Federal Emergency Management Agency
‘Washington, D.C. 20472

RECEIVED

August 30, 1996 SEP 0 6 1996
Mr. Ralph M. Hogoboom, P.E. IN REPLY REFER TO: NIMBUS ENGINEERS
Engineering Manager Case No.: 96-09-1083P
Nimbus Engineers Communities: City of Reno and Washoe
3710 Grant Drive, Suite A County, Nevada
Reno, Nevada 89509 : Community Nos.: 320020 and 320019

316-ACK.FRQ

Dear Mr. Hogoboom:

This responds to your letter dated August 15, 1996, concerning a request for a revision to the Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM) for the above-referenced communities. Pertinent information about the request is listed
below.

Identifier: , Double Diamond Ranch, Phase I
Flooding Source: Whites Creek
FIRM Panels Affected: T 32031C3159 E, 3170 E, 3178 E, and 3186 E

As you may know, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has implemented a procedure to

"+ recover costs associated with reviewing and processing requests for modifications to published flood

oy
ST

information and maps. The initial fee of $225 that you have submitted is the minimum charge associated with
our review of a request of this type. You will be notified of the estimated costs if we anticipate that, due to
the extent of the review required, the total costs will exceed $3,500. In that situation, our review would be
suspended pending our receipt of written authorization from you to proceed. If your request will result in a
revision to the effective National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) map, the total costs will include a fee of
$410 per revised panel to cover the costs of cartographic preparation.

We have completed an inventory of the items that you submitted. We have received all of the data and the
initial fee we require to begin a detailed technical review of your request. However, the Mainterance and
\ Operauon Plan for the Double Diamond/South. Meadow Flood Control Channels has not been officially
 adopted by the City of R eno.” In ddition, we note the agreement does not. ‘address maintenance and - operation
of the detenuon/ etarding basm We-will provide comments on: the agreement ; and a request for addmonal y
data; if necess vithin 30 days of the date of this letter. : -

Pleasé dlrect%ﬂ‘*quesuons concerning your request to our Technical Evaluation Contractor at the following -
address:

S Michael Baker Jr Inc.
ER 3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 600
: -Alexandria, Virginia 22304 -

- Attennon Mr. Ernest D. Lep_ore P. E
(703) 317*6276

~ When you write us about your request, you must include the case number referenced above in your letter.



-
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If you have any questions concerning FEMA policy, or the NFIP in general, please contact Mr. John Magnotti
of our staff in Washington, DC, either by telephone at (202) 646-3932 or by facsimile at (202) 646-4596.

CC:

Mr. Steve Varela, P.E.
City Engineer
City of Reno

Sincerely,

Michael K. Buckley, P.E., Chief
Hazard Identification Branch
Mitigation Directorate
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NIMBUS ENGINEERS

Mr. Ralph M. Hogoboom, P.E. IN REPLY REFER TO:
Engineering Manager Case No.: 96-09-1083P
Nimbus Engineers Communities: City of Reno and Washoe County,
P.O. Box 10220 Nevada

Reno, Nevada 89510 Community Nos.: 320020 and 320019
216/316-INVOICE

RE: Double Diamond Ranch, Phase I

Dear Mr. Hogoboom:

In our August 30, 1996, letter to you, we indicated that you will be notified if the cost of processing your request

would exceed $3,500. We also indicated that we would suspend our review pending receipt of written

authorization from you to proceed. Because our costs have reached the $3,500 limit, we are requesting payment

in the amount summarized below and your authorization to continue processing the request. Upon receipt of this
payment, we will provide comments on the information necessary to complete our review.

