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1.0 INTRODUCTORY SUMMARY

The purpose of this addendum is to respond to a question that the Flood Control District
of Maricopa County has raised in regard to the flow capacity of Reems Road and its effect
on the design flows for the Dysart Drain Improvement Project. The hydrologic model used
for the Project (Concept Design Study Selected Alternative, dated August 4, 1993) predicts
a flow of 2290 cfs in Reems Road which was assumed to be captured in the proposed
detention basin. The concern is that, if Reems Road can not contain the 2290 cfs, flood
flows could potentially breakout upstream and bypass the detention basin. If this were to
occur, peak flows might enter the downstream channel without the attenuation effects of
the detention basin, which may exceed the capacity of the channel. Hence, the District's
question; Can flood flows breakout of Reems Road and, if so, will the breakout cause the
downstream channel capacity to be exceeded while the detention basin is underutilized?

To answer this question, a supplemental hydrologic analysis was performed which includes
breakout flows along Reems Road. This analysis, as described herein, results in a
recommendation for a collector channel to extend upstream from the detention basin. The
recommended channel has a capacity for 840 cfs and is 1/2 mile in length; parallel with and
1/2 mile east of Reems Road from the south side of Olive Avenue down to the basin.

It is important to understand that Reems Road collects a significant amount of stormwater.
It is different from a typical County roadway in that it was constructed with an inverted
crown to convey runoff. In addition, the farm fields are bermed up approximately 2 feet
which adds to the roadway's conveyance capacity. The problem with relying on Reems
Road to convey large floods is that the District has no control over the quality of
construction or the height of the agricultural berms which help contain the flood flows.
Therefore, this supplemental analysis is based on a more conservative estimate of what can
be contained in Reems Road and also considers the case where the berms are breached and
wash out altogether.
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2.0 SUPPLEMENTAL HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS

A supplemental hydrologic analysis was developed for the Dysart Drain Improvement
Project in order to determine the effects on the Project design in the event that flood
flows split out of Reems Road. This modified HEC-1 model is referred to as the Reems
Road Split Flow Model.

Reems Road was constructed with an inverted crown from Cactus Road to Northern
Avenue. Currently, the roadway drains into the existing Dysart Drain channel on the north
side of Northern Avenue. The hydrologic model for the Dysart Drain Improvement Project
predicts a flow of 2290 cfs in Reems Road that will enter the basin. The model assumes
that there is only one location between Cactus Road and Northern Avenue where flow will
split out of Reems Road. This location is Olive Avenue. The split flow model incorporates
breakout flows at Cactus Road, Peoria Avenue, and Olive Avenue in order to determine the
effects on the project in the case where less flow is contained in Reems Road.

2.1 HEC-1 Model Modifications

The following paragraphs describe the modifications which were made to the Dysart
Drain HEC-1 model.

Diversion at Reems and Cactus

A diversion was added at the intersection of Reems Road and Cactus Road. The
Dysart Drain model assumed that all of the flow that reaches this point of
concentration will flow south in Reems Road. The added diversion causes the first
240 cfs to flow south in Reems Road while the remainder flows southeasterly across
the agricultural fields to the east. The basis of the 240 cfs is the approximate
capacity of Reems Road just south of Cactus Road (refer to Appendix A for
capacity calculations).
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Diversion at Reems and Peoria

A diversion was also added at Reems Road and Peoria Avenue. As was the case at
Cactus Road, the Dysart Drain model assumed that all of the flow that reaches this
point will flow south in Reems Road. The added diversion causes the first 1000 cfs
to flow south and the remainder to flow southeasterly across the farm fields east
of Reems Road. The approximate flow capacity of Reems Road is 1000 cfs at a
depth of 2 feet which is about 1/2 foot below the top of the berm (refer to Appendix
A for capacity calculations).

Diversion at Reems and Olive

The diversion at Reems Road and Olive Avenue was modified to reduce the flow
conveyed in Reems Road as well as Olive Avenue. The Dysart Drain model predicts
a split flow of 2290 cfs south in Reems Road and 1630 cfs east in Olive Avenue.
The modification to this diversion causes the flow to split equally between Reems
Road and Olive Avenue. Then another diversion is added which causes flows in
excess of the capacity of each roadway to breakout and flow southeasterly. The
approximate flow capacity of Reems Road and Olive Avenue is 1000 cfs and 240 cfs,
respectively (refer to Appendix A for capacity calculations).

