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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose

Pentacore Arizona has been contracted by the Flood Control District of Maricopa County to
perform an alternative analysis for the identification and conceptual design of a conveyance/collector
system along the North Branch of the Highline Canal within the Town of Guadalupe. The contract also
requires the development of preliminary grading concepts for the each of the three retention basins, and
updated watershed hydrology to reflect the proposed design concept and discrepancies noted in the
original hydrology. The basis for this study is the report by PBS&J, Inc. entitled; Guadalupe Pre-Design
Study, Final Report, May 1996 [PBS&J, 1996], herein referred to as the PBS&J Report.

1.2 Site Location

The project is situated within the Town of Guadalupe and lies along the Salt River Water User’s
Association’s Highline Canal, from Interstate 10 at the north end to approximately the Mineral Road
alignment (+2,600 feet south of Guadalupe Road) at the southern edge. The project watershed
encompasses most of the Town and is generally bounded by Interstate 10 on the west, the Highline Canal
on the north and east, Carmen Street west of Avenida Del Yaqui (Priest Drive) and Mineral Road east of
Avenida Del Yaqui. The site is located in a portion of Sections 4, S, 8, and 9, Township 1 South, Range 4

East, Gila and Salt River Base, Maricopa County, Arizona.

1.3 Background

The Town of Guadalupe historically has experienced much flood damage due to the lack of
adequate drainage infrastructure such as curb and guttered streets, catch basins and storm drain, and open
channel conveyance. The Highline Canal currently intercepts much of the Town’s runoff and causes
ponding of the intercepted runoff, flooding the upstream adjacent properties. Flows that exceed the canal

banks will then spill to the downstream residences within the Town of Tempe.

The PBS&J Report documents several drainage studies that summarize the Town’s drainage
problems. That report also documents further analyses and recommends a solution for mitigation of the

Town’s flooding problems along the Highline Canal. In summary, the report recommends constructing
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three strategically located retention basins (north, central, and south) to store the Town’s runoff for a 100-
year, 6-hour rainfall event, and a collection/conveyance system along the canal to direct the flows to the

basins. The PBS&J Report also identifies potential outfall or post-storm drain alternatives for each basin.

As a result of the PBS&J Report findings, the Flood Control District of Maricopa County has
purchased properties at each of the proposed basin locations. Figure 1.1 illustrates the general location of
those properties. The north basin property (Basin A per the PBS&J Report) is approximately 11.5 acres
in area and is generally bounded by Interstate 10 on the west, Avenida Del Yaqui on the east, Calle
Cerritos on the south, and the Highline Canal alignment on the north. The central basin (Basin D per the
PBS&J Report) is approximately 4.8 acres in area and is located at the northwest corner of the Highline
Canal and Guadalupe Road. The south basin (Basin F per the PBS&J Report) is 8.8 acres in area and is
located at the extreme southeastern boundary of the Town limits just west of the Highline Canal and north

of the Mineral Road alignment.

1.4 Project Scope

The project scope is essentially separated into four general tasks. They are:

1. Update watershed hydrology to reflect the proposed design concept and correct discrepancies
noted in the original modeling. This work is done under both Assignments #1 and #2 of this
contract.

2. Perform an alternative evaluation of five channel/pipe configurations for collection of stormwater
flows along the Highline Canal, and conveyance of those flows to each retention area.

3. Based on cost, aesthetics, and input from the project team, select an alternative for preliminary
design and prepare preliminary conceptual plans (essentially 10 percent construction drawings).

4. Prepare conceptual grading plans for each basin.

1.4.1  Updated Watershed Hydrology

During the review of the hydrology model provided by the District, there were significant
discrepancies noted in some of the subbasin delineations and the area reduction values and it was
decided that the model should be revised. This work was performed as part of Assignment No. 2
and id additional to the simple refinements originally anticipated for defining the design peak

discharges and collection points of the system.
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FIGURE 1.1

Retention basin property vicinity map
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1.4.2  Conveyance System Alternative Analysis
This portion of the project entails a concept level alternative analysis for the following

collection and conveyance system options:

Option 1 - Open channel designed to minimize cross-section (i.e. shotcrete or concrete lined with
steep or vertical side walls) along the west maintenance road of the Highline Canal. Existing
canal remains unchanged.

Option 2 - Natural open channel designed with flatter side slopes (i.e. 4H or 6H to 1V) along the
west maintenance road of the Highline Canal. Existing canal remains unchanged.

Option 3 - Closed conduit and corresponding interception systems under the west maintenance
road of the Highline Canal. Existing canal remains unchanged.

Option 4 - Closed conduit and corresponding interception systems under the west maintenance
road of the Highline Canal. Highline Canal will be tiled.

Option 5 - Natural open channel designed with flatter side slopes (i.e. 4H or 6H to 1V) along the
. west maintenance road of the Highline Canal, assuming the Highline Canal is tiled.
Simplified HEC-RAS backwater and/or pressure flow hydraulic evaluations are
performed for each alternative to establish sizes and geometry for each conveyance.
Right-of-way requirements for each alternative are estimated and other major design issues
regarding utilities and alignment are also quantified. Conceptual cost estimates are developed for
each alternative, along with a summary of advantages and disadvantages, for the purpose of

evaluating the best alternative.

The cost estimate and right-of-way requirement for each option is further subdivided by
establishing reaches within the conveyance system. A reach is generally defined by the
watershed that is tributary to each retention basin, with the exception of Reach 1, which is the
length of conveyance from the North Basin to a location approximately 500-feet southeast of the
Avenida Del Yaqui crossing (project station 80+00). Accordingly, Reach 2 is that portion
draining to the Reach 1 and the North Basin. Reach 3 is the portion draining to the Central Basin

and Reach 4 is the portion draining to the South Basin. Figure 1.2 illustrates the approximate
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. Conveyance system reach delineation map
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reach limits. This approach provides the District and Town with a better working matrix for

formulating the most efficient and cost effective overall conveyance system design.

There are also some “fixed” conceptual design elements that will contribute to the overall
cost of the project. One example is the proposed catch basin and storm drain collection system
for Guadalupe Road. Others include tiling the of the canal and certain utility relocations. These

are summarized in more detail later in this report.

1.4.3  Preliminary Design Alternative

This phase of work finalizes the conveyance system design for this contract. The
alternative options are evaluated with regard to construction cost, right-of-way requirements, and
their overall advantage/disadvantage to the project goals. A recommended preliminary design
concept is then formulated based on the conclusions of those evaluations, and with the input and
guidance from the project partner agencies. Preliminary concept design plans for the

recommended alternative(s) are then prepared for the project.

1.4.4  Retention Basin Conceptual Grading Plans
This task of the project is to prepare conceptual grading plans for each retention basin.
The proposed concepts will incorporate the Town’s multi-use facility planning for each basin, as

appropriate.
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SECTION 2: MAPPING

2.1 New Mapping

New one-foot contour interval mapping, compiled to a 1-inch equals 40-foot plotting scale, was
developed for this project. The horizontal control is tied to NAD83 Arizona State Plane, Central Zone
coordinates and the vertical control is based on NGVD 29 datum. The control network is also tied into
existing survey data produced by Salt River Project in establishing the right-of-way along the Highline
Canal. The new mapping generally covers an approximate 600-foot wide strip with 500-feet of it
extending west(south) of the Highline Canal. The mapping also includes expanded coverage in the

vicinity of the three retention basins.

Documentation of the project control surveying and other surveyed data are summarized in a
separate report by Pentacore entitled; Survey Report for Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project,
Alternative Analysis for Conveyance Facilities, FCD 98-45, Assignments #1 and #2, PCN 035-02-30, July
1999.

