recommended 8y %Z 2 (/ ﬁgzéiﬂ’)-f‘/ Apporoved By %)jq/ C‘- /QW
Date 1?44/}4 £6

Date J-AL. 5L i
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County
Sheet 1 ¢”

CONTRACT ADJUSTMENT No. 1
FCD CONTRACT g5.18; SR 85 Rridge Chanpe] Maintenance

Date_ June 30. 1986

To: _Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc. ., Contractor. You are hereby directed to make the here
described changes from the plans and specifications or do the following described work nc’
included in the plans and specifications on the above-mentioned project.

Change reguested by: Flood Control District

Description of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Segregate
between additional work at contract price, agreed price and actual cost. Unless otherwise
stated, rates for rental of equipment on actual cost work cover only such time as equipme-+*
is actually used and no allowance will be made for idle times.

°(1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.
°°9(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or actual cost.

Estimated As Built Diff. Unit DIFFER
[tem Description Quantity Quantity + or - Price +
1 Estimated Excavation - Extra 0 14,722 cy|+14,722 $1.10 |+%16,194.2C
Area between SR 85 Bridge and
Station 101+00
|
1
|
+$16,194.2C

We, the undersigned contractor, have given careful consideration to the change proposed and
hereby agree, if this proposal is approved that we will provide all equipment, furnish al
material, except as may otherwise be noted above, and perform all services necessary for
work above specified, and we will accept as full payment therefor the prices shown above.

By ceason of this proposed change 0 days extension of time will be allowed.

Contractor Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc. By

Date 7* 7" Zé

Recommended Bym Approved By -/'/C)M C-—é’k

Date 7-’E/Yé Date ?M £&
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l F1.OOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County
l PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE
Ecimeea No. 4 Moach December Yese 1986
Name of Project SR 85 Bridge Channel contracs No.FCD 85-18
l Dece Souread 5/27/86 /Maintenance Coamcmr Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc.
% Complesd  100% Addr s 5303- Fast Fairview
) _?_"_‘_ E_aﬂyl‘cd 12/5/86 s Chanc_ﬂer, AZ 85224
l AMT, EARNED TOTAL
ITEM UNT 810 QUANTTTY THIS EARNED
NO. DESCRIFTION UNIT PRICE GUANTITY | COMPLETE PERIOO TO 0ATE
. 1 Excavation, Including c.y.| $1.10 | 283,462* 263,023 | $ 98,628.32 $289,325.3(
Clearing, Grading, and ’
Disposal
l *8id Quantity Equals
Orig.Bid Qty. 249,000
Adj. #1 Qty. 14,722
. Adj. #2 Qty. _19,740
Bid Quantity 283,462
l Release of Claims
Breinholt Contracting Co.,{ Inc.
does hereby release the Flpod
' Control District of Maricopa
County from any and all clpims
of any character whatsoev\e‘g
arising under and by virtue of
l Contract No. FCD 85-18 dated
October 20, 1985, except af
l herein stated.
s
| l Signature Date
o4
l Title
"~ REMARKS TOTAL EARNED BY CONTRACTOR | 280 2=
Less 109 reusiced p—
SZBS 72:
l Tax 1D #86-0270481 Nee Amouat Due Coooactor
Deduct Previous Piymeas S$171,627. 28
Other Deductioas S
I N . Torsl Deductions 171.627.
NS ek
Amount fo be puid this Estimace Ls117. 608
: Piepsred by _ Dace __susmrTTED brX _Dace——
l ~~  Chira Dece____-__APPROVED by Do
l A-120




PUBLIC NOTICE

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County is calling for bids for:

IFB FCD 85-18, SR 85 Bridge Channel Maintenance. Bid opening at 2:30 p.m.,
September 17, 1985, at the Flood Control District offices.

Copies of the specifications are available for a non-refundable $10.00 charge
at the Flood Control District offices at 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix,
Arizona. The plan sheets may be purchased separately for a charge of $5.00 per
set, not refundable.

Plans and specifications requested by mail will be sent C.0.0., First Class
Mail.

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District reserves the right to
reject any and all proposals or to withhold the award for any reason. Every
proposal shall be accompanied by a bid security for five percent of the amount
bid.

Publish: Sun City Daily News-Sun - August 26, 27, 28, 28, 30 and 31, 1885.

Bill to: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
FOR
SR 85 BRIDGE CHANNEL MAINTENANCE
- CONTRACT FCD 85-18

PROPOSED WORK: The proposed work consists of excavating the channel upstream
from the S.R. 85 Bridge across the Gila River, south of Buckeye, Arizona. The
channel bottom will be graded to allow for side drainage into the low flow
channel. The banks will be uniformly graded to a 2:1 sideslope. Excavated
material will be disposed of at sites shown on the plans.

SPECIFICATIONS: The work embraced herein and as shown on the plans for the
construction of this project shall be done in accordance with the Maricopa
Association of Governments Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction dated 1979 and the current revisions thereto, and the Construction
Special Provisions contained herein.

WORK STANDARDS: The Contractor shall comply with Sections 103 and 107 of the
Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 U.S.C. 327-330) as
supplemented by Department of Labor Regulations (29 CFR Part 5).

CONTRACT TIME: The Contractor shall start work within seven (7) calendar days
and complete all work on the project within ninety (80) days after the
date of Notice to Proceed.

WATER, LIGHT, POWER, HEAT, TELEPHONE: All water for construction purposes,
drinking water, lighting, temporary electric power, heat and telephone service
shall be arranged for and provided for the requirements of the work by the
Contractor at his expense.

PROGRESS SCHEDULE: The Contractor shall submit his proposed work progress
schedule to the Chief Engineer and General Manager for approval before starting
the work.

ITEM COMMENTS: The herein contained Construction Special Provisions supplement
the Uniform Standard Specifications; however, in case of conflict, these
Special Provisions supersede the Uniform Standard Specifications.

GENERAL COMMENT: The cost of all work required under this contract as shown on
the plans for which there are no specific items shown on the Bidding Schedule,
shall be included in the prices bid for related items.

An attempt has been made to determine the location of all underground utilities
and drainage pipes, culverts, and structures; however, it shall be the
Contractor's responsibility to cooperate with the pertinent utility companies
so that any obstructing utility installation may be adjusted.

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
CONTRACT NO. FCD 85-18
Page 1 of 4
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SUBSECTION 101.2 - DEFINITIONS AND TERMS: Change the definition of Budget
Project to readas follows: A project financed by funds set aside in the annual
budget or likewise approved by the Board of Directors of the Flood Control
District of Maricopa County.

Change the defimition of Engineer to read as follows: The Chief Engineer and
General Manager of the Flood Control District of Maricopa County acting
directly or through his duly authorized representative.

Change the definition of Owner to read as follows: The Flood Control District
of Maricopa County, acting through its legally constituted officials, officers
or employees.

SUBSECTION 105.6 - COOPERATION WITH UTILITIES:

The following phone numbers as indicated should put the Contractor in contact
with the proper personnel:

Mountain Bell Telephone Company 263-3219
Salt River Project 273-2202
Arizona Public Service 271-7014
Location Staking (APS, Mt. Bell, SRP) Blue Stakes 263-1100
Buckeye Irrigation District 1-386-2196

SUBSECTION 103.6 (A) - CONTRACTOR'S INSURANCE: The Contractor shall provide
certified evidence of Public Liability and Property Damage Insurance as
indicated.

SUBSECTION 108.7 - DETERMINATION AND EXTENSION OF CONTRACT TIME:

The Contractor shall be responsible for having taken steps reasonably necessary
to ascertain the nature and location of the work and the conditions which can
affect the work and the cost thereof. Failure to do so will not relieve
bidders from the responsibility for successfully performing the work without
additional expense to the Flood Control District. The Flood Control District
assumes no responsibility for understandings, representations, or predictions
concerning conditions of the work area during the period of the Contract.

1f performance of all or any part of the work is suspended, delayed, or
interrupted by weather conditions or by a rise in the water level causing
unstable ground conditions, an extension of the period for contract performance
equal to the lost days will be granted by the Flood Control District. No claim
for additional costs incurred because of such delay will be allowed.

1f the Contractor finds it impossible for reasons beyond his control to
complete the work within the contract time as specified or as extended in
accordance with the provisions of this subsection, he may, at any time prior to
the expiration of the contract time as extended, make a written request to the
Engineer for an extension of time setting forth therein the reasons which he

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
CONTRACT FCD 85-18
Page 2 of 4
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believes will justify the granting of his request. If the Engineer determines
that the Contractor has proceeded with such diligence as would normally have
ensured completion within the contract time, and that the reasons stated to
justify a time extension are valid, he may extend the time for completion in
such amount as conditions justify. The extended time for completion shall then
be in full force and effect, the same as though it were the original time for
completion.

SECTION 109 - MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENTS:

Payment shall be made as directed in the Maricopa Association of Governments
Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction. Costs for all
work for which there is no specific pay item shall be included in the items for
which a pay quantity exists. Monthly Progress Payments of ninety percent (S0%)
of the agreed to value of the work accomplished shall be made by the District
as requested.

SECTION 215 - EARTHWORK FOR OPEN CHANNELS

SCOPE: This work shall consist of clearing, excavation, fill, backfill,
grading and disposing of excavated and removed materials. The open channel in
this project will be an unlined trapezoidal channel with a 2:1 sideslope.

CONTROL: Horizontal and vertical control for the excavated channel will be
established in the field by the District. The District shall provide a base-
line stationed at 100-foot intervals. The Contractor shall be responsible for
all other surveying, including initial cross-sectioning of the work area, slope
staking for control of excavation and embankment, and final cross-sectioning to
be used for the determination of actual final quantities for payment. The
initial and final cross-section notes shall be furnished to the District for
use in determination of the number of cubic yards of material removed.

EXCAVATION: Materials used or work performed by the Contractor, to stablize
the subgrade so that it will withstand loads which may be placed upon it by his
equipment shall be accomplished by the Contractor at no additional cost to the
District.

BACKFILL®: Material shall be placed in areas identified for backfill and
disposal in layers not exceeding twelve (12) inches in depth. Hauling
equipment shall be so routed to achieve compaction from wheel rolling. Each
layer shall be leveled prior to placing the successive layer.

GRADING: A vertical tolerance of none above and 3 inches below the specified
grade will be allowed on the channel bottom and side slope. Regardless of the
tolerance specified, excavation and grading shall be performed so that the
finished surfaces are in uniform planes with no abrupt breaks in the surface.
The construction tolerances specified are solely for purposes of field
control. Grading shall be accomplished in such manner to accommodate side
drainage within the channel to the low flow channel.