The stormwater that breaks out of the roadways and flows southeasterly is routed
to the proposed detention basin. This routing assumption is based on the addition
of a collector channel north of the detention basin which will collect and convey
breakout flows to the basin (refer to section 3.0 of this addendum).

Subdivision of Sub-Basin 194

Sub-basin 194 was subdivided further into three sub-basins (194A, 194B, and 194C)
to reflect the location of the proposed detention basin and the proposed collector
channel (see the following exhibit).
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2.2 Results

The peak discharges from the Reems Road split flow model are presented on the
following exhibit. A second exhibit is also included which presents the design flows
for Dysart Drain. The HEC-1 split flow model (DYSMOD1A.24) is included in the
back of this report on diskette.

The results of the split flow model indicate that 840 cfs will breakout and flow
across the farm fields southeast of the intersection of Reems Road and Olive
Avenue. In addition, significant breakouts occur along Reems Road at both Cactus
Road and Peoria Avenue. The following paragraphs describe the effects that these
split flows have on the proposed detention basin and the downstream channel
improvement.

Effect on Detention Basin Volume

Inflow to the detention basin is reduced in the split flow model which results in a
13% lower storage requirement of 384 ac-ft compared with 440 ac-ft in the design
model. The design storage at the spillway elevation is 600 ac-ft.

The 384 ac-ft requirement is based on the assumption that the 840 cfs breakout at
Reems Road and Olive Avenue will be collected and conveyed to the basin. Refer
to section 3.0 of this addendum for a description of the proposed collector channel
required to ensure that these breakout flows reach the basin.

Although the split flow model results in a lower storage requirement, it is
recommended that the concept design storage volume of 440 acre feet be
maintained along with a freeboard capacity to the top of spillway of at least 25%.
This would result in a storage volume of 550 acre-feet at the top of the spillway.
The freeboard capacity is necessary to provide flood protection for the uncertainties
in the direction of flow caused by diversions in the watershed, such as; Reems Road,
the railroad, irrigation ditches, and other roadways. For example, farmers could
raise the height of the berms along Reems Road which would significantly increase
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flood flows to the detention basin. The freeboard capacity provides protection
against such events. The freeboard capacity also provides some flexibility in the
design of future flood conveyance structures that may discharge to the basin. For
instance, Reems Road conveys flood flows, therefore, any future improvement of
the roadway would, most likely, include a flood control channel that would be
designed to contain, at a minimum, the current capacity of Reems Road. The
freeboard capacity would provide the flexibility to construct such future projects.

Effect on Detention Basin Inflow Peak Discharge

The split flow model results in a 28% reduction in the total combined peak inflow
to the basin; 1700 cfs compared with the concept design inflow of 2350 cfs. This
peak inflow, however, does not reach the basin at one location. The concept design
calls for inflow spillways at the southwest corner, the northwest corner and the
northeast corner of the basin. In addition, the concept study called for berms along
the north side and west side in order to collect sheet flows and convey them to the
inflow spillways. These proposed spillway locations, along with a means of
collecting sheet flows, should be provided in the basin design.

The split flow model predicts peak inflow discharges of 840 cfs at the northeast
corner of the basin, 1000 cfs at the northwest corner and 600 cfs at the southwest
corner. Unfortunately, with the exception of the collection channel at the northeast
corner, these peak discharges are not all well contained points of concentration.
Instead, they are a combination of flow in Reems Road, flow along Northern
Avenue, flow in the agricultural fields along the west side of Reems Road and sheet
flow from the west. Consequently, there is a considerable amount of uncertainty
as to the exact location where the runoff will reach the basin. Therefore, the basin
design requires a means of collecting flows along its north and west sides. The
following is the recommended inflow capacities for the basin:

® Inflow Spillway at Northeast Corner
Inflow capacity should be equal to the capacity of the collector channel
which is 840 cfs with one foot of freeboard.
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® Inflow Spillway at Northwest Corner
This spillway should be designed for the capacity of Reems Road which is
1000 cfs. This flow includes approximately 700 cfs in Reems Road and 300
cfs in the agricultural field west of Reems Road. It is uncertain whether the
300 cfs will enter at this location or further downstream, therefore, inflow
capacity for the 300 cfs should be provided at this location and further
downstream along the west side of the basin.