2.2 Other Mapping
Other base mapping includes the 4-foot contour interval topographic mapping, land use mapping,
and NRCS Soils Maps, all supplied in digital format by the District. These maps are primarily used in the

hydrologic reanalysis and for any topographic needs outside of the new mapping area.
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3.1

SECTION 3: HYDROLOGY

Addendum Hydrology
This section documents the revisions to the original PBS&J Report [PBS&J, 1996] hydrology and

summarizes the revised modeling results.

3.1.1  Existing Model Overview

The methodology used in the PBS&J Report generally follows the Flood Control District
of Maricopa County’s Drainage Design Manual for Maricopa County, Arizona, Vol. I,
Hydrology, January 1992 with January 1995 revisions. The watershed hydrology is modeled
using the US Army Corps of Engineers’ HEC-1 model. The 100-year, 6-hour storm is the
selected design storm, with area reduction values and temporal distribution patterns estimated per
the County manual. Rainfall losses are modeled using the Green & Ampt methodology and unit
hydrographs are developed using the Clark Unit hydrograph. Channel routing is accomplished by
the Muskingum-Cunge method and the PBS&J Report does not include any storage routing for

the design event.

The PBS&J Report also presents 50- and 100-year, 6-hour models that represent a
merging of the North Basin tributary area and the ADOT hydrology models developed for the
I-10 improvements at the US Highway 60 (Superstition Freeway) interchange. The purpose of
this modeling was to evaluate the potential for bleeding the North Basin into ADOT’s system of
detention basins. Slight changes to the precipitation depth, area reduction, temporal distribution,
and the modeling time step were employed to match the ADOT modeling. Another change was
to divert a portion of the flows approaching the Highline Canal crossing within Avenida Del

Yaqui (Subbasin 2B) north over the canal to Baseline Road.

It should be noted that a printout of the 100-year, 6-hour design model is not provided in
the PBS&J Report, however, copies of the 50- and 100-year, 6-hour blended ADOT models are.
Digital and paper copies of the original design models were however, obtained from the District

files.
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3.1.2  Summary of Discrepancies in Original Modeling
The areas in which discrepancies of significance were noted during the review of the

original HEC-1 models include:

Area reduction value

Rainfall distribution pattern numbers
Subbasin boundary delineations
XKSAT variables

Modeling time step value

The point precipitation depth was areally reduced based on the basin area for the whole
project watershed and not based on the tributary area to each retention basin. Because the flows
were not expected to commingle, the area reduction value should reflect only the area draining to

each basin. This affects both the peak discharges and the overall volume.

Similar to the area reduction factor, a single rainfall distribution pattern was used for all
subbasins and is based on the overall project watershed area. Again, because the flows were not
expected to commingle, the area basis for selection of the distribution pattern should be dictated
by only the area draining to each retention basin. This will have more of an impact on the peak

discharges than in the overall runoff volume, although both are expected to increase.

The delineation of a portion of the subbasin boundaries within the original model’s major
basins 6 through 9, required revision based on our field inspection of the project watershed. With
concurrence of the District, it was also decided to direct the runoff that currently collects within
the Guadalupe Road corridor, to the Central Basin as opposed to the original concept of
conveying those flows south to the Southern Basin. It is understood that this will likely require
an overflow routing from the Central Basin to the Southern Basin since the volume of runoff is
expected to exceed the feasible capacity for the Central Basin. The peak discharges, however,
should be substantially lowered. This concept will mitigate the need for a large capacity

conveyance system to extend the entire length of Reach 4.

The XKSAT variables used in the original model do not coincide with values that are
documented in the District’s Hydrology manual for the soils present on the watershed. The

adjustment of these values will impact both the peak discharges and the overall runoff volume.
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The modeling time step of 3 minutes used in the original hydrology model was found to
be too long. According to the District’s Hydrology Manual, the time step should be between 0.15
and 0.25 times the shortest time of concentration, and in no case greater than 0.25Tc. According
to the Tc estimates documented for the original modeling, this value should have been set to 2

minutes. This change will have the most impact on the peak discharges.

3.1.3  Revised Modeling Parameters

The revised subbasin boundaries are shown on Plate 1, which is included at the back of
this report. Also shown are the Clark Tc flowpaths and the channel route flowpaths. The
majority of the new subbasin boundaries were delineated through field reconnaissance of the area,
with the aid of the new 1-foot contour interval mapping generated for this project and the original
4-foot contour interval mapping used in the PBS&J Report. Basin characteristics such as Tc
flowpath length and slopes, and routing reach geometry, length, and slopes are also obtained from

the two sources of mapping.

The 100-year, 6-hour point precipitation value of 3.30 inches, used in the PBS&J Report
modeling, is also used for this model. The area reduction factors, however, were revised to adjust
for the area tributary to each retention basin instead of the entire project watershed. Similarly, the
rainfall distribution pattern 1.00 is also employed instead of the PBS&J Report’s distribution

pattern 1.22.

Digital soils and land use mapping was obtained from the District. The entire project is
located within the Eastern Maricopa/Northern Pinal County NRCS mapping region. The
watershed is comprised of two NRCS soil groups; Antho sandy loams and Valencia sandy loams,
both of which have a weighted bare ground XKSAT value of 0.40 inches/hour. The digital land
use polygons were updated to reflect the currently developed areas and also to reflect the
projected land use for those areas currently undeveloped. The projected land use classifications
are based on the proposed densities shown on the “Zoning Map” from page 7 of the PBS&J
Report. That map is included in Appendix A of this report for reference. The IA, RTIMP,
vegetative cover, and Kb classification for each land-use category are summarized in the DDMS

output and were estimated from field inspections, examination of the stereo photographs from the
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new mapping, guidance from the District’s Hydrology Manual, and discussions with the District

review staff.

The rainfall loss and Clark Unit Hydrograph parameters for each subbasin were
redeveloped using the District’s DDMS package. Table A-1, in Appendix A, summarizes the
basin characteristics and HEC-1 modeling parameters for each subbasin as estimated by DDMS.
The DDMS rainfall loss parameter worksheet listing for each subbasin is also supplied in
Appendix A. It should be noted that the DDMS program produces erroneous results for the
adjusted XKSAT values if the weighted vegetative cover percentage falls below 10 percent. The
program apparently does not correctly limit the adjustment ratio to one, therefore, if the
vegetative cover percentage is less than 10 percent, the program will adjust the bare ground
XKSAT value down by direct application of the equation provided in Figure 4.4, page 4-14 of the
District’s Hydrology Manual. Accordingly, for those basins with weighted vegetative covers less
than 10 percent, the adjusted XKSAT value produced by DDMS is hand-coded back to the bare
ground value prior to entry into the MCHUP1 routine.

Channel routing is accomplished using the Muskingum-Cunge method. Some of the
routing geometry parameters are coded to approximate the existing condition conveyance and
some reflect the proposed improvement along the Highline Canal. This approach is similar to

that used in the original study.

A diversion operation is coded at Concentration Point 302 (Subbasin 9B) to model a flow
split that occurs at that location. Runoff from Subbasin 9B drains within the local streets to the
two small retention basins located at the northeast corner of the subbasin. Once the capacity of
those basins is exceeded, the excess runoff will begin to spill north over the local crest in the
road, and east over the small berm at the perimeter of the basin. Field measurements were made
with a spirit level, linker rod, and 100-foot tape to establish the diversion rating. A diagram of

the measurements taken and supporting hydraulic analyses are supplied in Appendix B.