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
CONTRACT FCD 85-18
Page 3 of 4
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DISPOSAL: Excavated materials must be disposed of at the sites shown on the
plans. Available disposal sites are identified on Sheet 1 of 8&; S.R. 85 Bridge
Channel Maintenance.

MEASUREMENT: Measurement for payment shall be made in the field to determine
the actual number of cubic yards of material removed. Before excavation and
after excavation cross sections surveyed by the Contractor shall be used to
calculate the quantity of material removed. Quantities shall be calculated
using the average-end area method. No payments shall be paid for quantities
removed 3 inches or more below grade. No separate measurements shall be made
for clearing, grading or disposal of excavated materials.

PAYMENT: Payment for the channel excavation and grading shall be made at the
unit price per cubic yard in the bid schedule, which price shall include the
cost of all labor, materials, equipment, transportation and incidentals
required for performing the work.

CONTRACTOR'S WORK AREA: The Contractor's work area shall be limited to the
area to be excavated and necessary haul routes for disposal. Access to the
work area shall be limited to existing access points indicated on the drawings.
The Contractor's proposed haul route shall be coordinated with and be approved
by the Engineer.

SECTION 401 - TRAFFIC CONTROL: Traffic control shall conform to the applicable
paragraphs of MAG Section 401.

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS

CONTRACT FCD 85-18
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Minutes - Pre-Construction Meeting
December 3, 1985
Project: FCD 85-18 SR 85 Bridge Channel Maintenance - Gila River

Present: Bob Payette, Dick Perreault, Earl Kirby, Leonard Eddy, Jay Paxson and
Grant Pinkerton of Flood Control District.
Dave Kessan of Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc.

The meeting opened with a brief statement identifying the number and title of
the contract. Dick Perreault then gave an overview of the project.

When Dave Kessan proposed that Breinholt be paid extra money due to river
conditions being different now than when the job was originally bid (higher
water levels), Bob Payette suggested that a time extension be granted the
contractor until April or until the river water level returns to its pre-bid
submitted level. Dave will give FCD a decision on this within a week. Bob
said FCD needed a letter from Breinholt requesting a time extension, and the
reason for the request.

Dave asked if the water flowing along the south side of the channel downstream
of the SR 85 Bridge could be cut off. Dick said that the Game Preserve and
Arlington Irrigation District would have to be informed before any changes in
channel flow are made, but that temporary interruption would probably be no
problem.

Verbal Notice to Proceed was given the contractor, pending receipt of the
404 Permit from the Corps of Engineers.

Meeting adjourned.

/Mw//. AL L

Grant R. Pinkerton
/jnk

Copies to: ATl Attendees
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
(Construction Contract)

BID FORM

Project: SR 85 Bridge Invitation FCD 85-18
Channel Maintenance Date: August 26, 1985

Location: SR 85 Bridge Crossing at the
Gila River, south of Buckeye,
Maricopa County, Arizona

To: Chief Engineer and General Manager
Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85008 ‘

The following Proposal is made on behalf of ;ZbeLA,a,XL4ili:(:g1jﬁ;£4£ZL¢i}r(:g~J;LL
)

and no others. The Total Contract amount of

this proposal is (in words];[a& 2[“4‘4{:“1 4524 &“’Zf Jﬁd )y, Z@LM“G{
Nt Frene leacA. and___ o /100 dollars, (in figures)

.1
/37_5,900 == , this amount being the sum total of the extended
amount for each pay item on the Bidding Schedule.

Evidence of authority to submit the Proposal is herewith furnished. The
Proposal is in all respects fair and is made without collusion on the part of
any person, firm, or corporation mentioned above, and no member or employee of
the Flood Control DOistrict Board of Directors is personally or financially
interested, directly or indirectly in the Proposal, or in any purchase or sale
of any materials or supplies for the work in which it relates or in any portion
of the profits thereof.

The Undersigned certifies that the approved Plans, Uniform Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction, 1979 Edition (MAG) and revisions
and supplements thereto, together with the Special Provisions, forms of
Contract and Bond authorized by the Board of Directors and constituting
essential parts of this Proposal, have been carefully examined, and also that
the site of the work has been personally inspected.

The Undersigned declares that the amount and nature of the work 1o be done is
understood and that at no time will misunderstanding of the Plans,
Specifications, Special Provisions, or conditions to be overcome, be pled. On
the basis of the Plans, Specifications, Special Provisions, the forms of
Contract, and the Bond proposed for use, the Undersigned proposes to furnish

PROPOSAL
CONTRACT FCD 85-18 Page 1 of S
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all the necessary machinery, equipment, tools, apparatus, and other means of
construction, to do all the work and to furnish all the materials in the manner
specified and to_finish the entire project within the time hereinafter proposed

-and to accept, as full compensation therefor, the sum of various products

obtained by multiplying each unit price, herein bid for work or materials, by
the quantity thereof actually incorporated in the completed project, as
determined by the Chief Engineer and General Manager, Flood Control District of

Maricopa County.

The Undersigned understands that the quantities mentioned herein are
approximate and are subject to increase or decrease and hereby proposes to
perform all quantities of work, as either {ncreased or decreased, in accordance
with the provisions of the Specifications, at the unit price bid in the Bidding
Schedule.

PROPOSAL

CONTRACT FCD 8S-18
Page 2 of S
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BIDDING SCHEDULE

Project: SR g5 Bridge Channel Maintenance
Contract: FCD 85-18
Approximate Unit Cost (in writing) Extended
Item lo, Quantity Unit Description and /100 dollars Unit Cost Amount
oo =
. , = o°
1 249,000 C.Y. [ Excavation, Including M i 373,900
Clearing, Grading and One & ;1;1“ (:LT&Zo /
Disposal
i
[
N
O

The Bidder hereb
his proposal is

y acknowledges receipt of and agrees
based on the following Addenda

jo ¢ abeg

None

4
Total
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The Undersigned further proposes to execute the Contract Agreement and furnish
satisfactory Bonds within ten (10) days from the date of eward, time being of
the essence. The undersigned further proposes to begin the work as specified
in the Contract attached hereto, and to complete the work within the time

limits as specified in the

Special Provisions and maintain at all times a

Contract Bond, approved by the Board of Directors, in an amount equal to one
hundred percent (100%) of the total bid. This bond shall serve not only to
guarantee the completion of the work on the part of the Undersigned, but also
to guarantee the excellence of both workmanship and material and the payment of
all obligations incurred, said Bond to be in full force and effect until the
work is finally accepted and the provisions of the Plans, Specifications and

A Proposal guaranty in the
Bids is enclosed amounting
which Proposal guaranty is
Bidder and that the Bidder
the work, 1f successful in

_ Special Provisions are fulfilled.

amount and character named in the Invitation for
to not less than five percent (S5%) of the total bid,
submitted as a guaranty of the good faith of the
will enter into written contract, as provided, to do
securing the award thereof; and it is hereby agreed

that if at any time other than as provided in the Proposal requirements and

conditions the Undersigned

should withdraw this Proposal, or if the Proposal is

accepted and there should be failure on the part of the Undersigned to execute
the Contract and furnish satisfactory Bond as herein provided, the Flood
Control District of Maricopa County in either of such events, shall be entitled
and is hereby given the right to retain the said Proposal quaranty as

liquidated damages.

Date:

, 18

IF BY AN INODIVIDUAL:

(Name)

(Address)

IF BY A FIRM OR PARTNERSHIP:

(Firm Name)

By:

(Firm Address)

IName and Address of Each Member:

PROPOSAL
CONTRACT NO. FCD 85-18

Page 4 of S
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Date M//z/k»% /7

IF BY A CORPORATION:

Zﬁz//,&éé é»—/zztzmzqékj,c \_,e./(‘ff/)/m/h<j{uu[&[/d/ AA’J//)U-

(Corporate Name) (Corporation Address)

By V\\Crbwad cu~f——-<:j S:Z%Z1£¥\\

"Incorpqiated under the Laws of\Li ///kJ/Q/*Hyélj
J
C

Names and Addresses of Officers:

(7(-/ o vﬂwj LLZ@ K% Zf//{’(,u/g/ "d_aud /‘,Zd/. AL 1 4 / -

(/] (President) (Address) ’ J

‘V«.”
<

< ~
;_;%f/:f/./uu XJ/‘—/JOV-Mé BB /444 N (_/zd/u(}u 2

L KA
(Secretary) [Address] :/

@Qﬂ/ﬂwj 76;J,¢M I e /,Z:

SATILS & Gyd sy g g A L,/4€LngjféL ([ 9 s

(Treasurer) (Address) '’ o
*The name and post office address of each member of the firm or partnership
must be shown.

*XThe name of the State under which the Corporation was chartered and names,

title, and business address of the President, Secretary, and Treasurer must
be shown.

PROPOSAL
CONTRACT NO. FCD 85-18

Page S of §
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

Interoffice Memorandum

CMT. SUBJECT: SR 85 Bridge Channel Maintenance OFLE_LG 1.2.4
NO. Pt ract FCD ‘85‘18 O DESTROY ? ﬂD ‘3-5"/8
TO'/béKW RCPW FROM: Dick Perreault paTe. December 5, 1985
SLS
ég DES
The purpose of this memo is to record the sequence of events that has
caused delays in the commencement of construction of the SR 85 Bridge Channel
Maintenance, FCD Contract 85-18.

a. Feb - Mar 85 - The r/w reguired for the excavation and disposal is
determined and legal description written.

b. Apr - Jun 85 - Preliminary plans are developed, refined and finalized.

¢. Mar - Aug 85 - Coordination is made with public agencies and private
land owners for acquisition of permits and easements.

d. 13-14 Aug 85 - Informed by the USFWS and the Corps of Engineers that a
Section 404 permit is required for future excavations
in the Gila River due to changes in Federal Regulations
that occurred in October 1984.

e. 16-17 Aug 85 - Discussions were held with FCD staff concerning the
implications of the Section 404 permits and the
decision is made not to delay the advertising of
FCD 85-18.

f. 26 Aug-16 Sep 85 - Advertise FCD 85-18.

g. 30 Aug 85 — Received Cease and Desist Qrder from the Corps of
Engineers requiring a Section 404 permit before start
of construction.

h. 3 Sep.8S - Received Secton 404 permit application of the COE.

i. 10 Sep 85 - Section 404 permit application (#85-196-5K) is returned
to the COE for processing.

j. 17 Sep 85 - Bid Opening for Contract FCD85-18; Breinholt
Construction Co. is the apparent low bidder.

k. Oct-Nov 85 - Coordination of the Section 404 permit application with
the COE.