Review and Processing Costs $3,500
Cartographic Costs (0 panels at $410 per panel) ] $ o0
Total Costs , S $3,500
Amount Already Submitted _ $ 225
Balance Due T $3,275
Please forward payment for the balance due, in the form of a check or money order in U.S. funds made payable
to the National Flood Insurance Program or by credit card payment, to one of the addresses listed below.
Using U.S. Postal Service: Using overnight service:
Federal Emergency Management Agency : Fee-Collection System Administrator
Fee-Collection System Administrator c/o Dewberry & Davis, METS Division
P.O. Box 3173 8401 Arlington Boulevard
Merrifield, Virginia 22116-3173 Fairfax, Virginia 22031

For identification purposes, the case number referenced above must be included on your check or money order.
We will not issue our determination until we receive this payment.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. John Magnotti of our staff in Washington, DC,
either by telephone at (202) 646-3932 or by facsimile at (202) 646-4596.

Sincerely,
Michael K. Buckley, P.E., Chief

Hazard Identification Branch
Mitigation Directorate
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington; D.C. 20472

0CT18 1336

Mr. Ralph M. Hogoboom, P.E. IN REPLY REFER TO:

Engineering Manager Case No.: 96-09-1083P

Nimbus Engineers : Communites: City of Reno and Washoe

P.0O. Box 10220 ' _ County, Nevada

Reno, Nevada 89510 Community Nos.: 320020 and 320019
316-AD

Dcar Mr. Hogoboom:

This is in reference to your August 15, 1996, request for revisions to the effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FTRMs) for the above-referenced communities. The request, for the Double Diamond Ranch, Phase 1, is for
Leuers of Map Revision (LOMRs) following a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CI.OMR) issued on
July 14, 1995.

Our review of the data subrnitted revealed that the following pruject clements were constructed as part of
Phase 1: Whites Creek Channels A, B, and C; Whites Creek Central Channel; and the detention basin at the
mouth of Whites Creek Channel C. The CLOMR request for the Double Dizmond Ranch identitied twao
aliernatives tor channel improvements. The project elements are similar to those described as Alternative 2
in the CLOMR. However, Whites Creek Central Channel was not part of the CLOMR request for the
Alternative 2. In addition, the CLOMR request indicated the arcas landward of the propused berins would
he filled to the wp of the berms; therefore, the proposed berms were not reviewed as levees for that CLOMR
request.

With your August |5 letter, you indicated that Phase I of this project is not affected by Thomas Creek.
Therefore, the information requested in the July 14 CLOMR for Thomas Creek was not submitted as part of
this request. We are currently reviewing information submitted as part of the LOMR request (Case
No. 96-09-652P) for Thamas Creek in a letter dated April 8, 1996, from Mr. Yong Song, P.E., Nimnbus
Engineers. Our review of that request will be coordinated with this LOMR request.

In our letter dated August 30, 1996, we indicated additional data might be required to complete our review -7
of your LOMR request. We have completed our review of the submitted data and identitied the following @
issues that need clarification:

1.  The annotated FIRM included with your submission indicates the Special Flood Hazard Area
(SFHA), designated Zone A, downstream of Interstate Highway 580 (1-580) has been removed.

~ This SFHA is for the {looded area west of the four box culverts that cross 1-580 (one 5-toot by
4-foot culvert and three 12-foot by 6-foot culverts) Three 30-inch concrete pipes that cross
1-580 are located north of these box culverts and are shown in this flooded arca.  From our review

of the as-built drawings, it appears that the easternmost 30-inch concrete pipe discharges Into the
proposed channel, although this is not clearly identified on the drawings. It appears that, to remove

whis flooding, the runoff upstream of 1-580 would have w0 tlow east along 1-580Q, bypassing the two
existing 30-inch concrete pipes, and enter the box culverts. Doacumentation must be submitted to

suppart this occurrence. C R //Uy\g(.éj,
smreo  Z0'v 2l %ﬁ noreao wn CLOMK.
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The annotated FIRM included with your ILOMR request shows an additional SEHA, designated
Zone A, between the south property line and the upstream end of Whites Creek Central Channel.
Based on the LOMR issued for the Whites Creek Meadows project (Case No. 95-09-263P) on
April 25, 1995, the tlooding in this area is designated Zone X (shaded). Zone X (shaded) identifies
arcas that would be inundated by the base (1-percent-annual-chance) fload with depths of less than
1 {oot. [t appears this flooding was removed by the construction of Whites Creek Channels A, B,
and C. Ttis unclear how the Zone A was determined. Documentation must be provided to-support.
the delineation shown on the annotated FIRM. ’ \ g