For the establishment of the base working model (addendum model), no-storage routing
is performed. Instead, the hydrographs draining to retention basin are combined to reflect the

ultimate inflow hydrograph.
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3.1.4 Addendum Model Results

Table 3-1 summarizes the Addendum HEC-1 modeling results for each model operation.
As expected the peak discharges are on average, slightly higher than those reported in the PBS&J
Report, as are the cumulative runoff volumes draining to each basin. The summary values are
provided using the nomenclature modeled in HEC-1 and are alphabetically sorted. It is also noted
that the descriptors L, R, I, and O, are abbreviations for Left branch, Right branch, /nflow, and
Outflow. Orientation for the left an right branch associations are looking downstream A printout
of the HEC-1 model is provided in Appendix D and digital input and output files are included on

a diskette inserted at the end of this report.

TABLE 3.1

Summary of Addendum HEC-1 model peak discharges

Basin 100-yr, 6-hr Peak

HEC-1 Area, Discharge
Operation Description sq. miles cfs
1) 2) &) 4)
C102 Hydrograph Combine at CP 102 0.05 104
C103 Hydrograph Combine at CP 103 0.06 131
C105 Hydrograph Combine at CP 105 0.06 140
C106 Hydrograph Combine at CP 106 0.13 292
C107 Hydrograph Combine at CP 107 0.13 300
C108 Hydrograph Combine at CP 108 0.18 399
C202 Hydrograph Combine at CP 202 0.05 122
C203 Hydrograph Combine at CP 203 0.06 133
C205 Hydrograph Combine at CP 205 0.11 251
C207 Hydrograph Combine at CP 207 0.17 406
C208 Hydrograph Combine at CP 208 0.17 405
C303 Hydrograph Combine at CP 303 0.04 140
C306 Hydrograph Combine at CP 306 0.14 374
C306L  Hydrograph Combine for Left Branch of CP 306 0.12 373
C307 Hydrograph Combine at CP 307 0.15 386
C308 Hydrograph Combine at CP 308 0.16 401
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Summary of Addendum HEC-1 model peak discharges

TABLE 3.1

Basin 100-yr, 6-hr Peak
HEC-1 Area, Discharge
Operation Description sq. miles cfs
(¢)) 2) 3) )
C309 Hydrograph Combine at CP 309 0.18 472
C310 Hydrograph Combine at CP 310 0.21 521
C311 Hydrograph Combine at CP 311 0.23 549
D305L Left Branch of Diversion at CP305 0.02 24
D305R Right Branch of Diversion at CP305 0.00 37
S1101I Storage Route Inflow at CP 110 0.23 522
S210I Storage Route Inflow at CP 216 0.19 454
S3141 Storage Route Inflow at CP 314 0.28 658
SUB2A Subbasin Operation for 2A 0.027 73
SUB2B Subbasin Operation for 2B 0.041 106
SUB2C Subbasin Operation for 2C 0.025 54
SUB3A Subbasin Operation for 3A 0.033 87
SUB3B Subbasin Operation for 3B 0.029 87
SUB3C Subbasin Operation for 3C 0.002 6
SUB3D Subbasin Operation for 3D 0.007 24
SUB3E Subbasin Operation for 3E 0.007 15
SUB4A Subbasin Operation for 4A 0.022 53
SUB4B Subbasin Operation for 4B 0.012 32
SUB4C Subbasin Operation for 4C 0.023 3/
SUBSA Subbasin Operation for SA 0.020 52
SUBSB Subbasin Operation for 5B 0.030 72
SUBSC Subbasin Operation for 5C 0.006 17
SUB6A Subbasin Operation for 6A 0.028 72
SUB6B Subbasin Operation for 6A 0.024 50
SUB7A Subbasin Operation for 7A 0.048 136
SUB7B Subbasin Operation for 7B 0.013 40
SUB7C Subbasin Operation for 7C 0.012 35
SUB7D Subbasin Operation for 7D 0.002 6
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TABLE 3.1

Summary of Addendum HEC-1 model peak discharges

Basin 100-yr, 6-hr Peak

HEC-1 Area, Discharge
Operation Description sq. miles cfs
) @ &) (C))
SUB7E Subbasin Operation for 7E 0.007 17
SUBSA Subbasin Operation for §A 0.009 32
SUB8B Subbasin Operation for 8B 0.012 35
SUBS8C Subbasin Operation for 8C 0.024 74
SUB8D Subbasin Operation for §D 0.042 131
SUBSE Subbasin Operation for 8E 0.004 5
SUBSF Subbasin Operation for 8F 0.035 111
SUB8G Subbasin Operation for 8G 0.004 11
SUB9A Subbasin Operation for 9A 0.011 29
SUB9B Subbasin Operation for 9B 0.020 61
SUB9C Subbasin Operation for 9C 0.019 49
SUB9D Subbasin Operation for 9D 0.026 58
SUBYE Subbasin Operation for 9E 0.020 38
SUBOF Subbasin Operation for 9F 0.023 68
SUB9G Subbasin Operation for 9G 0.012 37
SUBSH Subbasin Operation for 9H 0.015 44

Table C-1 in Appendix C, summarizes the excess runoff volume calculated for each

subbasin. The total volume directed to each retention basin is also calculated and summarized.

Table C-2 in Appendix C, summarizes the data input and model results for each channel routing.

32 Alternative Analysis Hydrology

Several routing schemes were conceptually analyzed during the this study to evaluate maximizing

the use of each basin and reduce to the extent possible, the magnitudes of discharge along each

conveyance reach. For example, the flows at Concentration Point 307 were routed through the Central
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Basin to see if a reduction in the peak discharge within Reach 4 might result. It was quickly discovered,
however, that the reasonable storage capacity of Central Basin is insufficient to handle the additional flow
and reduce peak discharges within Reach 4. Essentially, the basin is filled prior to the peak’s arrival and
there is no surplus storage for attenuation. Several stage-storage-discharge scenarios were modeled and
in all cases, the Central Basin was surcharged beyond reasonable limits. If pursued, this option would
ultimately result in a direct hydraulic connection between the Central and South Basins, with a very large
structure required to cross Guadalupe Road. The economics of that structure plus the additional Reach 4
conveyance verses the Reach 4 system that directly conveys the CP307 flows to the South Basin, are such
that there was no benefit gained by routing the flows at CP307 through the Central Basin. In fact the
alternate routing scheme would probably be more expensive, due to all of the utility conflicts that would

arise in the Guadalupe Road crossing.

Accordingly, the addendum hydrology modeling results are used as-is for the alternative analyses.
No adjustments are made to the routing parameters for Reaches 1-4, since the resulting differences would

be negligible.
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SECTION 4: ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

4.1 General
As previously discussed, the alternative analysis for this project evaluates five different
conveyance options and the project is divided into four separate conveyance reaches. Refer to Section

1.4.2 for a discussion of the alternative options and reaches.

For Reaches 2 and 3, most of the watershed runoff is concentrated within the east-west roadway
corridors that drain east to the Highline Canal, and in two small landscaped depressions parallel to Calle
Vaou Nawi and Calle Batoua where they parallel the canal. Over half of the runoff for Reach 4 is
concentrated in the Guadalupe Road corridor, with the rest approaching the canal as sheet flow and
concentrating at the scattered low areas along the western bank of the Highline Canal. Most of the major

inlet requirements for each option and reach will be focused at these locations.

Within Reach 1, existing commercial structures (laundromat, car wash, and covered parking
area), masonry walls, and other facilities currently located at the southeast corner of Avenida Del Yaqui
and the Highline Canal are identified as significantly encroaching into the existing Salt River Project
(SRP) right-of-way. The construction of Options 1, 2, or 5 will require either the purchase of the whole
property and all structures, or a partial purchase with relocation of the buildings and fences. The costs
associated with those measures, especially when compared to Options 3 and 4 that require no additional
right-of-way, are prohibitive. Accordingly, no analyses, costs, or quantities, are presented for Options 1,
2, or 5 within Reach 1. Instead, a single culvert analysis, quantity and cost estimate is implemented for
Reach 1 and included with Options 1, 2, and 5. The existing utilities within Avenida Del Yaqui, along
with the SRP irrigation tile, constrain the possible horizontal and vertical alignment options for culverts at

this location.