1. 22 Nov 85 - Field trip to SR 85 @the Gila River to resolve Arizona
Game and Fish Department objections to the Section 404
permit application.

6900-003
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m. 27 Nov 85 - Received draft Section 404 permit from the COE. Signeg
and returned permit to the COE and contacted Arizona
State Land Department concerning their permit
requirements. -

n. 3 Dec¢ 85 - Preconstruction meeting with the contractor; recent
river flows have changed conditions and the decision ..
made to wait and construct when -the water recedes to
near normal conditions.

o. 4 Dec 85 - Received signad/Section 404 permit from the COE.

2. As can be seen from the chronology of events, there are a variety of
situations that have occurred that contributed to the delay in constructing tn
SR 85 Bridge Channel Maintenance Project.

AL G

Richard G. Perreault /274b
Project Engineer

Oy yﬁ:c:;w/i/ VLA z LD Mz/a‘uxfz‘z /d/%f” 7//‘:1\/’/"7 Drzor ot
(Lr-+f_2%- Ve (¢WA;' < O&a/ = absa%zjzd{ /¥7 ﬁﬁﬂc«uu&zbzﬁgﬁ7
- 7 j e f A Dec 1% /32

198, (FEF K dtd Dec 12, 725). Oy [ec #7198

shove /Qaf;;z>¢£zrad /Qvﬁé:‘ c;h72i
CPLF Fep HndddeDel 175 /5

e by, o1 Dz.‘c, 3
FTCwD ’fliiflorztdL > 1157057 ¥C> ¥7%5

=4 % 2o 2&WGU/5/0=7 = =< )7CAQ£5$¢)T;/‘

o

.;&é 624 C:ZL<fZéa,¢7~

é%:fﬁ ,{TITZD /7}.¢aﬁézdﬁza(
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Froop CoNTROL DISTRICT
of
Maricopa County

L7~ \; | 4///\‘.;/
' FLO%D comtrol” 3
N~ IST p—/
\‘ﬁt’<f
BOARD of DIRECTORS

L =aaricora
3335 West Durango Street ¢ Phoenix, Arizona 85009 Tom Freestone, Chairman
Telephone (602) 262-1501 George L. Campbell
e ) Carole Carpenter
D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief Engineer and General Manager Fred Koory, Jr.
Ed Pastor

DEC 17 1985

Mr. Norman T. Foy, Vice President
Breinholt Contracting Co., Inc.
5303 East Fairview

Chandler, Arizona 85224

Re: FCD Contract 85-18; SR 85 Bridge Channel Maintenance

Dear Mr. Foy:

Since the issuance of the Notice to Proceed on the referenced project, the Salt
River Project has begun releases into the riverbed at Granite Reef Diversion
Dam. Based on past experience, and in view of the conditions now existing,
e.g., limited remaining storage capacity in the Salt River reservoirs at tkhe
beginning of the winter seasomn, we do not expect to be able to do any work in
the riverbed until the Spring of 1986. We are, therefore, granting an
extension of time as requested in your letter of December 12, 1985.

n work, we will monitor conditions

Rather than name a particular time to begi
nditions become favorable for the

and keep in touch with you Just in case co
start of the project.

Sincerely,

Robert C. Payette, P.E.
Chief, Construction and Operations Division

GRF

%jrby/jnk Info: RGP

SLS

DES

File: FCD 85-18
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PUBLIC NOTICE

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County is calling for bids for:

JFB FCD 87-3, Gila River low Flow Channel, Wilson Rd. to Miller Rd. Bid open -
at 2:00 p.m., April 23, 1887, at ihe Flood Control District offices.

Copies of ihe plans and specifications are available for a non-refundable
815.00 charge at the Flood Control District offices at 3335 West Durango Stre
Phoenix, Arizona. The plan sheets may be purchased separately for a charge o,
$10.00 per set, nol refundable.

Planas and specifications requested by mail will be sent C.0.D., either First
Class Mail or Post Office Express Mail, as requested.

The Board of Directors of 1he Flood Control District reserves 1he right 1o
reject any and all proposals or to withhold 1he award for any reason. Every
proposal shall be accompanied by a bid security for five percent of the amount
of the bid.

Publish: Sun City Daily News-Sun March 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28, 1887.

Bill 10o: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
(Construction Contract)

BID FORM
Project: Gila River Low-Flow Channel Invitation FCD 87-3
Wilson Avenue - Miller Road Date: March 23, 1987

Location: SR 85 Bridge Crossing at the
Gila River, south of Buckeye
Maricopa County, Arizona

To: Chief Engineer and General Manager
Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85008

The following Proposal is made on behalf of DULLPCE CON‘:"(‘Q\)C‘{’\\OU
- lrevse No Box(-0N256- 010
{vcorpoanteD. and no others. The Total Contract amount of

this proposal is (in words) +0w UUUDDQD Emﬂ#v one ‘.‘[AOUSGUD 4wo

L\UMDQPfo\:C-(Z‘(\/ and OO /100 dollars, (in figures)

c
Zfb‘ Z:SC)" , this amount being the sum total of the extended
amount for each pay item on the Bidding Schedule.

Evidence of authority to submit the Proposal is herewith furnished. The
Proposal is in all respects fair and is made without collusion on the part of
any person, firm, or corporation mentioned above,and no member or employee of
the Flood Control District Board of Directors is personally or financially
interested, directly or indirectly in the Proposal, or in any purchase or sale
of any materials or supplies for the work in which it relates or in any portion

of the profits thereof.

The Undersigned certifies that the approved Plans, Uniform Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction, 1979 Edition (MAG) and revisions
and supplements thereto, together with the Special Provisions, forms of
Contract and Bond authorized by the Board of Directors and constituting
essential parts of this Proposal, have been carefully examined, and also that
the site of the work has been personally inspected.

The Undersigned declares that the amount and nature of the work to be done is
understood and that at no time will misunderstanding of the Plans,
Specifications, Special Provisions, or conditions to be overcome, be pled. On
the basis of the Plans, Specifications, Special Provisions, the forms of
Contract, and the Bond proposed for use, the Undersigned proposes to furnish
PROPOQOSAL

CONTRACT FCD 87-3 Page 1 of S
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all the necessary machinery, equipment, tools, apparatus, and other means of
construction, to do all the work and to furnish all the materials in the manner
specified and to finish the entire project within the time hereinafter proposed
and to accept, as full compensation therefor, the sum of various products
obtained by multiplying each unit price, herein bid for work or materials, by
the quantity thereof actually incorporated in the completed project, as
determined by the Chief Engineer and General Manager, Flood Control District of
Maricopa County.

The Undersigned understands that the quantities mentioned herein are
approximate and are subject to increase or decrease and hereby proposes to
perform all quantities of work, as either increesed or decreased, in accordance
with the provisions of the Specifications, at the unit price bid in the Bidding

Schedule.

PROPQOSAL

CONTRACT FCD 87-3
- Page 2 of S
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BIDDING SCHEDULE

Project: Gila River Low Flow Channel
J Wilson Avenue - Miller Road

Contract: Fcp 87-3

)

~

o)

Approximate . Unit Cost (in writing) Extended
Item No. Quantity Unit Description and /100 dollars Unit Cost Amount
Vo Dollmne  nuo
1 375,000 C.Y. | Excavatfon, Including | Sewenly Tive (euls 9)i ol 507

Clearing, Grading and
Disposal

The Bidder hereby acknowledges receipt of and agrees

hli#PrOPOSB] is based on the following Addenda

T 40 ¢ 8bed

261 C50°

Total



S

&

The Undersigned further proposes to execute the Contract Agreement and furnish
satisfactory Bonds within ten (10) days from the date of award, time being of
the essence. The undersigned further proposes to begin the work as specified
in the Contract attached hereto, and to complete the work within the 1ime
limits as specified in the Special Provisions and maintain at all times &
Contract Bond, approved by the Board of Directors, in an amount equal to one
hundred percent (100%) of the total bid. This bond shall serve not only 1o
guarantee the completion of the work on the part of the Undersigned, but also
to guarantee the excellence of both workmanship and material and the paymeni of
all obligations incurred, said Bond to be in full force and effect until the
work is finally accepted and the provisions of the Plans, Specifications and
Special Provisions are fulfilled.

A Proposal guaranty in the amount and character named in the Invitation for
Bids is enclosed amounting to not less than five percent (5X) of the total bid,
which Proposal guaranty is submitted as a guaranty of the good faith of the
Bidder and that the Bidder will enter into written contract, as provided, to do
the work, if successful in securing the award thereof; and it is hereby agreed
that if at any time other than as provided in the Proposal requirements and
conditions the Undersigned should withdraw this Proposal, or if the Proposal is
accepted and there should be failure on the part of the Undersigned to execute
the Contract and furnish satisfactory Bond as herein provided, the Flood
Control District of Maricopa County in either of such events, shall be entitlec
and is hereby given the right to retain the said Proposal guaranty as
liquidated damages.

Date: \I»ZY 7 , 1997,

IF BY AN INDIVIDUAL:

(Name) (Address)

IF BY A FIRM OR PARTNERSHIP:

(Firm Name) (Firm Address)

By:

*Name and Address of Each Member:

PROPQOSAL

CONTRACT NO. FCD 87-3
Page 4 of S
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Date , 18

IF BY A CORPORATION:

Dulice Lovstructionn e

(Corporate Name)
Licewss Lo. Bod-037256 - 010

By: MW

witiom . Pudice | Pres.aenr
**Incorporated under the Laws of

Names and Addresses of Officers:

N e

2033 W. Noootaw Vew o Phoxaz.
(Corporation Address) :

HeizonR

203 W. Moo TR View ‘?o th

(President)

(Address)

]

Y- . v 2 n
AC34 L lﬂcmwam Vgl I Phx

Grec}crv’ J- Pulice,

"(Secretary)

Ed:-H‘} ). pu.lth,

(Address)

3{_\?)?; ik, i"/ch‘/\‘f‘(k”\ \,"p(u' IL((. ,)hx .

(Treasurer)

(Address)

*The name and post office address of each member of the firm or partnership

must be shown.