® Inflow Spillway at Southwest Corner
The inflow spillway at the southwest corner (Reems Road and Northern
Avenue) should be designed to accept, at a minimum, the flow along Northern
Avenue (approximately 120 cfs) plus half of the runoff from sub-basin 193
(approximately 275 cfs); for a total of 400 cfs.

® Sheet Flow Along North Side of Basin
The collection system along the north side of the basin should be designed to
accept 1000 cfs. This would provide adequate protection in the event that
the berms on Reems Road entirely wash out and the capacity of the roadway
(1000 cfs) flows southeasterly to the north side of the basin.

® Sheet Flow Along West Side of Basin
The collection system along the west side of the basin should be designed to
accept the 300 cfs described previously (refer to inflow spillway at northwest
corner) plus one half of the runoff from sub-basin 193 (275 cfs). Total
recommended capacity equals 600 cfs. It should be pointed out that the
capacity of the inflow spillway at the southwest corner of the basin is based
on the assumption that this 600 cfs is captured along the west side of the
basin before it reaches Northern Avenue. If it isn't captured along the west
side of the basin, the spillway at Northern Avenue (southwest corner) should
be upsized from 400 cfs to 1000 cfs.
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Effect on Dysart Drain Channel

The split flow model results in a reduction in the channel peak discharges for most
of the length of the channel. From the basin outlet downstream to the inflow
spillway, west of El Mirage Road, the peak discharges are 3% to 23% lower than the
design flows. From the inflow spillway out to the Agua Fria River (about 1/2 mile),
the flow is increased approximately 15%. This increase is due to the fact that most
of the flow that splits out of Reems Road, at Cactus Road, will be collected in the
natural channel that enters Dysart Drain at the inflow spillway.

A backwater computation was done to determine the effect of the increased flow
downstream of the inflow spillway (refer to Appendix B). The results indicate that
the water surface elevation rises a maximum of 0.70 feet. This rise in water
surface elevation takes place at the downstream end of the channel where there is
considerable freeboard. This reach of the channel is being excavated substantially
which results in 5 to 10 feet of freeboard from the top of channel lining to the top
of bank. Also, the 0.70 foot rise can be contained in the freeboard of the lined
channel.

The results of the backwater computation also indicate that there is no increase in
water surface elevation in the critical area downstream of Litchfield Road where
there is limited freeboard.

No backwater analysis was performed for the reach upstream of Litchfield Road
because the peak discharges are lower in the case of the split flow model.
Therefore, the water surface elevations can be assumed to be lower.
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3.0 DETENTION BASIN COLLECTOR CHANNEL

A new collector channel feature is proposed to be added to the project. The following
exhibit shows the location, size and profile of the new channel. It is located parallel with
and 1/2 mile east of Reems Road from the detention basin upstream to Olive Avenue.

The purpose of the channel is to capture flows that breakout of Reems Road and convey
them to the basin. The channel will ensure that all of the flood flows which concentrate
at Reems Road and Olive Avenue will reach the basin (with the exception of the 240 cfs
which will flow east in Olive Avenue).

The channel is designed to convey 840 cfs. This flow was identified in the split flow model
as that runoff which would exceed the capacity of Reems Road and Olive Avenue and flow
southeasterly across the farm fields. The breakout flows will result in wide, shallow sheet
flooding and will enter the channel in several locations. Consequently, there is no need to
design the entire channel for 840 cfs. Therefore, the channel design peak discharges were
reduced upstream of the basin (refer to the following exhibit). Also refer to Appendix C
for the channel backwater analysis.

The channel was designed with one foot of freeboard. Therefore, the channel full capacity
is greater than 840 cfs. The extra conveyance provides added insurance of capturing flows
in the event that the berms on Reems Road wash out and much greater flow breaks out to
the southeast.

10
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3.1 Cost Estimate
The following is the construction cost estimate for the proposed collector channel.