A catch basin and storm drain system currently exists within Avenida Del Yaqui, just upstream of
the Highline Canal crossing. The curb opening requirements for interception of the 100-year flow
approaching the system are estimated in a report prepared for ADOT by A-N West, Inc. entitled;
Supplemental Drainage Design Report for Avenida Del Yaqui from Calle Sonora to Highline Canal,
Project No. STP-GUA-0(5)P, TRACS No. S5364-01C, December 21, 1995. Inspection of the catch basin
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and storm drain construction drawings prepared by Willdan & Associates, Inc. indicates however, that no
provisions were made for clogging. The adequacy of this system is not addressed in this study, but may
require further analysis during the preliminary design. The system is comprised of 5, very large curb
opening catch basins that are currently plugged at the gutter, and a storm drain collection system that
culminates in a single 54-inch concrete pipe. The intent of the system is to ultimately tie into the facilities
for this project and drain to the North Retention Basin. Accordingly, all options include an allowance for

a junction structure to introduce those discharges into the system within Reach 1.

According to the addendum hydrology model, a 100-year discharge of approximately 380 cfs is
collected and conveyed within the Guadalupe Road corridor, where it accumulates at the sag location at
the Highline Canal. Currently, a major portion of this runoff will spill the crest within Guadalupe Road
and continue easterly into the City of Tempe. This discharge comprises nearly half of the peak runoff that
will drain to the South Basin and will require a major collection system extending west of the canal to
intercept and convey this water to Reach 4. Analysis of this system is beyond this project’s scope of
work, but an estimate of the facilities required to convey these flows is made to provide the District with a

reasonable total project cost. This area is labeled and discussed as Reach 5 in the Section 4.4.6.

In all options, one of the design criteria is to maintain a 12-foot maintenance road along the
south/west side of the canal. For the alternative analysis and conceptual design, a control line was
established that is approximately parallel to the canal. A minimum offset from that control line was then

established for each option such that a 12-foot corridor, at the least, is maintained.

4.2 Hydraulics

For Options 1, 2, and 5, the open channel hydraulics are analyzed using simple HEC-RAS
models. Because the channel reaches are nearly flat and the discharge varies greatly along the reach, it is
considered necessary to develop simple backwater models to insure that the sections proposed would
work under the hydraulic conditions expected. The extremely flat natural ground also forces the use of
flat channel slopes in order to keep the overall channel depths to a minimum. Accordingly, all channel

slopes for Options 1, 2, and 5 are set at 0.25 percent for the alternative analysis.

The storm drains for Options 3 and 4 are analyzed using a simple model developed with Haestad

Methods’ StormCAD program. Again, this approach is used because of the nearly flat reaches and
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varying discharges. Inflows to the system are approximated as single inlet locations at each concentration
point identified in the addendum hydrology. Pipe slopes for Reaches 1, 2, and 3 are all set at 0.20 percent
and Reach 4 is set at 0.25 percent. Loss coefficients of 0.5 and 1.0 are respectively used to conservatively
simulate the energy losses at junction structures and inlets. For the purpose of estimating construction
quantities and costs, the catch basin requirements for intercepting the flows are estimated by assuming
that a combination of single-grate and triple-grate catch basin inlets will be used. Catch basin capacities
are estimated based on the methodology published in the Federal Highway Department’s HEC-22 and
assume an effective ponding depth of 1-foot with 50 percent clogging factor for the grate. Grate
dimensions are based on using single and triple versions of ADOT’s Standard Detail C-15.80. It is also
assumed that a small grader ditch will be constructed to direct sheet flow to the catch basin inlets when it
is not already concentrated. Should this option be selected, finalization of the inlet locations and design

will be required with the final design phase of this project.

For the channel Options 1, 2 and 5 in Reach 2, the culvert hydraulics for Reach 1 are analyzed
using HY-8. With Options 3 and 4, the Reach 1 culvert is included in the StormCAD model.

For Options 1, 3, and 4, and all options for Reach 1, energy dissipation and scour protection at the
locations where discharge enters the retention basins will most likely be some form of concrete headwall
and apron with and end sill, and possibly a buried riprap or reno-mattress skirt. The exit velocities at the
basin discharge locations are less than 9 fps for all options and can be easily handled using these

materials.

In all options, the conveyance facilities are sized such that a minimum freeboard of 1.0-foot is
maintained above either the water surface profile (open channels) or hydraulic grade line (closed conduit).

This criteria meets District standards and provides a buffer for assuring flows can get into the system.

Pertinent printouts and summary results for each set of analyses are discussed or provided as

appropriate, in the Appendices referenced with each section.

4.3 Utilities
In addition to the SRP Highline Canal irrigation facilities, there are several utilities within the
project corridor that will impact the ultimate conveyance system design and add to the cost of the project.

Utilities in the project area include the Town’s sanitary sewer collection system (8- to 18-inch pipes), City
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of Tempe water (8- to 30-inch mains), El Paso Natural Gas (4.5- and 6-inch high pressure transmission
mains), Southwest Gas (2-inch service lines), SRP Power (transmission and service), Sprint (fiber optics),
U.S. West, and Times Mirror Cable Television. The utilities identified at this concept level of design are

indicated on the plan and profile sheets for each option.

One of the major utilities present within the canal corridor is Salt River Project’s 230KV aerial
transmission line. The steel towers are located along the north/east side of the canal and adjacent to the
access road. Discussions with SRP personnel revealed that several criteria regarding encroachment
limits, power line access, and design vehicular loadings for buried facilities will need to be met in order to
obtain their approval for the project. They (SRP) don not however, have boiler plate standards, but
instead evaluate requests on a case by case basis. Accordingly, the conceptual designs presented herein
are an attempt to conservatively satisfy the perceived requirements. Further investigation and
coordination with SRP will be required at the preliminary design stage. SRP also has additional shared
service power poles within their right-of-way at various locations along the project reach. Removal and

relocation of some of those poles may be required depending on the option selected.

4.3 Quantity and Cost Estimates

The cost estimates developed for these analyses are conceptual and based on approximate
construction quantities and land acquisition costs with appropriate contingency factors applied. The land
acquisition costs were supplied by the District. Demolition and relocation costs, where appropriate, are

estimated, as well as an allowance for landscaping and aesthetics.

4.4 Alternative Evaluations

4.4.1 General
The following sections summarize the conceptual designs for Options 1 through 5. Each
section discusses the general design results and lists the advantages and disadvantages for each

option.

4.4.2 Option 1
Conceptual plan and profile maps for Option 1 are provided in Appendix E1. The
rectangular sections typically vary from 8 to 14 feet wide and 5 to 11 feet deep. For Reach 2, the

depths of flow are strongly influenced by the backwater effect of the box culvert in Reach 1.
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Reaches 3 and 4 are more typically influenced by friction losses in the channel. This option will
require substantial access barriers in the form of wrought iron or heavy gauge chain link fencing
along both sides of the channel for safety. These barriers will benefit the system by discouraging
dumping of unwanted materials into the channel. Property acquisition will be minimal, and for
the most of the option length, the channels can be constructed within the existing right-of-way
identified by SRP. The total construction and property acquisition cost for this option is
approximately $4,832,000. Conceptual quantities and cost estimates for each reach are provided
in Appendix E2. Supporting hydraulic calculations and computer program printouts are provided

in Appendix E3. The following is a summary of the advantages and disadvantages of this option:

Advantages Disadvantages

e Minimal footprint with little property | ¢ Engineered look with limited aesthetic appeal.

acquisition. - . . .
q e Limited opportunity for recreational path/trail
e Infrequent and simple maintenance within 12-foot access road.
requirements.