X**The name of the State under which the Corporation was chartered and names,
title, and business address of the President, Secretary, and lreasurer must

be shown.
PROPOSAL
CONTRACT NO. FCD 87-3
Page S of S
A-140
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GILA RIVER LOW-FLOW CHANNEL
WILSON AVENUE - MILLER ROAD
CONTRACT FCD 87-3
PRECONSTRUCTION CONFERENCE
JULY 30, 1987

- AGENDA

OWNER: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
Telephone: 262-1501

ENGINEER: Flood Control District of Maricopa County
3335 West Durango Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85009
Telephone: 262-1501

CONTRACTOR: Pulice Construction, Inc.
2033 West Mountain View Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85021
Telephone: 944-2241

1. INTRODUCTIONS
OWNER REPRESENTATIVE: Fred Fuller
ENGINEER REPRESENTATIVE: Dick Perreault

2. PURPOSE OF THE PRECONSTRUCTION CONFERENCE
This meeting is held to discuss the important aspects of the project.
Unless otherwise indicated, these discussions are only for informational
purposes and are not intended to add, change, and/or modify the contract
documents.

3. DESCRIPTION OF WORK

The proposed work consists of excavating a low flow channel in two
locations. Location one is west of the SR-85 Bridge across the Gila River,
from Sta. 10+00 to Sta. 94+00. Location two is east of the SR-85 Bridge
across the Gila River, from Sta. 144+00 to Sta. 190+00. The SR-85 Bridge
is at Sta. 100 . The channel bottom will be graded to allow for the
unrestricteﬁ passage of flood waters. The low flow banks shall be
uniformly graded to a 2:1 side slope to allow for side drainage to flow
into the low flow channel. Excavated material will be disposed of at sites
shown on the plans. The approximate quantity to be excavated is 375,000
cubic yards.

4. CONTROL OF WORK
A. The Flood Control District has designated Fred Fuller as Construction
Inspector for this project.
B. The contractor shall submit a list, including name and address, of
personnel responsible for the project and authorized to act on behalf of
the contractor, and phone numbers where these personnel can be reached at
any time.
C. Cooperation with Utilities. The contractor shall give all utility
companies, all pipeline owners or other parties affected the maximum notice
possible when their underground or overhead services interfere with his
work. The contractor shall resolve all problems with the utility owners
concerned. See Section 105.6 of MAG Standard Specifications.
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CONTROL OF WORK (Continued)

D. Duties of the Inspector. Inspectors employed by the contracting agency
will be authorized to inspect all work done and materials furnished. Such
inspection may be extended to all or any part of the work and to the
preparation, fabrication or manufacture of the materials to be used. The
inspector will have the authority to reject work or materials until any
questions at issue can be referred to and decided by the engineer. See
Section 105.9 of MAG Standard Specifications.

E. Inspection of Work. Inspection of the work by the engineer or his
authorized representative shall not be considered as direct control of the
individual workman and his work. The direct control of all work shall be
the direct responsibility of the contractor. See Section 105.10 of MAG
Standard Specifications.

CONTRACT TIME

The contractor shall start work within seven (7) calendar days and complete
all work on the project within one hundred fifty (150) days after the date
of Notice to Proceed.

SUBLETTING OF CONTRACT

A. Section 108.2 of MAG Standard Specifications.

B. The contractor shall submit a list of subcontractors and copies of the
contracts between the contractor and subcontractor(s) for approval.

CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

A. The contractor shall submit a detailed schedule within seven (7)
calendar days of the Notice to Proceed. No work shall commence prior to
the approval of this submittal.

B. Weekly meetings shall be held to review work progress, conformance with
schedule and weekly work schedules for work to be performed each week.

C. An updated progress schedule shall be submitted with monthly progress
requests.

D. Final Acceptance. Upon due notice from the contractor of presumptive
completion of the entire project, the engineer will make an inspection. If
all construction provided for and completed by the contractor is found to
be completed to his satisfaction, that inspection shall constitute the
final inspection and the engineer will make the final acceptance. The
contractor will be notified in writing of this acceptance as of the date of
the final inspection. See Section 105.15 of MAG Standard Specifications.

FAILURE TO COMPLETE ON TIME

Subsection 108.9 - The actual cost per calendar day incurred by the
District for Consultant Administrative and Inspection Services on this
project will be added to the daily charges as indicated by TABLE 108,
LIQUIDATED DAMAGES, and will be deducted from monies due or to become due
to the Contractor for each and every calendar day that work shall remain
uncompleted after the time specified for the completion of the work in the
proposal, or as adjusted by the Engineer. Nothing contained in this
provision shall prohibit the District from deducting from monies due or to
become due to the Contractor and any other costs incurred by the District
directly attributable to the delay in completing this contract.

MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENT

A. Section 109 of the Contract Special Provisions.
B. Section 215 of the Contract Special Provisions.
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10,

11.

12

13

CONTRACTOR'S WORK AREA

The contractor's work area shall be limited to the 1000 ft. clearing and
identified areas for disposal. Access to the work area shall be limited t
existing access points indicated on the drawings. The contractor's
proposed haul route shall be coordinated with and approved by the engineer.

CONSTRUCTION SURVEYING

CONTROL (Section 215 of the Contract Special Provisions): Horizontal and
vertical control for the excavated channel will be established in the field
by the District. The District shall provide a baseline stationed at
100-foot intervals. The Contractor shall be responsible for all other
surveying, including initial cross-sectioning of the work area, slope
staking for control of excavation and embankment, and final cross-
sectioning to be used for the determination of actual final quantities for
payment. The initial and final cross-section notes shall be furnished to
the District for use in determination of the number of cubic yards of
material removed. All survey work by the Contractor shall be performed by
a qualified and experienced surveyor under the supervision of a surveyor
licensed to practice surveying in the State of Arizona.

SAFETY AND SANITARY REQUIREMENTS

The contractor shall provide and maintain accomodations and shall perform
work in accordance with provisions of Section 107 of MAG Standard
Specifications.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

FBF/jnk
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Froop CoNTROL DISTRICT
of

Maricopa County
BOARD of DIRECTORS
: ; 5
3335 West Durango Street » Phoenix, Arizona 85009 Fred Koory, Jr., Chairman

Telephone (602) 262-1501 George L. Campbell

Carole Carpenter
Tom Freestone
Ed Pastor

D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief.Engineer and General Manager

AUG 18 1887

Mr. William R. Pulice, President
Pulice Construction, Inc.

2033 West Mountain View Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

Re: Contract FCD 87-3; Gila River Low Flow Channel
Dear Mr. Pulice:

The referenced contract has been awarded to your company. A signed copy is
enclosed for your files. The original copy of your Bid Bond is also returned

herewith.

You are hereby given Notice to Proceed with the work under the terms of the

contract. Please acknowledge receipt of this Notice to Proceed by signature
and date in the space provided and return the duplicate copy to our office.

Sincerely,

. 9. E. Sagramoso, P.E.

Enclosures

RECEIPT ACKNOWLEDGED BY:
EOKirby/jnk PULICE CONSTRUCTION, INC.

By: (’Jﬂ‘)%?\,‘a\w

Date: 7_5 L4 {lf—')

Coord: /,? Info: FBF
File: FCD 87-3
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FLOOO CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County
Sheet 1 of 1

CONTRACT ADJUSTMENT NO. 1
FCD CONTRACT 87-3. Gila River Low Flowy

Oate_ Decemher 21, 1987

To: Pulice Construction., Inc. , Contractor. You are hereby directed to make the herein
described changes from the plans and specifications or do the following described work not
included in the plans and specifications on the above-mentioned project.

Change requested by: Flood Control District

Oescription of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Segregate
between additional work at contract price, agreed price and actual cost. Unless otherwise
stated, rates for rental of equipment on actual cost work cover only such time as equipment
is actually used and no allowance will be made for idle times.

°(1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.
?°(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or actual cost.

Estimated As Built Diff. unit DIFFERENCE
[tem Oescrintion Quantity Quantity| + or - Price + =
1 |Estimated excavation based on 0 37,500 [+37,500 (|$0.75 |+$28,125.00
planimetered cross-sections from c.y. {

contour maps - Actual as-built
quantity of excavation computed
from surveyed field cross-sectipns.

+$28,125.00

{e, the undersigned contractor, have given careful consideration to the change proposed and
rereby agree, if this proposal is approved that we will provide all equipment, furnish all
1aterial, except as may otherwise be noted above, "and perform all services necessary for the
«ork above specified, and we will accept as full payment therefor the prices shown aboye.

iy reason of this proposed change 0 days extension of time will be allowed.

ontractor_Pulice Construction, Inc. By .}£%JV¢0\,16?5441£; ///
Date Ja/i/&//(f>

ecommended By ¢;%{é24122¢152£¢4ﬁ”~/// Aoproved By “4631;/¢£ CZ/7&3 /’ ﬂ

ate Fz =zl £ : Date 2/ dee &7

TTTLE
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ELOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

b
,ﬂ"( ’a
cov 2 4
1e g™

PROGRESS REPORT AND ESTIMATE

Estimeee No. 3 Moath December Yere 1987

Name of Project Gila River Low Flow Contracs MNeo. FCD 87-3

Dute Soaroed 8/20/87 . Coaticior Pulice Construction, Inc.

% Coampleesd 100% Addreu 2033 W. Mountain View Road

Dete Completed  10/26/87 Phoenix, AZ 85021 ‘

AMT. EARMNED TOTAL

ITEM UNIT BID 4 QUANTITY THIS EARNED
NO. DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE QUANTITY COMPLETE PERIOO TO OATE

1 Excavating (Clearing, c.y| $0.75 412,500 412,500 |$ 28,125.00(%309,375.00

Grading and Disposal)

*Bid Quantity Equals:
Orig. Bid Qty 375,000
Adj. #1 Qty 37,500
Bid Quantity. 412,500

Release of Claims

Pulice Construction, Inc.} Congractor,
does hereby release the Flood (ontrol
District of Maricopa County frgm any ang
all claims of any charactger whgtsoever
arising under and by virtye of |Contract
No. 87-3 dated August 19,| 1987} except
as herein stated.

ﬁMW%N 12-2/

_Cf“:7
Signature C:)¢~<;/ Date
‘TJ%;QLAZ/KAﬂ
Title N A
T 737500 _
REMARKS TOTAL IARNED BY CONTRACTOR 530937552
Less 109 reusiced 35937500
Ne¢ Amount Due Contractor
Deduct Previous Payments 250,593.7
Other Deductions 0.00
250,893.7

Total Deductions

¢ 58.781.25

Amount fo be puid this Esclmare

D JOLL pud2-2
LN Ceitt iz et

Prepared by‘r%% Mlmf/ J)au&LL:XZJUBMIm‘D by.
Claira Derce : __APPROVED by
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fLoop ConTrROL DisTRICT
of

Maricopa County
BOARD of DIRECTG ™ -

Fred Koory, Jr., Chairr...
George L. Campbell
Carole Carpenter
Tom Freestone
Ed Pastor

3335\VestDurangoSneet-Phoenm,Anzona85009
Telephone (602) 262-1501

D.E.Sagranwoso,P.E,C]ﬂefEngineerand Generaix\anager

April 14, 1987

TO ALL PLANHOLDERS:

RE: IFB FCD 87-3; Gila River Low Flow Channel,
Wilson Avenue to Miller Road

Gentlemen:

The bid opening now scheduled for 2:00 p.m., April 23, 1987, for the referenced
project is cancelled until further notice.