DETENTION BASIN COLLECTOR CHANNEL
COST ESTIMATE

L DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST COST |
Channel Excavation 15,300 C.Y. $1.50/C.Y. $23,000
Gunite Channel Lining 12,200 S.Y. $12.00/S.Y. $146,400
Crossings for Farm Roads and JOB $50,000/Job $50,000
Irrigation Ditches
Drop Structure 1 Ea. $7,500 $7,500

CONSTRUCTION COST $226,900
Right of Way (100' x 2640") 264,000 S.F. $0.15/S.F. $39,600

SUBTOTAL $266,500
20% Contingencies $53,300
TOTAL COST $319,800

12
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4.0

RECOMMENDATIONS

A new collector channel feature should be added to the project that will collect and
convey Reems Road breakout flows to the detention basin. The channel should
extend approximately 1/2 mile from the detention basin upstream to the south side
of Olive Avenue and should be constructed along the mid-section line, 1/2 mile east
of Reems Road. This proposed alignment is parallel with the east edge of the basin
which will maximize the runoff collected by capturing flows that might breakout of
Reems Road upstream of Olive Avenue.

The capacity of the channel should be 840 cfs at the detention basin inflow
structure. The capacity can decrease upstream of the basin since not all of the flow
will be captured at the upstream end. Rather, the breakout flows will result in
wide, shallow sheet flooding which will enter the channel in several locations. The
recommended design flows decrease from 840 cfs at the basin to 400 cfs at Olive
Avenue (refer to section 3.0).

The channel should be designed with one foot of freeboard. The freeboard will give
the channel additional capacity to convey flows in excess of 840 cfs. This will
provide extra capacity for the case where the berms on Reems Road wash out which
would result in a breakout of more than 840 cfs.

There should be three major inflow spillways at the detention basin as shown in the
concept design. In addition, as described in the concept design, there should be a
means of collecting sheet flows that reach the north and west sides of the basin.
The following is the recommended inflow capacity for each location.

Location Inflow Capacity
NE Corner of Basin, 1/2 Mile East of Reems Rd., 840 cfs

at Collector Channel

NW Corner of Basin at Reems Rd. 1000 cfs

SW Corner of Basin at Reems Rd. & Northern Ave. 400 cfs

13
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Sheet Flow Along North Side of Basin 1000 cfs
Sheet Flow Along West Side of Basin 600 cfs

The above inflow capacities are an estimate of the flows that might reach the basin
and provide a certain amount of redundancy to account for the uncertainty in the
capacity of Reems Road and the location and magnitude of sheet flows from the
west. (Refer to Section 2)

C. It is recommended that the concept design storage of 440 ac-ft be maintained along
with a freeboard capacity to the top of spillway of at least 25% which results in a
design storage of 550 ac-ft to the top of spillway. The split flow model indicates
that only 384 ac-ft is required. However, as explained in this addendum, there is
considerable uncertainty in the amount of flow that Reems Road and other
diversions in the watershed can contain. For example, farmers could raise the berm
elevation along Reems Road another foot which would significantly increase flow
to the detention basin. If this were to occur, the extra storage capacity would be
available to contain the flood flows.

It is also important to maintain the design storage so that potential future flood
conveyance facilities along Reems Road would have adequate outfall capacity. As
part of the White Tanks/Agua Fria ADMS, The WLB Group has analyzed alternative
drainage schemes for the study area. One of these alternatives includes a channel
along Reems Road that would discharge to the detention basin. The preliminary
analysis indicates that a storage volume of approximately 550 ac-ft would be
required. Therefore, providing a basin with less than 550 ac-ft could put
unnecessary constraints on future flood control projects.

D. The design peak discharges for the Dysart Drain channel should be maintained. The
split flow model indicates that the 100-year flows in the channel may be 3% - 23%
lower than the design flows for most of the length of the channel. It seems
reasonable to maintain the additional capacity to provide extra conveyance for the
uncertainty in flow direction described above. Only in the last 1/2 mile of channel
does the split flow model predict higher flows than the design peak discharges. In
this reach there is more than adequate freeboard to contain the increase in flow.