e Channel with access barrier fencing is more
e Easy accessibility by maintenance expensive than natural, unlined section.
personnel from the basins or ramps.

e Runoff is easily introduced into
channel.

e No erosion or scour concerns.
e Efficient hydraulics.

e  Minor utility conflicts

4.4.3 Option 2

Conceptual plan and profile maps for Option 2 are provided in Appendix F1. The typical
section for this option is a trapezoidal channel with a 6-foot bottom width and 4H to 1V side
slopes. The side slopes in the upper 430 feet of Reach 2 are adjusted to 3H to 1V to keep the
channel from encroaching into the existing pavement of Calle Vauo Nawi. The side slopes are
then changed back to 4H to 1V for remaining channel. The channel lining will be comprised of
natural materials such as decomposed granite and/or native grass cover with scattered landscape

plantings in the upper portions of the channel banks. A Manning’s coefficient of 0.035 is used to
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approximate the mature channel roughness potential As with Option 1, the depths of flow for
Reach 2 are strongly influenced by the backwater effect of the box culvert in Reach 1. Reaches 3
and 4 are more typically influenced by friction losses. Channel velocities range from 3 to 7 feet-
per-second and marginally warrant investigation of channel stabilization measures. It is expected
that a sufficient depth of coarse decomposed granite (3-inch minus gradation) over the native
soils will most likely satisfy those requirements. This option will, however, require substantial
channel armoring at the major inflow locations in order to prevent bank and toe erosion that
would normally result from flows entering the channel perpendicularly. Identification of specific

run-down locations will be required with the final design.

The resultant channel geometry for the Option 2 channel reaches will have significant
storage capacity available for . This volume can be credited to each respective retention basin for

a possible reduction in the total depth necessary to obtain the required storage volume.

A pathway or bike trail could be located along the 12-foot maintenance road or it might
be possible to alter the side slopes of the channel, such that a benched pathway could be cut into
the side slopes. Either way, the corridor required for this channel will provide for a sizable open

space along the canal.

Substantial property acquisition will be required to accommodate the channel
improvements of Option 2. In some locations, this includes the purchase of whole lots, with the
added expense of relocation costs to move people to new homes. At the location where the
channel parallels Calle Batoua, the entire roadway will require relocation to the west. That
relocation will also require the purchase of additional lots to replace the existing road right-of-
way. There are also several east-west roadway corridors that terminate in cul-de-sacs at the
canal. Each of these will require removal and re-configuration to the west to accommodate the

new channel.

The construction of this option will require the most extensive relocation and/or
adjustment of existing utilities, especially when compared to the other options. This is
particularly true for the water and sewer lines within Calle Vauo Nawi and Calle Batoua, where

they parallel the canal.
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The total construction and property acquisition cost for this option is approximately
$4,597,000. Conceptual quantities and cost estimates for each reach are provided in Appendix
F2. Supporting hydraulic calculations and computer program printouts are provided in Appendix

F3. The following is a summary of the advantages and disadvantages of this option:

Advantages Disadvantages

e More opportunity for recreational (e Major property acquisition requirements with
path/trail features on and off of the some whole lot acquisitions that include
12-foot access road. additional relocation expenses.

e Less engineered with more aesthetic | @ Extensive roadway removal and relocation.

value. . - -
e Extensive utility relocations.

e FEasy accessibility by maintenance

e Armoring requirements at major inflow
personnel.

locations.

e Less channel safety considerations. : ;
e Increased maintenance requirements for

e No headwalls or energy dissipation landscaping and channel linings.
structure requirements at Central and

South Basins e Political implications of property purchase

requirements.
e Significant storage that can be credited
for overall retention requirements.

4.4.4  Option 3

Conceptual plan and profile maps for Option 3 are provided in Appendix G1. Two types
of storm drains, reinforced concrete circular pipe (RCP) and reinforced concrete box (RCB), were
chosen for the alternative analysis and conceptual design. For Reaches 1 and 2, the invert profile
is dictated by the Avenida Del Yaqui crossing. Reaches 3 and 4 invert profiles were set to allow
for sufficient cover at the upstream ends, while minimizing the required trench depth as much as
possible. The trunk line culvert sizes range from double barrel 48-inch RCP’s to double barrel 8-
foot by 5-foot RCB’s. Schematic inlet locations are indicated on the plans for Option 3, but it
should be noted that several inlets may be required between those shown to fully intercept the
flows and drain them to the culvert. Due to the limited right-of-way, it is likely that the inlets will

be constructed such that they drain directly into the storm drain at strategic locations along the
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reach, with no laterals required. For the purposes of this design however, laterals with separate

catch basin structures are assumed to be used.

Given the size of the storm drain systems, it is strongly recommended that access barriers
be constructed at all inlet and outlet locations to inhibit public access. This can be accomplished

through bolt down grates at inlet locations and hinged grates with shear pins at the outlets.

A pathway and/or bike trail could be located along the entire corridor west of the canal
and landscape material could be strategically planted to enhance the visual aspects and even
“hide” the inlet locations. The pathway/trail could be routed around the inlet locations to give a

meandering feel to the pathway.

Property acquisition and utility conflicts for this option are minimal. Additional property
is only required at a few strategic locations where sizable peak discharges may require larger

interception facilities.

The total construction and property acquisition cost for this option is approximately
. $6,911,000. Conceptual quantities and cost estimates for each reach are provided in Appendix
G2. Supporting hydraulic calculations and computer program printouts are provided in Appendix

G3. The following is a summary of the advantages and disadvantages of this option:

Advantages Disadvantages

e More opportunity for recreational | e High material costs due to SRP loading
path/trail features within the corridor requirements.

west of the canal. . . .
e Inlet locations are susceptible to clogging and

e System is essentially invisible with the will require frequent cleaning.
exception of structures at basins and

inlet locations. e Energy dissipation measures required at

locations where flows are discharged to
e Closed system with less public safety retention basins.

issues. .
e Expensive

e  Minor utility conflicts.

e  Trunk storm drain is low maintenance.
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4.4.5 Option4

Conceptual plan and profile maps for Option 4 are provided in Appendix H1. With the
exception of a slight horizontal shift, the storm drain proposed for Option 4 is essentially identical
to that of Option 3, with the hydraulics and storm drain sizes assumed to be the same. The only
major difference is the assumption that the Highline Canal is to be tiled. The horizontal shift of
the storm drain will better utilize the corridor and potentially avoid having to relocate some of the
overhead utilities present within the corridor. No additional property acquisition is required for

this option.

According to a communication from a SRP representative at one of the project meetings,
the estimated cost for tiling the entire canal along the project reach is about one-million dollars.

This cost is linearly prorated over each reach to in estimating this cost on a reach by reach basis.

This option presents the greatest opportunity for development of a path and trail system
along the Highline Canal corridor that is essentially unhindered by drainage structures or surface

facilities. It is also the most expensive of the five options.

The total construction cost for this option is approximately $8,743,000. Conceptual
quantities and cost estimates for each reach are provided in Appendix H2. See Appendix G3 for
supporting hydraulic calculations and computer program printouts. The following is a summary

of the advantages and disadvantages of this option:

Advantages Disadvantages

e Best opportunity for recreational | e High material costs due to SRP loading
path/trail features within the existing requirements.
canal corridor. » .
. . ) e Additional cost of tiling SRP canal.
e System is essentially invisible with the ) ) )
exception of structures at basins and | ® Inlet locations are susceptible to clogging and
inlet locations. will require frequent cleaning.

e Closed system with less public safety | ® Energy dissipation measures .required at
issues. locations where flows are discharged to

) . . retention basins.

e  Minor utility conflicts.