Ownership of the riverbed is presently being questioned. At the time that
we have a clearer understanding of how to proceed with acquisition of the
necessary property rights, the project will be rescheduled for bidding. An
addendum will then be issued with the new bid date.

Sincerely,
m/j@?/
i P.E.

E. Jagramoso,

Enclosure: List of A1 nholders
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Addendum No. 1

: DATE: June 3, 1987

FCD Contract No. 87-3 Page 1 of 1

TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

ENTITLED: Gila River Low Flow Channel,
Wilson Avenue to Miller Road

OWNER: FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

The above documents are herein modified. The provisions of said documents
applicable to these modifications remain unchanged unless specifically
indicated otherwise herein. This Addendum forms a part of the Contract
Documents and modifies them as follows:

The bid opening, previously scheduled for 2:00 p.m., April 23, 1987,
cancelled until further notice by the Flood Control District letter
of April 14, 1987, is now re-scheduled to 2:00 p.m., July 7, 1987.
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Addendum No. 2

DATE: June 17, 1987

FCD Contract No. 87-3 Page 1 of 1

TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

ENTITLED: Gila River Low Flow Channel,
Wilson Avenue to Miller Road

OWNER: FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

The above documents are herein modified. The provisions of said documents
applicable to these modifications remain unchanged unless specifically
indicated otherwise herein. This Addendum forms a part of the Contract
Documents and modifies them as follows:'

In compliance with Arizona Revised Statutes, as of July 1, 1986,
contractors are required to be licensed to perform work within the
state.

The bidder's license number and classification must be submitted
with the proposal.
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Addendum No. 2

DATE: June 24, 1987

FCD Contract No- 87-3 Page 1 of 1

TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

EMTITLED: Gila River Low Flow Channel,
Wilson Avenue to Miller Road

OWNER: FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of Maricopa County

The above documents are herein modified. The provisions of said documents
applicable to these modifications remain unchanged unless specifically
indicated otherwise herein. This Addendum forms a part of the Contract
Documents and modifies them as follows:

The date of July 1, 1386, as stated in Addendum No. 2, for compliance
with Arizona Revised Statutes, is changed to read, July 1, 1387
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION TO BID

BID OPENING DATE: September 6, 1989

LOCATION:

The project is located in the Gila River from Station 188+00 near Miller Road tc
Station 386+00 near Rainbow Road, South of Buckeye, approximately 30 miles
southwest of downtown Phoenix in Maricopa County, Arizona.

PROPOSED WORK:

The excavation of a 3.8 mile long low flowv channel in the Gila River south of
Buckeye, Arizona. The channel bottom shall be graded to allow for the
unrestricted passage of floodwaters. The low flow channel banks shall be
uniformly graded to a 2:1 side slope to allow for side drainage to flow into the
low flow channel. Excavated material shall be disposed of in mandatory and
available sites shown on the plans. The approximate quantity to be excavated is
712,000 cubic yards.

BIDS:

SEALED BIDS for the proposed work will be received by the Flood Control
District of Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85009
until _2:00 p.m. (Phoenix time) on the above date and then publicly opened and
read at 3335 W. Durango St., Phoenix, AZ 85009 . No bids will be received
after the time specified for bid opening. All bids must be submitted on
proposal forms furnished by the Flood Control District and included in the
Proposal Pamphlet. The Board of Directors reserves the right to reject any and
all bids and to waive any informality in any bid received.

ELIGIBILITY OF CONTRACTOR:

It is the policy of Flood Control District of Maricopa County to endeavor to
ensure in every way possible that minority and women-owned business enterprises
have every opportunity to participate in providing professional services,
purchased goods, and contractual services without being discriminated against on
the grounds of race, religion, sex, age, or national origin.

'The bidder shall be required to certify that it is appropriately licensed as a
Contractor in the State of Arizona for performing the before-mentioned type of
vork. Verification shall be on the form provided herein.

The bidder may be required to furnish an affidavit as evidence of previous
satisfactory performance in the above-mentioned type of work.

A

In order to determine if bidder is entitled to the provisions of A.R.S. Sec.
34-241, all bidders shall submit, as a part of their proposal, an affidavit
% stating whether or not taxes have been paid for two successive years as provided
in A.R.S. Sec. 34-241. The affidavit shall be in the form provided herein.

FCD Contract No. 88-16 Page 1 of 24
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PRINCIPLE ITEMS AND APPROXIMATE QUANTITIES
l ITEM QUANTITY UNIT DESCRIPTION
1. 712,000 c.Y. Excavation of a 3.8 mile long low flow
: channel and disposal of excavated
l material
l FCD Contract No. 88-16 Page 3 of 24
I A-152
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BIDDING SCHEDULE

PROJECT: SALT-GILA LOW FLOW CHANNEL,
MILLER TO RAINBOW ROADS

CONTRACT: FCD 88-16

| | | | | | | I
| | APPROX IMATE | | | UNIT COST (IN WRITING) | UNIT | EXTENDED |
| ITEN NO.| QUANTITY |UNIT| DESCRIPTION | AND /100 DOLLARS | COST | AMOUNT |
| | —1| | | | |
| 1 | 712,000 | CY |Excavation, including Clearing, Grading | Zzro Ao//-r/j (M&/ lg¢ | |
| | |___lend Disposal | {;(Jz.jyffi/ta Zawits | OL3 |IS3O.56Q,OO
| | | | | | | |
| | —1| | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | |—| | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | —| | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | l—| | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | |—1 | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | l—| | | | |
| | Lo [ | | [
| | l—1 | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | I—|I | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | [ | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | - | | | |
| | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | |
ot Bl F T 2D S0, 08

FCD CONTRACT NO. 88-16

Page 6 of 24
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Esnu'AWm ; 'ﬂ'r"a I'Fto‘%mgm.-—rwu-q. T R
CONTRACTOR :
. Sanner Contracting Co.
OL DISTRICT pro.c1 4
FLOOD CONTR = o Salt-Gila Low Flow Channel -
PROGRESS REPORT COVERNG PEROD (404 15 159 "™ 02-24-90
'
NTP START DATE 5 COMPLETION DATE % X COMPLETED
AND ESTIMATE 109-27-89 02-24-90 100" O
ORIGINAL CONTRACT AMOUN T
$590,960.00
CURRENT CONTRACT AMOUNT 5,6?’; 603 65 THRU C. 0. NO _I
810 UNIT I QUANTITY AMT. EARNED TOTAL CARNED
ITEM NO. DESCRIP NON UM erice. | ouannry . CouPFTE THIS FERIOO . MOBAE
| EXC@Yation, in;]udlng clearing, Cy 0.83 712,000 751,329.70 225,222.74 $623,603.65
grading, and disposal
DiE UNDERSIGNED CONTRACTOR CERTIFICS 10 THE BEST OF HIS KNOWLEDGE, INFORMATION, AND BEUIEF, 10TAL CARNED BY CONTRACTOR: $623,603.65
ME WORK COVERED BY THIS APPLICATION FOR PAYMENT HAS BEEN COMPLETED IN ACCOROANCE wiTh s .
ME CONTRACT DOCUNENTS AND PURSUANT TO AR.S. 34-221, THE CONTRACTOR IN MAKING 101 AT
TOPLICATION FOR PAYMENT ALSO CERTIFIS THAT IT HAS APPUED THE PROCEEDS OF PREMIOUS PAYMNTS NCT AMOUNT DUE CONTRACTOR 623.603.65
20 PAY ALL SUBCONTRACTORS AND MATERIAL SUPPLIERS THCN DUE AND OWING. FURTMER, IT Wil wAKE > < -
PAYMENT 10 SUBCONTRACTORS AND MATERIAL SUPPLIERS WITHIN SEVEN (7) DAYS OF RECEIPT OF THIS DEOUCT PREVIOUS PAYMENTS 378 46] { 6
PAYMENT FOR THC SUMS DUE AND OWING THEM THROUGH THIS PROGRESS PAYMENT. e D
OTHER DEDUCTIONS
AUTHORIZED CONTRACTOR'S SIGNATURE e ) TOTAL DCOUCTIONS 378,461.86 1
nne //Oy/(z/%., e %JA'(' (’V,é; 998 " AMOUNT 10 BE PAD THIS ESTIMATE $245 141.79
> " A X S o e s e e et i W e S e e e —_—_—y ) 7 AR TR
NANE / NTLE / ORGANIZANON DATE
PREPARED BY
(ENGNEER) i)éa/"m 4 €pae,. dﬁa'/fgciu~ /ﬂ;ﬂf’. F":f_,,; - ‘_/‘/7‘)_7'4!_2_7 -
SUBMITTED BY
(CONTRACTOR) Aoze 45"/74.,,f < \ff({ﬂ_ﬂé{’:ﬂ“r h%ggﬁxo
REMEWED BY i //‘ / =g
(CHIEF CONSTR. INSP ) s [~ 28— - J
P e — N ST T T/ o —- R D S S
( 0 v - o \/‘ T s 2
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DUPLICATE ORIGINAL
FLOOD CONTROL OISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY

IR

CONTRACT CHANGE ORDER NO.__1/Final Quantity Adjustment
88-16/Salt-Gila Low Flow Channel

oAaTE___01-29-90 FCD CONTRACT NO./NAME Millar tq Rainhow Road

To: Sanner Contracting Co. Contractor
You are hereby directed to make the herein described changes from the plons ond spedfications or do the
following described work not included in the plons ond specifications on the above—mentioned project.

Changed requested by, Flood Control District ’

Provide description of work to be done, estimate of quantities. and prices to be paid. Segregate between
additional work at contract price, agreed price, and actual cost. Unless otherwise stated, rates for rental |
of equipment on actual cost work cover only such time gs equipment is actuocily used aond no allowance
will be made for idle times.

o(1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.
o o(2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or actual cost

SHEET NO.__ 1 oF 1

.‘?R ESTIMATED AS BuILT OIFF. uNIT DIFFERENCE

NO. DESCRIPTION QUANTITY QUANTITY + OR — PRICE + -

°1 Excavation, including | 712,000 CY |751,329.7 CY +39,329.7 | 0.83 +32,643.65
clearing, grading, and |
disposal. ) i

w.-? the undersigned contractor,*have given careful considerotion-to the-chonge proposed hereby agrec. if
this proposal is approved, that we will provide all equipment, fumish all material, except as may
Otherwise be noted above, and perform all services necessary for the work above specified, and we will
ASCeot as full payment therefor the prices shown above.