14



APPENDIX A
Capacity Calculations for
Reems Road and Olive Avenue
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APPENDIX B
Revised Backwater Analysis
for Dysart Drain



%
Virzsoeaa

ot

7=

szzaseaszaze

TrisssIrrsraca

oz

z
srxserErrress




1093

frrErEssstizava

BEfsczseenznassa

frewsrsarnctrrzEy

Vb

4, 0

zaruce

zZzszzzzazszvaseiszasazs

Tascsasescs

RIsfriccInErascasz EESriaceEEmeRanRER®

B

=

5

A
b
AN

1

2

> [} i
iVl i

u
i




1 1 !
! |
1
t
i
1
1
! 1
i 1
|
1 “ o
) PR
1 ® .
! LY
! " u
i CE—
1 w u
| " w
! & &
1 ¥ &
-
PR
PR
1 PR
i now
! P
1 | PN
| L
| .
|
|
i
1
|
i
1
1
1
i
1
i
{
I}
|
! {
1 { {
I i !




138511

REVISION BY CITY OF PHOENIX

REV. BYICKD.BY| DATE

DESCRIPTION

NO.

REVISION BY CITY OF PHOENIX

REV. BY|CKD.BY| DATE

DESCRIPTION

1100

NO,

REVISION BY CITY OF PHOENIX

REV. BY|CKD.BY| DATE

DESCRIPTION

NO.

1100
1095 S 3 1095
s S
E.@ :
o K 2l Prg 7'x 50" CBC* 5" 5 g
= 7-6'x7'x50'CBCS 51 HGL. North 9
\ / o Top Ghan. Lining * Fapelzr_’ Chtme! % 3 g
o 6
Lt Proposed HGL.in Exisl CBC's g2 jogs
8x5'CBC.(Ffrom ol X .
Detention Basin) N 0 = ‘Q_.&:’ E
1080 T - = S% o3 1080
— Hepdrauke S DS
e Channel, : L e | el NS
Sta. 2I8£50 S:amm e Do g /nver;r/,e* Grage Line Gk r el ~ \\h\ o :'2 ’L**
1075 Tdna S OB e ?&z&o% ol i LY 075
Sta. 201165 Sta 201115 iy - S-omemE g — I 2-1 x6x90 r L
: £1.76.23 Sta. 180+ 00 -5~0.CO/3/5 07 }‘\l =
1070 £.74.92 S Eos il § 1070
g
i i Sta.150489 Q
EL 71
1065 o 6 1065
* After Subsidence "E
*¥ Result of 5p//'f Flow Mode/ 3
1060 o
1055
L Q=850 cfs l Q=655 cfs L Q=250 cfs
N L |
232 228 224 220 216 212 208 204 200 196 192 188 184 180 176 172 168 164 160 156 152 148 144 140 136 132 128 124 120 116 112
s}
N4
1085 g’s : 3 1085
S 8 : — South Bark % N
| SN S 2%
1080 = I e o s 1080
/—\_///IT\‘/ RS \\ Bl
s L, J (g T r
7 N T
1075 I s \8%} S /ﬁ & 1075
e 9ls:
U 813% \y 3
e BreQ —— . 2
1070 4 T Top Chan. Lining \\\ IV 1070
é K_"\— = TR
R e s e - - — 2 _ q
Q <& 9,7 —_— - ~
83
1065 < R %, \ _ g 1065
Hydraulic
6 Grade Line
1060 § 3 1060
V]
. / Chornel Invert * <
1055 S-0000a A < 1055
Sta. 112400 e FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
e S-occos) ococosyy 7\ OF MARICOPA COUNTY
1050 iy e Sta. 1044 {050| _DYSART DRAIN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
* Affer Subsidence 515464 £l 52.9/ HYDRAULIC GRADE LINE PROFILE
FE Resylt of Solit P ”M/ L (FUTURE SUBSIDED CONDITION)
P "t iesull o D/ o/ 7
== - sade s e e o-geeh" [ R S e Sl P P
- g i =4 3 o —
| , . » " . == " scaue 1= 2 tetzoan | [ |
112 108 104 100 96 92 88 84 80 76 72 68 64 60 56 52 48 44 40 36 32 28 24 20 16 12 8




APPENDIX C
Backwater Analysis for

Collector Channel
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