B ) e Tied to dry-up period of Highline Canal for
e Trunk storm drain is low maintenance. construction activities.
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4.4.5 Option 5

Conceptual plan and profile maps for Option 5 are provided in Appendix I1. The channel
geometry, profile, and hydraulics for this option are assumed identical to Option 2, with the
exception of a horizontal shift of the channel to the east. This option also assumes that the

Highline Canal is tiled at a cost identical to that discussed in Option 4.

The property acquisition for this option is substantially reduced when compared to the
acreage required for Option 2, however, the geometry of the channel is such that a significant

amount of property acquisition is still required.

The total construction cost for this option is approximately $5,285,000. Conceptual
quantities and cost estimates for each reach are provided in Appendix I2. See Appendix F3 for
supporting hydraulic calculations and computer program printouts. The advantages and
disadvantages for this option are essentially the same as those for Option 2 with the exception of

the following:

Advantages Disadvantages

e Less property acquisition required than | ®  Additional cost of tiling SRP canal.

for Option 2. T
- i e Tied to dry-up period of Highline Canal for
* Less utility conflicts. construction activities.
4.4.6 Reach5

Reach S is comprised of the storm drain and inlets required to intercept the flows within
the Guadalupe Road corridor and convey them to Reach 4. Based on the hydraulics for Option 3,
Reach 4, it is assumed that a 10-foot by 5-foot box culvert (or equivalent) will be required to
convey the flows intercepted in the Guadalupe Road corridor. It is also assumed that the entrance
to this collection system will begin at a location approximately 1200 feet west of the Highline
Canal, where most of the flows concentrate just north of Calle Tomi. An estimated quantity and
cost for this system is provided in Appendix J. That cost is included as a line iterﬂ in the Reach 4

summary costs for each of Options 1 through 5.
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4.5 Conclusions and Recommendations

Table 4.1 summarizes the cost estimates for each option by reach and in total. As demonstrated
by that summary, Options 2 and 5 provide the most economical solution to conveying the peak discharges
into the three retention basins. Option 3 and 4 storm drain costs are higher than normally expected due to

the extreme loading conditions expected to be mandated by SRP in the design of those structures.

TABLE 4.1

Summary of cost estimates for each option

Construction and Land Acquisition Costs, in millions

Option Reach 1 Reach 2 Reach 3 Reach 4 (&5) TOTAL
1) 2) 3 (C)) Q) (6)
1 $0.662 $1.015 $0.981 $2.174 $4.832
2 $0.662 $1.325 $0.739 $1.871 $4.597
3 $0.662 $1.561 $1.062 $3.626 $6.911
4 $0.862 $2.100 $1.556 $4.225 $8.743
5 $0.862 $1.134 $0.850 $2.439 $5.285

On a simply cost basis, either Option 2 or Option 5 are the best solutions. These options,
however, have a non-tangible, political “cost” associated with the acquisition of property for their
construction. Options 2 and 5 require the purchase of approximately 16 and 7 lots, respectively, with at
least one residence per lot. The political implications of condemning and purchasing these lots is
unknown and will require input from the Town of Guadalupe on assessing a “value” to assign these

scenarios.

Based on an evaluation of each option’s cost, multi-use functionality, and overall benefit to the
Town and District, one of the following two scenarios is recommended for further investigation by this

preliminary report.
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4.5.1 Concept Design A

This concept essentially implements Option 5, with a proposal to steepen some of the
side slopes from 4H:1V to 3H:1V in strategic locations to mitigate the land acquisition
requirements as much as possible. It is anticipated that this can be done with only minor impact

on the system hydraulics. As previously stated, this option requires tiling of the Highline Canal.

This concept provides the least cost solution with the minimum of property acquisition
requirements. Tiling of the Highline Canal will be tied to their dry-up periods which may have an
unknown impact regarding project scheduling. Depending on SRP’s design of their facilities,
this option may also limit the allowable discharge rate of the pumping facilities that are proposed

to drain the Central and South Basins,.

4.5.2 Concept Design B

This concept proposes a blending of Options 1 and 2, with some minor modifications
thereof. It is proposed that the Option 1 channel be constructed in Reach 2 and Option 2 channel
be constructed in Reaches 3 and 4. This will help reduce the overall cost of a system that does
not require tiling of the Highline Canal, and will significantly reduce the property acquisition
requirements for Reach 2. Steepening of the side slopes from 4H:1V to 3H:1V in strategic
locations might also mitigate the land acquisition requirements in Reaches 3 and 4, with again,

only minor impact to the system’s hydraulic performance.
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SECTION 5: RECOMMENDED CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

5.1 Conveyance System

Comments and input were received from the various project stakeholders regarding the options
presented in Section 4. The major focus of those comments was to have a conveyance system design that
will limit the number of residential lots requiring purchase as much as possible. Based on that agreement,
direction was received to implement a final concept design of the conveyance facilities that employs a
mixture of Options 1 through 3. Due to the constraints of a very short dry-up period for the Highline
Canal, direction was also given that tiling of the SRP canal (Options 4 and 5) was not to be considered
further. Accordingly, the Final Concept Plans for this study blend Options 1, 2, and 3, to comprise a final
design that optimally limits the acquisition of residential lots. The concept level plans are provided in
Appendix K1, with the final concept quantity and cost estimate in Appendix K2 and the supporting

hydraulic calculations in K3.

The total construction cost for the final concept design is approximately $4,599,000. By
implementing the final concept plan, the number of residential lots targeted for acquisition is essentially
eliminated. There are a few locations that are marginal and will require a closer analysis during the final
design. The final concept design will also significantly reduce the number of utility impacts along the

canal corridor, while still providing a cost-effective conveyance system.

5.2 Retention Basins

Preliminary grading concepts for the North, Central, and South Basins are presented in Appendix
L, and are based on providing the required retention volume while accommodating the Town’s desired
multi-use facilities. Concept plans of those facilities, developed by the Town’s Engineer, were provided

to Pentacore and are included in Appendix M for reference.

It should be noted that the basin grading designs are conceptual and do not reflect any contouring
or final aesthetic considerations. The intent of the plans is to show that the basins can be graded to
accommodate both the Town’s desired amenities and to supply the required storage volume. The concept
plans assume a minimum of 4H to 1V side slopes, although most of the proposed grading concepts

employ flatter slopes. The North Basin also includes an elevated storage cell along Calle Cerritos that
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will essentially retain the runoff from Subbasin 2A prior to bleeding it into the northerly portion of the

basin.

The North Basin will gravity drain to an existing ADOT storm drain located parallel to the
western most property line and within ADOT right-of-way. Per comments from ADOT, the first hour of
runoff from the area tributary to the North Basin is to be strictly retained before allowing flows to spill to
the bleed-off system. The basin discharge is also to be limited to a maximum of 15 cfs. The first hour of
accumulated runoff volume under the hydrograph at Concentration Point S110I approximately equals 0.3
acre-feet. It is proposed that this volume be stored in the low flow portion of the basin adjacent to the
Highline Canal and then drained by either a manual or automated headgate, drywells, or an automated
pump station for draining. Given the small storage volume, it is expected that drywells will most likely
be the preferred method. Assuming an effective percolation rate of 0.1 cfs, only one drywell will be

required to drain the initially stored 0.3 acre-feet.

The Central and South Basins will both primarily be drained by pumping stations, with the
possibility of using drywells to drain nuisance flows. Peak discharges will for the pump station will be
between 5 and 10 cfs. The Central Basin stored runoff will be pumped to the North Branch of the
Highline Canal, where the flows will be conveyed north and west within the SRVWUA system and
ultimately outfall to the Salt River. The South Basin stored runoff will be pumped to the South Branch of
the Highline Canal, where the flows will be conveyed to the abandoned gravel pit located near Warner
Road and Interstate 10, which is otherwise known as the ADOT “Pit.” The pumped flows will then be
removed from the canal and discharged to the ADOT “Pit.”