By reason of this proposed change 2 days extension of time will be ollowed. .
Contractor__Sanner Contracting Co. oy ool Mgyerz AL 2w ssies
4 Titic” -
: & [ Te5 50 i

7 7

%Z |
e { 0. %

Recommended by_Z . Approved By RS
0 =3 . ¢ . Chief Engineer/GendrzLiMatagiicR
Sie Lo Ly i ff  omes-Fo-gp L )7
Form C & 0 880002a.a: KEV 7-88 ,{Q/
I A . = e L




FLOCC CONTRCL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
AGENDA INFORMATION FORM

Contract/Lease for [ NEW [ RENEWAL [J AMENOMENT (J CANCELLATION

(for existing record Encumorance No Deiow)

Low ORG. No. 6900 DEPARTMENT: _Flood Control District CONTROL NUMBER. _ECD-1110

ENCUMBRANCE NO. AGENCY. Bublic Works CONTAOL NUMBER. _PW=-1110

1. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL AND REQUESTED BOARD ACTION: It 1s requested that the Board of
Directors authorize the advertisement of the Invitation For Bids and award Contract
FCD 90-02, Salt-Gila_Low Flow Channel, Tuthill Road to Sarival Road. This project was
authorized by Resolution 88-!1 on July 11, 1988.

This project is a continuation of previously completed low flow channel projects west
of Rainbow Road. This segment of the low flow channel is approximately five and
one-half miles long, and is one of several projects planned for the low flow
channelization of the Salt-Gila Rivers between 91st Avenue and Gillespie Dam.

2. Compliance with 2 z 2(/ gz Z
Maricopa County Procurement Code S5 . __MC1-503

ancle parazracn p’DCU'QMQFH
3. CONTINUED FROM MEETING OF . J THIS DEPARTMENT WILL CAUSE PUBLICATIbN
DISCUSSED IN MEETING OF (J CLERK OF THE BOARD TO CAUSE PUBLICATION

5. MOTION: It is moved that the Flood Control District of Maricopa County Board of Directors . . .authorize the
advertisement of the Invitation For Bids for Contract FCD 90-02, Salt-Gila Low Flow
Channel, Tuthill Road to Sarival Road; award the contract to the lowest responsible
bidder if the bid is not more than 10% over the engineer's estimate; and authorize
the Chairman to sign the contract.

6. FINANCIAL: (J Expenditure [0 Revenue [J Budgeted O conungency [ Budget Amendment O Transter {J Grant or otner

5 Total Fung Financial Oficer Date
7. PERSONNEL: 8. FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT:
S ad ad’, 3-/3 %0
Personne! Director Oate Action R/ccmmmceq Dy Qate
/ Approved 33 @ lwm Jng withn (N DEwers JNG JUNOTIly granied under INe Uws
9. MATERIALS MANAGEMENT: 10. LEGAL: o Ine st of Arizena @ e Flood Contrel Distrct of Maricooa Couny
Baad of Quecers
A
Materials Managememt Director Date
8. W'MBE Representative Oae General Counse! Oate
11. INFORMATION SYSTEMS: 3 12. APPROVED FOR AGENDA:
[
Oae Approving O'l.caal Date
13. OTHER: Minority Business Office 15 . RECOMMENDATION OF COUNTY MANAGER:
a Approve a Disapprove
FAL LU e Comments:
OF DIRECT Action taken:"’!‘!
pproved (] A oved [J Deleted
J = JPR 15 190
. Clerx of tne Boara 4 Date County Manager Date
6900-012 R3-89
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PROPOSAL

TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
PHOENIX, ARIZONA

Gentlemen:

for constructing the Szlt-Gila Lowv Flow

The folloving Proposal is made

Channel, Tuthill Rozd €O Sarivel Road in the Counly c? Maricopa, State of

Arizona.

The folloving Proposal 1is made on behalf of

Pulice Construction, Inc.

Evidence of authority to submit the Proposal is herewith
furnished. The Proposal is in all respects fair and is made vithout collusicn
on the part of any person, firm/ or corporation mentioned above, and no member
or employee of the Board of Directors is personzlly or financially interested,
directly or indirectly, in the Proposzl, or in 2ny purchase or sale of any
materials or supplies for the work in which it relztes, or in any portion of the

profits thereof.

and no others.

e approved Plans, Special Provisions,
Forms of Contract, Bonds, and Sureties authorized by the Board of Directors and
constituting essential parts of this Proposal, have been carefully examined and
also that the site of .the vork has been personally.inspected.

The Undersigned certifies that th

lares that the amount.and nature-of the vork to be
done is understood and that at no time will pisunderstanding of the Plans,
Construction Specificationms, Sspecial Provisions, or conditions to be overcome,
be pled. On the basis of the Plans, Construction Specificatiorns, Special
Provisions, the Forms of Contract, Bonds, and Sureties proposed for use, the
Undersigned proposes to furnish all the necessary pachinery, equipment, tools,
apparatus, and other means of construction, to do 211 the work and to furnish
211 the materials in the manner specified and to finish the entire project
vithin the time hereinafter proposed and to accept, &s full compensation
therefore, the sum of various products obtained by multiplying each unit price,

herein bid for the wvork or materials, by the quantity thereof actually

incorporated in the complete project, as determined by the Engineer Or

Architect.

The Undersigned dec

The Undersigned understands that the quantities mentioned herein are
zpproximate only and are subject to increase or decrease and hereby proposes to
perform all quantities of work, as either increased or decreased, in accordance
vith the provisions of the Specifications, at the unit price bid in the Bidding

Schedule.

FCD Contract No. 90-02 Page 4 of 23
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The Undersigned further proposes to perfora zll extra vork that =2y be
required on the basis providec in the Specifications and to give such vork
personal sttenticn and to secure eccnomical performance.

The Undersigned further proposes to execute the Contract Agreement and
furnish satisfactory Bonds anc¢ Sureties vithin ten (10) days of receipt of
Notice of Proposal acceptance, TIME BEING OF. THE ESSENCE. . The Undersigned
further proposes to begin vork as specified in the Contract attached hereto, and
to complete the wvork vithin- 210 calendar days from the .effective date
specified in the Notice to Proceed, and maintain at all times a Payment and
Performance Bond, approved by the Board of Directors, each in an amount equal to
one hundred percent of the contract amount. This Bond shall serve not only to
guarantee the completion of the work on the part of the Undersigned, but alsc to
guarantee the excellence of both vorkmanship and material and the payment of all
obligations jncurred, said Bonds and Sureties to be in full force and effect
until the work is finally accepted and the provisions of the Plans,
Specifications, and Special Provisions fulfilled.

A Proposal Guaranty in the amount and character named in the Invitation
to Bid is enclosed amounting to not less than five (5) -percent of the total bid,
vhich Proposal Guaranty is submitted as a guaranty of the good faith of the
Bidder and the Bidder will enter into written contract, as provided, to do
the work, if successful in securing the awvard thereof; and it is hereby agreed
that if at any time other than as provided in the Proposal requirements and
conditions the Undersigned should vithdrav his Proposal, if the Proposal is
accepted and there should be failure on the part of the Undersigned to execute
the Contract and furnish satisfactory Bonds and Sureties as herein provided, the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County in either of such events, shall be

entitled and is hereby given the right.to retain the .said.Proposal Guaranty as
liquidated damages-

The Undersigned acknovledges receipt of the following addenda and has
included their provisions in the proposal:

Addendum No. 1 Dated _9/10/90
Addendum No. Dated
Addencum No. Dated
Addendum No. . Dated
Addendum No. Dated

The Undersigned has eaclosed the required bid security to this Proposal.

FCD Contract No. 90-02 Page 5 of 23
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BIDDING SCHEDULE
PROJECT: Salt-Gila Low Flow Channel, Tuthill to Sarival Roads

CONTRACT: FCD 90-02

| | | | | : | UNIT | I
| | |APPROXIHATE | | UNIT COST (IN WRITING) | CoST | EXTENDED |
| ITEN NO. | DESCRIPTION | QUANTITY  |UNIT| AND /100 DOLLARS | (NUMDERS) | AMOUNT |
| | | J— | | [
| 201 |Clear and Grub within project corridor Limits| 393) AC | OU/'" /fUUO/’._EO F/;/‘Z-étt) |//50.Q | 45/7 ao
' | | 1 PoetAr2s A M0 CaJTS ¥ l %]
1215 |Excavation, including Disposal | 9000806 CY | | 05 |/ 7
! | 997200\ ONE DL o FIVEGETS | [ —— /097060

14 14

|
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
! |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| I
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |

FCD CONTRACT HO. 90-02 Page 6 of 23



(NAME - TITLE) (ADDRESS)
DATE
(PHONE)
IF BY A FIRY OR PARTNERSHIP:
(FIRM NAME) (FIRM :DDRZESS)
BY: DATE
(NAME - TITLE) (PECNE)

** Nzme znd Address of Each Member:

*% The name and post office address of each member of the firm or partnership
must be showvn.

IF BY A COXPORATION:

2033 W. Mountain View Road
Pulice Construction, Inc. Phoenix, AZ 85021

{CORPORATE NAHME) (CORPORATION ADDRESS)

BY: M ﬂl,(ﬁ(/‘/c/ ' DATE: Q! 1;‘\‘70

William R. Pulice
B (PHONE) 944-2241

TITLE: President

* Incorporated under the Lavs of Arizona

Names and Addresses of Officers:

William R. Pulice same

(PRESIDENT) (ADDRESS)
Gregory J. Pulice same

(SECRETARY) (ADDRESS)
Edith M. Pulice same

(TREASURER) (ADDRESS)

% The name of the State under which the laws of tks Corporation was chartered
and names, title, and business address of the Presizsnt, Secretary, and
Treasure- cust be showvn.

FCD Contract No. 90-02 Page 7 of 23
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2033 WEST MOUNTAIN VIEW ROAD. PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85021 TELEPHONE (602) 344-2241 FAX NO 602) 370-3395
i | ROOD CONTROL DISTRCT
b 20
February , 1991 RECEIVED
FEB 21'91
ICH ENG paru |
Flood Control District of Maricopa County 0EP Hom )
3335 West Durango Street ADMM HITS
Phoenix, Arizona 85009 ! FRE
Attention: Leon Haney 13 <7
REMARXS
Reference: Salt Gila Low Flow Channel

Project #90-02 T
Pulice Job No. 862-0C-014

Gentlemen:

This letter shall reference your request for an extra work proposal
at the above referenced project.