An alternative outfall for the Central Basin may exist in a SRVWUA closed conduit lateral that
extends from the North Branch Highline Canal easterly to the Western Canal. Currently, a portion of the
runoff draining east within Guadalupe Road is intercepted upstream of the Highline Canal and discharged
into the subject lateral. The lateral is a 24-inch RCP and according to the SRVWUA Zanjero maps,
delivers approximately 500 miners-inches or 12.5 cfs. The actual capacity of the lateral is closer to
25 - 30 cfs, and in most storms, will be fully surcharged. The invert of the lateral is such that a majority
of the runoff in the Central Basin could be gravity drained to it. It is recommended that this option be

further investigated during the final design.
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Table 5.1 summarizes the retention volume requirements and provision for each basin, as well as

the assumed post-storm drain rate and corresponding drain time. Drain times are based on draining the

required retention volume.

TABLE 5.1

Summary of retention basin volumes and drain times

Basin Required Volume Maximum Proposed Proposed
Volume Provided Water Surface Drain Rate Drain Time
ac-ft ac-ft feet cfs hours
) @) 3) ) ) (6)
North (Upper Cell) 3.0 2.8 1228.0 5 7
North (Main Basin) 23.1 233 1223.5 15 22
Central 21.8 21.8 1224.1 8 36
South 32.8 37.1 1225.0 10 40

Construction quantity and cost estimates for each of the retention basins are included in Appendix
N. Those estimates do not include provisions for constructing all of the recreational amenities indicated
by the renderings in Appendix M, but only include those costs of the facilities to be constructed by the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County. The estimates do include an allowance for pump stations at
the Central and South Basins assuming the discharge is at the canal. In summary, the construction costs

for the North, Central, and South Basins are $722,000, $410,000, and $810,000.
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5.3 Summary

In summary, this report presents a comprehensive analysis of conveyance alternatives for
collecting flows along the Highline Canal and conveying them to each of the respective retention basins,
and a recommended final concept plan. The final concept plan incorporates a blending of the options

proposed and it minimizes to the extent possible, the purchase of full residential lots.

This report also presents concept grading plans for each of the retention basins proposed for this

project and incorporates the Town of Guadalupe’s desired multi-use facilities wherever possible.

Quantities and costs are estimated for both the final concept conveyance system plans and the
final concept retention basin plans. The total construction cost for this project, including both the

conveyance system and retention basins, is approximated at $6,541,000.
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 2B

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.041 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.041 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover 14 5 Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.033 MDR 2 80.5 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 015 0.03 Min
0.008 Comm\Ret 19.5 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.041 = Total Area Avg. = 15 40% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42

IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@

ROCK OUTCROP @

Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project
Subbasin Report.doc

100 % effective = 40
100 % effective = O

Appendix A

Subbasin Summary Data from DDMS

Page 2 of 36




LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 2C

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.025 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.025 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
0.022 Park 2 88.0 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMATL 20 25 0:15 0.05 Min
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.003 Comm\Ret 12.0 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.025 = Total Area Avg. = 49 10% 0.190
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.57
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 10
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
$ EFFECTIVE IMP. = 10

Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project
Subbasin Report.doc

Appendix A

Subbasin Summary Data from DDMS

Page 3 of 36




LOSS PARAMETERS FOR

SUBBASIN: 3A

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

% Rock
Outcrop

% effective

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT
Sg.Miles
1 0.033 100. 0.40
TOTAL = 0.033 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock
DTHETA
Dry = 035 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RT
Sg.Miles Type condition cover
School NORMAL 10
Park 1 NORMAL 80
Park 2 NORMAL 50
MDR 1 NORMAL 20
0.031 MDR 2 93.9 NORMATL 15
M.F.R. NORMAL 10
Ind NORMAL 10
0.002 Comm\Ret 6:1 NORMAL 10
Canal NORMAL 10
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30
0.033 = Total Area Avg. = 15
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100

Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project
Subbasin Report.doc

% effective

% EFFECTIVE IMP.

Appendix A

Subbasin Summary Data from DDMS

Kn Kb
Type
10 0.03 Min
20 0.10 Min
«20 0.02 Min
15 0.05 Min
15 0.05 Min
25 0.05 Min
15 0.03 Min
10 0.02 Min
10 0.10 Min
.30 0.05 Min
150
33
0
3

Page 4 of 36




LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 3B

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.029 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.029 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA IAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in.
0.004 School 13.8 NORMAL 10 60 0.10
0.008 Park 1 27.6 NORMAL 80 0 0.20
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15
0.010 MDR 2 34.5 NORMAL 15 30 0.15
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0:15
0.006 Comm\Ret 20.7 NORMAL 10 80 0.10
0.001 Canal 3.4 NORMAL 10 0 0:.10
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30
0.029 = Total Area Avg. = 42 35% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.54
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@ 100 % effective = 35
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 35

Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project

Subbasin Report.doc

Appendix A
Subbasin Summary Data from DDMS

Page 5 of 36




. LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 3C

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.002 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.002 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA IAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
. Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 015 0.05 Min
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 015 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.001 Comm\Ret 50.0 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min 0.04
0.001 Canal 50.0 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min 0.04
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.002 = Total Area Avg. = 10 40% 0.100
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.40
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 40
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 40
Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project Appendix A Page 6 of 36
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l LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 3D

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.007 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.007 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0:..35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA IAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAT 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
. Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAT, 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0,15 0.05 Min
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.006 Comm\Ret 85.7 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min 0.04
0.001 Canal 14.3 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min 0.04
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.007 = Total Area Avg. = 10 69% 0.100
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.40
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 69
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 69
Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project Appendix A Page 7 of 36
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 3E

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
i | 0.007 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.007 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0:.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMATL 20 25 015 0.05 Min
0.006 MDR 2 85,7 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.04
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
0.001 Canal 14.3 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min 0.04
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.007 = Total Area Avg. = 14 26% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 26
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 26
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

SUBBASIN: 4A

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.022 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.022 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA IAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.019 MDR 2 86.4 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R NORMAL 10 45 0::25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.003 Comm\Ret 13.6 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.022 = Total Area Avg. = 15 37% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN Q@ 100 % effective = 37

ROCK OUTCROP @

Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project
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' LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 4B

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.012 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.012 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0..25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA ILAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
0.005 School 41.7 NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min 0.04
. Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0:15 0.05 Min
0.007 MDR 2 58.3 NORMATL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.04
M.E.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.012 = Total Area Avg. = 14 43% 0.130
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 43
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
$ EFFECTIVE IMP. = 43
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 4C

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.023 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.023 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA ILAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMATL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.019 MDR 2 82.6 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.003 Comm\Ret 13..0 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
0.001 Canal 4.3 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.023 = Total Area Avg. = 14 35% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@ 100 % effective = 35
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 35
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 5A

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.020 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.020 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0..25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA %$Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.014 MDR 2 70.0 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
0.004 Ind 20.0 NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.002 Comm\Ret 10.0 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0..30 0.05 Min
0.020 = Total Area Avg. = 14 40% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 40
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 40
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 5B

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
i § 0.030 100. 40 0
TOTAL = 0.030 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMPS% IA
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in.
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10
0.009 Park 1 30.0 NORMAL 80 0 0.20
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15
0.017 MDR 2 567 NORMAL 15 30 0.15
M.F.R NORMAL 10 45 0.25
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0:15
0.003 Comm\Ret 10.0 NORMAL 10 80 0.10
0.001 Canal 3.3 NORMAL 10 0 0.10
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30
0.030 = Total Area Avg. = 41 25% 0.160
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.54
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 25
ROCK OUTCROP (@ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 25
Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project Appendix A
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 5C

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.006 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.006 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%$Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.005 MDR 2 83.3 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
0.001 Canal 16.7 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.006 = Total Area Avg. = 14 25% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42

IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @

ROCK OUTCROP @

Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 6A

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.028 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.028 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.016 MDR 2 57 1 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.03
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
0.010 Ind 35.7 NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min 0.03
0.002 Comm\Ret i)k NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min 0.04
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.028 = Total Area Avg. = 13 42% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.41
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 42
ROCK OUTCROP (@ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 42
Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project Appendix A Page 15 of 36

Subbasin Report.doc Subbasin Summary Data from DDMS




LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 6B

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.024 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.024 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA TIAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in; Type
0.001 School 4.2 NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMATL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25, 0.15 0.05 Min
0.026 MDR 2 83.3 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.002 Comm\Ret 8.3 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
0.001 Canal 4.2 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMATL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.024 = Total Area Avg. = 14 34% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42

IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@

ROCK OUTCROP @

Guadalupe Drainage Improvement Project
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Soil Survey Used Maricopa

LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 7A

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.048 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.048 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.040 MDR 2 83.3 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
0.001 Ind 2.1 NORMAL 10 55 0.X5 0.03 Min
0.007 Comm\Ret 14.6 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.048 = Total Area Avg. = 15 38% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@ 100 % effective = 38
ROCK OUTCROP (@ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 38
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 7B

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

0.03

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.013 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.013 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in,
School NORMATL 10 60 0.10
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20
Park 2 NORMATL 50 0 0.20
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0,15
0.013 MDR 2 100. NORMAL 15 30 0.15
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25
NORMAL 10 55 0.15
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30
0.006 = Total Area Avg. = 15 30% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@ 100 % effective = 30
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 30
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LOSS PARAMETERS

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

FOR SUBBASIN: 7C

0..03

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.012 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.012 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA
Sg.Miles Type condition cover ing
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15
0.012 MDR 2 100. NORMAL 15 30 0.15
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30
0.012 = Total Area Avg. = 15 30% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 30
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 30
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Soil Survey Used Maricopa

LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 7D

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
i 0.002 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.002 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 3%Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.002 MDR 2 100. NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.04
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 855 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.002 = Total Area Avg. = 15 30% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 30
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 30
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 7E

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.007 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.007 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
0.006 Park 2 85.7 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0:15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
0.001 Canal 14.3 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.li.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.007 = Total Area Avg. = 44 0% 0.190
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.55
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@ 100 % effective = O
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = O
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: B8A

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.009 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.009 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA IAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0:15 0.05 Min
0.003 MDR 2 33.3 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
0.006 Ind 66.7 NORMAL 10 55 015 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.009 = Total Area Avg. = 12 47% 0-:150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.41
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 47
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 47
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 8B

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

0.03

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.012 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.012 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in.
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15
0.012 MDR 2 100. NORMAL 15 30 0.15
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30
0.012 = Total Area Avg. = 15 30% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 30
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 30
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. LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 8C

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.024 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.024 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover TN Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
‘ Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.021 MDR 2 87.5 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.03
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.003 Comm\Ret 12.5 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min 0.04
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.024 = Total Area Avg. = 15 36% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 36
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
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. LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 8D

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.042 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.042 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA TIAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
. Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.032 MDR 2 76:2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.03
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.010 Comm\Ret 23.8 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min 0.03
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.042 = Total Area Avg. = 15 42% 0.140
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: i URBAN (@ 100 % effective = 42
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 42
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: B8E

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.004 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.004 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA TLAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in, Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
0.001 Park 1 25.0 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.003 MDR 2 75.0 NORMAL 15 30 0:15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.004 = Total Area Avg. = 36 23% 0.160
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.52
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@ 100 % effective = 23
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 23
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 8F

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.035 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.035 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 025
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA %$Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
0.015 MDR 1 42.9 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.020 Comm\Ret 57 .41 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.035 = Total Area Avg. = 1.7 56% 0.120
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.43

IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@

ROCK OUTCROP @
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. LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 8G

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.004 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.004 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 $%Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA ILAND USE % Area DTHETA %$Veg. RTIMPY% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sqg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
. Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.004 MDR 2 100. NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.04
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.004 = Total Area Avg. = 1.5 30% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 30
ROCK OUTCROP (@ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 30
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

SUBBASIN: 9A

0.03

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.011 100 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.011 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA IAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in.
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15
0.011 MDR 2 100. NORMAL 15 30 0.15
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10
V.L.D:R NORMAL 30 5 0.30
0.011 = Total Area Avg. = 15 30% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 30
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 30
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Soil Survey Used Maricopa

LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 9B

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.020 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.020 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA
Sg.Miles Type condition cover i
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20
0.020 MDR 1 100. NORMAL 20 25 0.15
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10
V.li.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30
0.020 = Total Area Avg. = 20 25% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.44
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 25
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 25
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 9C
Soil Survey Used Maricopa
XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1. 0.019 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.019 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0..25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA %$Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMATL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMATL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.018 MDR 2 94.7 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
NORMATL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comnm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
0.001 Canal 5.3 NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.:L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.019 = Total Area Avg. = 15 28% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.42
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN (@ 100 % effective = 28
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = O
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. LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 9D

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.026 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.026 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = 0
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
. Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
0.003 MDR 1 11.5 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min 0.04
0.009 MDR 2 34.6 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min 0.04
0.013 M.F.R. 50.0 NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min 0.03
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
0.001 Comm\Ret 3.8 NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min 0.04
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.026 = Total Area Avg. = 13 39% 0.200
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.41
IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @ 100 % effective = 39
ROCK OUTCROP @ 100 % effective = 0
% EFFECTIVE IMP. = 39
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: OE

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
i 0.020 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.020 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA IAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
0.012 MDR 2 60.0 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
0.008 M.F.R. 40.0 NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
Ind NORMAL 10 55 0:15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.020 = Total Area Avg. = 13 36% 0.190
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.41

IMPERVIOUS AREA: URBAN @

ROCK OUTCROP @
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: O9F

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.023 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.023 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA TILAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sqg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
0.015 M.F.R. 65.2 NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
0.008 Ind 34.8 NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.023 = Total Area Avg. = 10 48% 0.220
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.40

URBAN (@
ROCK OUTCROP @

IMPERVIOUS AREA:
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LOSS PARAMETERS FOR SUBBASIN: 9G

Soil Survey Used Maricopa

XKSAT
Map Unit AREA % Area XKSAT % Rock
Sg.Miles Outcrop
1 0.012 100. 0.40 0
TOTAL = 0.012 Sg.Miles XKSAT = 0.40 %Rock = O
DTHETA
Dry = 0.35 PSIF = 3.95
Normal = 0.25
Wet = 0.00
LAND USE
AREA LAND USE % Area DTHETA $Veg. RTIMP% IA Kn Kb
Sg.Miles Type condition cover in. Type
School NORMAL 10 60 0.10 0.03 Min
Park 1 NORMAL 80 0 0.20 0.10 Min
Park 2 NORMAL 50 0 0.20 0.02 Min
MDR 1 NORMAL 20 25 0.15 0.05 Min
MDR 2 NORMAL 15 30 0.15 0.05 Min
M.F.R. NORMAL 10 45 0.25 0.05 Min
0.012 Ind 100. NORMAL 10 55 0.15 0.03 Min
Comm\Ret NORMAL 10 80 0.10 0.02 Min
Canal NORMAL 10 0 0.10 0.10 Min
V.L.D.R NORMAL 30 5 0.30 0.05 Min
0.012 = Total Area Avg. = 10 55% 0.150
PERCENT OF SUBBASIN DRY = 0.0 %
NORMAL = 100. %
WET = 0.0 %
SUBBASIN DTHETA WEIGHTED BY LAND USE = 0.25
SUBBASIN XKSAT ADJUSTED FOR VEG. = 0.4<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>