Pulice Construction will, at your direction, clear/grub/grade to
drain an area adjacent to the existing channel between Sta. 620 and
Sta. 700. This area shall not exceed 115 acres and will cost the
Flood Control District an additional $12,888.00.

Please advise us as to your acceptance of this proposal.

Very truly yours,

PULICE CONSTRUCTION, INC.

Yivehol P, @6@7&% PE

Michael P. Gigliotti, P.E.
Construction Manager
Vice President

MPG:sll
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CONTRACT CHANGE

2/21/91

QATE FCD CONTRACT NC./NAME

Duplicate Original

FLOOD CONTROL JISTRICT OF MARICOPA CQUNTY

ORDZR NO. 1

Salt Gila Low Flow Channel #90~02

To: Pulice Construction, Inc.

Contrcctor

You ore hereby direcled to make the herein described
following described work nol incuded In the plans and

Changed requested by, Leon Haney

changes from the plans ond specifications or do the
specifications on the above—mentioned prom<:.

wil be made for idle times.

Provide description of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid.

-§l) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract
2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or actual cost.

Segregate between
. rates for rentci

cover only such time as equipment Is actually used and no allowance

items at contract pdces.

SHEET NO.__/ oF _¢/

810
1T ESTIMATED AS BUILT OIFF. UNIT DFFERENCE
NO. DESCRIPTION QUANTITY QUANTITY + OR - PRICE + =
201 (lear & grub 1000' cor-| 383 508 +1.15 $112.07 |$12,888.00

ridor between Sta.
620+00 & Sta. 700+00.
fhis area shall be
gpraded as per Section
P01.3.1 of the spec-
ifications.

Re-negotiated price of
$5112.07 per acre from
5115.00 per acre

W2, the undersigned contractor, have glven careful consideration to the chonge proposed heredy cgrees, It
this proposal is approved, that we will provide all equipment, fumish all material, excepl as may
otherwise be noted obove, and perform ail services Nnecessary for the work above specified. and we will
acceat as full payment therefor the prices shown above.

By reason of tris proposed change 0 doys extension of time will be cllowed. 7
Contractor R&Ll CE Q)N:TKMC'T/U/\/ . In( 8y L(‘J i’hj\ P ‘ﬁ\-ff&:tk 0

Title
oate__ 2| Fehruary 1371 |
T
Rzcommended by, 6 :, Approved By l_
el -
Oate 2—-2/— 2, - ?/(;/‘{ i Oate Z 7/

Form C & O 88.0002,AA: REV. 7-88
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Change Order Justification/Authorization Memorarndum

ro

/21/91 FILE No.: $0-02
CONTRACT No.: $50-02
Change Order No. 1

Date:

MEMO TO: D.E. Sagramoso
FROM: H.L. Haney

Request a Change Order to FCD Contract 90-02
to be issued to Pulice Construction Co.

The Change Order is required because this area on the river has approximately
twvo years of growth and was not included in the original contract.

The following financial information is submitted:
Initial Contract Amount: $1,092,255.00

Change Order Authorization Limit

Total change: A/E - 20% or $20,000.00 max N/A
Const - 10Z or $100,000.00 max $_100,000.00
Individual Change: A/E - 15% or $15,000.00 max N/A
Const - 20Z of bid for item $ N/A*
Amount Previously Authorized in Change Orders: S 0.0¢C
Change Order Authorization Remaining: $_1C0,000.00
Amount Requested for this Change: S 12,888.00
Remaining Change Order Authority S 87,122.00
*This is not a major bid item.
I certify that this change is required Funds are available to accomplish
to accomplish the overall task for this Change Order.
vhich this contract was initiated. g
7 A A - .
/4//)/426/ ,} £12 =23 2P m/é*z///éh,ws 2-23- ¢
Division Chief 22;7 Date Controller £~ Date

I certify that this change order is within the limits authorized by the County

Progurement Code.
JZZhulﬁZé7é;ZKau¢ﬁa4éﬁuaﬁz4zwc %/52/5/

Chief, Contraéring BYanch Date

APPROVED /B%5
@2—; g/m«mowb g 74

Chief Engineiyfénd General Manager Date

Copy to: Contract File, Controller, Division Chief, and Project Manager
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FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
INVITATION TO BID

BID OPENING DATE: July 9, 1991

LOCATTION:
The project is located in the Gila River from Station 0400 near Turner Road
(Extended) to Station 470+00 near Queen Creek Road (Extended), South of Buckeye,
approximately 35 miles southwest of downtown Phoenix in Maricopa County,
Arizona.

PROPOSED VWORK:

The excavation of a 9 mile long low flow channel in the Gila River south of
Buckeye, Arizona. The channel bottom shall be graded to allow for the
unrestricted passage of floodwaters. The low flow channel banks shall be
uniformly graded to a 2:1 side slope to allow for side drainage to flow into the
low flow channel. Excavated material shall be disposed of in mandatory and
available sites shown on the plans. The approximate quantity to be excavated is
9-+5-0866-cubic yards.

F¢, sv0

BIDS:

SEALED BIDS for the proposed work will be received by the Flood Control
District of Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix. Arizona 85009
until _2:00 p.m. (Phoenix time) on the above date and then publicly opened and
read at 3335 V. Durango St., Phoenix, AZ 85009 . No bids will be received
after the time specified for bid opening. All bids must be submitted on
proposal forms furnished by the Flood Control District and included in the
Proposal Pamphlet. The Board of Directors reserves the right to reject any and
all bids and to waive any informality in any bid received.

ELIGIBILITY OF CONTRACTOR:

It is the policy of Flood Control District of Maricopa County to endeavor to
ensure in every way possible that minority and women-owned business enterprises
have every opportunity to participate in providing professional services,
purchased goods, and contractual services without being discriminated against on
the grounds of race, religion, sex, age, or national origin.

The bidder shall be required to certify that it is appropriately licensed as a
Contractor in the State of Arizona for performing the before-mentioned type of
vork. Verification shall be on the form provided herein.

The bidder may be required to furnish an affidavit as evidence of previous
satisfactory performance in the above-mentioned type of work.

FCD Contract No. 91-08 Page 1 of 24
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A condition of bid for this project is that the bidder will make a field visit
to each of the project access routes that will be used for the project, and to
verify the conditions of each project site access route to be assured of the
adequcy of each for use as a project site access route. The certification of
such site visit and inspection is contained in the proposal at page 9. Failure
of the bidder to sign and submit this certification with the bid will result in
the bid being considered non-responsive.

CONTRACT TIME:

All work on this Contract is to be completed vithin two hundred ten (210)
calendar days after date of Notice to Proceed.

MBE /VBE PARTICTPATION:

For this project, a goal of ten (10) percent is desired for Minority/ Women-
Owvned Business Enterprises. Instructions and required forms are included in the
Minority and Women-Owned Business Enterprise Program Section.

PRE-BID CONFERENCE:

A pre-bid conference will be held on Thursday, June 27, 1991 at 2:00 PM in the
Flood Control District conference room, 3335 VWest Durango Street, Phoenix,
Arizona 85009. It is in the best interest of prospective bidders to attend the

Pre-bid Conference.

Questions or items for clarification may be addressed to the Chief, Contracts
Branch, in writing, at least ten (10) days prior to bid opening date. Where
appropriate, any answers or clarifications affecting the cost may be addressed
to all bidders in an addendum. Under no circumstances will verbal
interpretations or clarifications be given to individual contractors.

PROJECT PLANS, SPECIAL PROVISIONS AND CONTRACT DOCUMENTS:
Plans and Construction Specifications may be obtained from Flood Control
District of Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85009
upon payment of $19.00 by check, payable to the FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT of
MARICOPA COUNTY. This payment will not be refunded. Mail orders for project
documents must include an additional $7.50 for first class U.S. postage and
handling. The total $26.50 will not be refunded. Regardless of circumstances,
ve cannot guarantee mail delivery. -Each bid must be accompanied by a Bid Bond,
cashier's or certified check or postal money Order equal to 5 percent (52) of
the bid, made payable to the FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY as a
guarantee that if the work is avarded to the bidder, the bidder will within ten
(10) days of receipt of the Proposal Acceptance, enter into proper contract and
bond condition for the faithful performance of the work, otherwise, said amount
may be forfeited to the said BOARD OF DIRECTORS as liquidated damages.

FCD Contract No. 91-08 Page 2 of 24
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F All bids are to be marked in accordance with Section 102.9 of the Uniform
standard Specifications and addressed to the Chief Engineer and Genera] Manager
Flood Control District of Maricopa County, 3335 West Durango Street, Phoenix '
Arizona 85009. ’
As provided for in the Agenda Information Form authorizing the Invitation to
Bid.

kkkkktkkxk
PRINCIPLE ITEMS AND APPROXIMATE QUANTITIES
ITEM QUANTITY UNIT DESCRIPTION
1 9715080 c.Y. Excavation of a 9-mile long low flow
75Z Svo channel and disposal of excavated
4 material.
FCD Contract No. 91-08 Page 3 of 24
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PROPOSAL

10 THE BOARD CF DIRECTORS
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY
PHOENIX, ARIZONA

Gentlemen:

The following Proprosal is made for constructing the FCD Contract 91-08:
salt-Gila Low Flow Channel, Turnmer Road to Gillespie Dam, in the County of
Maricopa, State of Arizona.

The following Proposal is made on behalf of

SELLAND CONSTRUCTION, INC.

and no others. Evidence of authority to submit the Proposal is herewith
furnished. The Proposal is in all respects fair and is made without collusion
on the part of any person, firm, or corporation mentioned above, and no member
or employee of the Board of Directors is personally or financially interested,
directly or indirectly, in the Proposal, or in any purchase or sale of any
materials or supplies for the work in which it relates, or in any portion of the

profits thereof.

The Undersigned certifies that the approved Plans, Special Provisions,
Forms of Contract, Bonds, and Sureties authorized by the Board of Directors and
constituting essential parts of this Proposal, have been carefully examined and
also that the site of the work has been personally inspected.

The Undersigned declares that the amount and nature of the work to be
done is understood and that at no time will misunderstanding of the Plans,
Construction Specifications, Special Provisions, or conditions to be overcome,
be pled. On the basis of the Plans, Construction Specifications, Special
Provisions, the Forms of Contract, Bonds, and Sureties proposed for use, the
Undersigned proposes to furnish all the necessary machinery, equipment, tools,
apparatus, and other means of construction, to do all the work and to furnish
all the materials in the manner specified and to finish the entire project
vithin the time hereinafter proposed and to accept, as full compensation
therefore, the sum of various products obtained by multiplying each unit price,
herein bid for the work or materials, by the quantity thereof actually
incorporated in the complete project, as determined by the Engineer or
Architect.

The Undersigned understands that the quantities mentioned herein are
approximate only and are subject to increase or decrease and hereby proposes to
perform all quantities of work, as either increased or decreased, in accordance
vith the provisions of the Specificatioms, at the unit price bid in the Bidding
Schedule.

FCD Contract No. 91-08 Page 4 of 24
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The Undersigned further proposes to perform all excra vork that may te
required on the basis provided in the Specifications and to give such work
personal attention and to secure economical performance.

The Undersigned further proposes to execute the Contract Agreement and
furnish satisfactory Bonds and Sureties within ten (10) days of receipt of
Notice of Proposal acceptance, TIME BEING OF THE ESSENCE. The Undersigned
further proposes to begin work as specified in the Contract
to complete the w9rk within 210 calendar days from the effective date specified
in the Notice to Proceed, and maintain at all times a Payment and Performance
Bond, approved by the Board of Directors, each in an amount equal to one hundred
percent of the contract amount. This Bond shall serve not only to guarantee the
completion of the work on the part of the Undersigned, but also to guarantee the
excellence of both vorkmanship and material and the payment of all obligations
incurred, said Bonds and Sureties to be in full force and effect until the work

is finally accepted and the provisions of the Plans, Specifications, and Special
Provisions fulfilled.

attached hereto, and

A Proposal Guaranty in the amount and character named in the Invitation
to Bid is enclosed amounting to not less than five (5) percent of the total bid,
vhich Proposal Guaranty is submitted as a guaranty of the good faith of the
Bidder and the Bidder will enter into written contract, as provided, to do
the work, if successful in securing the award thereof; and it is hereby agreed
that if at any time other than as provided in the Proposal requirements and
conditions the Undersigned should withdraw his Proposal, if the Proposal is
accepted and there should be failure on the part of the Undersigned to execute
the Contract and furnish satisfactory Bonds and Sureties as herein provided, the
Flood Control District of Maricopa Countvy in either of such events, shall be
entitled and is hereby given the right to retain the said Proposal Guaranty as
liquidated damages.

The Undersigned acknowledges receipt of the following addenda and has
included their provisions in the proposal:

Addendum No. 1 Dated JULY 1, 1991
Addendum No. Dated
Addendum No. Dated
Addendum No. Dated
Addendum No. Dated

The Undersigned has enclosed the required bid security to this Proposal.

FCD Contract No. 91-08 Page 5 of 24
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FLoop ConTrOL DistricT

of

Maricopa County

3335 West Durango Street o
Telephone (602) 262-1501

BOARD OF DIRECTO

Betsey Bavyless
James D. Bruner

Phoenix, Arizona 85009

D. E. Sagramoso, P.E., Chief Engineer and General Manager

AUG 1 3 199

Mr. Richard N.

Selland

Selland Construction, Inc.
6525 East Idaho Street

Elko, Nevada

SUBJECT:

Dear Mr.

Enclosed is a copy of the sub

Contract FCD 91-08,

89801

Turner Road to Gillespie Dam

Selland:

Chairman of the Board on July 29,

In accordance with contract specifications,
your Notice to Proceed and complete the work

1991.

Carole Carpenter
Tom Freestone
Ed Pastor

Salt-Gila Low Flow Channel

ject contract decuments, as executed by the

Section 108.1(A) this letter is
under the contract vithin two

hundred ten (210) calendar days starting August 13, 1991.

Please acknovledge receipt of this Not
to my attention.

Sincerely,

P ¥
~
~

i % = 7 - _
/ ol

7l A
—" Leanna Cumberlaid

Chief, Contracting Branch

RECEIPT ACKNOWLEDGED:

SELLAND CONSTRUCT

\\

P /)

ION, INC.
By:tf/;%gbﬁﬁf;ﬁz;/;<i2;;fi e

Title: [ 70T EC T~ EXT7/7747 7+

Date:

£-/2-5,

Copy to:

Chief, Construction & Operations

ice on the Ccopy attached and return it

Chief, Planning & Project Management

Chief,

Inspection Branch
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Duplicate Original

Flood Control District of Maricopa County

Contract Change Order No. __!

11/25/91 FCD Contract No./Name: 91-08 Salt/Gila Low Flow Channel - TUrmer

Date: Road ]
To: Selland Construction, Inc. S G:_Llespl,ecé)r:\atrpactor-

You are hereby directed to make the herein described changes from the plans and specifications or do the following
described work not included in the plans and specifications on the above-mentioned project.

J.L. Hughes - Construction Inspector

Changes requested by:

Provide description of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Segregate between additional
work at contract price, agreed price, and actual cost. Unless otherwise stated, rates for rental of equipment on actual
cost work cover only such time as equipment is actually used and no allowance will be made for idle times.

- (1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.

«s (2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or actual cost.
SheetNo._1 of 1

Bid Item Estimated | AsBuilt | Difference, Difference,
No. Description Quantity Quantity +0r— Unit Price +0r—

215 Additional Clearing &
Grubbing - not included
in contract plans Lump Sum 2,020.00

(Sta. 296+00 to 300+00)

We, the undersigned contractor, having given careful consideration to the change(s) proposed, hereby agree, if this
proposal is approved, that we will provide all equipment, furnish all material (except as may otherwise be noted
above), and perform all services necessary for the work above specified, and we will accept as full payment therefor

the prices shown above.
By reason of this proposed change _~0~ *_ days extension of time will be allowed.

Total new contract amount through this Change Order No. 1 $ _757,655.00
Contractor: ‘geéla;d C;:nguction, Inc. By: '{{\LA9/4~7i;~—————’
0. ox
6525 East Idaho Street Title; )‘7/:;~~Z:~ﬂj~fv/r‘\
Elko, Nevada 89811 W/ f_é' o, / ]
< < LA
Recommended by: Approved by:i@« V4 %—wz:é/” ’

Chief 'igeerand Gener aﬁgger
Date:/2-2-9/ St

Date: //=-272—2/ >

Form C&O 88.002AA: REV 3-91
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Change Order Justification/Authorization Memorandum

Date: 11/25/91 FILE No.: 91-08
CONTRACT No.: 91-08
Change Order No. 1
MEMO TO: D.E. Sagramoso

FROM: J.L. Hughes

Request a Change Order to FCD Contract 91-08 Salt/Gila River Low Flow Channel
- Turner Road to Gillespie Dam - to be issued to Selland Construction, Inc.

The Change Order is required because (1) FCD has never cleared this area due
to the swampy conditions as it does not have this type of equipment on hand to
do the work and (2) the plans did not include this area to be cleared and
grubbed.

The following financial information is submitted:

Initial Contract Amount: §__755,635.00

Change Order Authorization Limit

Total change: A/E - 20Z or $20,000.00 max
Const - 10Z or $100,000.00 max $ 75,563.50

Individual Change: A/E - 15 or $15,000.00 max

Const - 20Z of bid for item $ N/A (exceeds 10% of total)
Amount Previously Authorized in Change Orders: S -0-
Change Order Authorization Remaining: S__75,563.50
Amount Requested for this Change: S 2,020.00
Remaining Change Order Authority $__73,543.50
I certify that this S required Funds are available to accomplish
to accomplj he o sk for this Change Order.
(15 fonyre nitiated.
- sl
///7%/ 2 Z L e pio
L a2 7 7 Ee
Date Controller Date

I certify that this change order is within the limits authorized by the County
Procurément Code.

e~ //’ / / 4 /
,;Z:Zéz;ﬂei¢,5_42;:;Zé2;;fi;;&/// //;Z/Cé/%7/

Chief, Contracting Branch 7 Date

A??ROVED/B%G*PP&GVEE* .
! Q&‘ ‘1’// A LSIL VTR R pg

(8} TR A e LLGINaRR- /z'?‘ﬁ/

Chief Ed%ineé? and Gg¢neral Manager Date

/
Copy to: Contra File, Controller, Division Chief, and Project Manager
1db
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- . Original
Floud Control District of Maricopa Councy
Contract Change Order No. _?
Date: 2/26/92 FCD Contract No/Name: _ 91-08 Salt-Gila River Low Flow Channel
t illespie D
To: Selland Construction, Inc. Turner Hoad %o Gill Sple,caor?\tractor.

You are hereby directed to make the herein described changes from the plans and specifications or do the following
described work not mcluded in the plans and specifications on the above-mentioned project.

I

Changes requested by: __J. L. Hughes

Provide description of work to be done, estimate of quantities, and prices to be paid. Segregate between additional
work at contract price, agreed price, and actual cost. Unless otherwise stated, rates for rental of equipment on actual
cost wark cover only such time as equipment is actually used and no allowance will be made for idle times.

- (1) Estimate of increases and/or decreases in contract items at contract prices.
<= (2) Estimate of extra work at agreed price and/or actual cost.

SheetNo. ! of !
Bid Item Estimated As Buiit Difference, Difterence,
No. Description Quantity Quantity +0r— Unit Price +0r —
215 Channel Excavation
including disposal 956,500 965,908 | +9,408.00 .79 $7,432.32"

We, the undersigned contractor, having given careful consideration to the change(s) proposed, hereby agree, if this
proposal is approved, that we will provide ail equipment, furnish all material (except as may otherwise be noted
above), and perform all services necessary for the work above specified, and we wiil accept as full payment therefor
the prices shown above.. ’

By reason of this proposed change 0 days extension of time will be allowed.
Total new contract amount through this Change QOrder No. 2 ' $ 765,087.32 ~

Contractorr  Selland Construction, Inc. By: ,/1/,:9’“/0//_)/

F.U. Box 2680 _
6525 East Idaho Street Title: EZ;>g{<f\/«,7f,-z(- 7
Elko, Nevada 89801 Date: XL «{—FA— P
4 — 7
‘ 2=
Recommended by: ﬂg % § Approved by: »4
Chief Engjfeer andGeneral M/azéger
Date: 2L -7 2 3 Date:_3 —4+F2 ’

L

-

Form C&Q 88.002AA: REV 3-91
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Change Order Justification/Authorization Memorandum
Date: 02-26-92 FILE No.: 91-08
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