STAIEL fg

The berms shown for Whites Creek Channel A between Stations 10-+35 and 18+20 on both sides 10+39 &. X2
of the channel do not meet the 3-foot freeboard required by Section 65.10 of the National Flood £ 1° 441 10
Insurance Program (NFIP) regulatons. - However, a note on the submitted as-built drawings 225 5»;;’;” 0.%
indicates the area behind the Jevee will be filled in the furure. If these areas have been tilled, then g470 1A 2 ga‘
the 3-foot freeboard is not required; however, as-built documentation to support that the fill has been [
place must be submitted. 1F these areas have not been filled, the 3-foot freeboard requirement must

be met or technical data must be submitted to support a lower freeboard,

east side of the channel, and between Stations 37 +00 and 93 +00 un the west side discharges into
the channel. As-built topographic maps and/or grading plans for these areas must be submitted to
clarity this issue.

It is unclear how local drainage landward of the berm between Stations 10435 and 49400 on the E ,/d)

The submitted maintenance and operation plan for Whites Creck Channel, Whites Creek Central
Channel, and the detention basin was not executed by the community's Chief Executive Officer and
therefore was not officially adopted hy the City ot Reno. An oftficially adopted maintenance and

‘operation plan must be submitted before we can issuc 2 LOMR.

In the July 14 CI.OMR, certification that all fill placed in the currently eftective hase floadplain and + b@‘HzV ’
below the proposed base tlood elevation is compacted to 95 percent of the maximum density

-obtainable with a Standard Proctor Test Method issued by the American Society for Testing andcﬁr fé %Y’Om

Materials (ASTM Standard D-698) or an acceptahle equivalent method was requested. The SEA and
certification on Form 2 in the LOMR request only addresses the "Hydraulic Analyses Double ou &1"@*/
Diamond Ranch, Phase [." Certitication by a registered professional engineer or geotechnical

engineer that the fill meets the requirements cited above must be submitted.

In your LOMR request, you indicated a detention basin has been constructed to mitigate increased 7 Tieribion
peak flows that discharge into Steamboat Creek. Because construction of the detention basin will =

have no effect on the floodplain until future channel improvements, such as the construction of Do b choe=-
Lumberjack Channel, are completed, no determination regarding its adequacy will be made at this W “f” e
time. However, future LOMR requests will require structural stability analyscs of the dam. O

““In previous correspondence, we infarmed you that, should the total processing costs exceed $3,500, our review

wuuld be suspended and you would be notified prior to our continued processing of the request. We anticipate

. that, when you provide the requested data, the total processing costs will exceed $3,500. Therefore, we
/ request that you pravide written authorization for us t proceed with our review to the amount ot $6,500.

/—\
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Please send the required data and written authorization for the continuance of the review to our Technical
Evaluation Contractor (TEC) at the following address:

Michae] Baker Jr., Inc.
3601 Eisenhawer Avenue, Suite 600
Alexandria, Virginia 22304

Attention: Mr. Thomas W. Smith, P.E.
(703) 317-6267

For identitication purposes, please include the case number referenced above on your correspondence.

The initial fee of $3,500 already submitted will only be applied to this request it we receive the required
authorization within 90 days of the date of the letter. After 90 days. the request will be treated as an original
submittal and will be subject to all submittal/payment procedures, including the initial fee.

Tt you have any questions regarding the required data, please contact our TEC at the number cited above. If
you have any other questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. John Magnoui of our stft in
Washington, DC, cither by telephone at (202) 646-3932 or by facsimile at (202) 646-4596.

Sincerely.

Michael K. Buckley, P.E., Chief
Hazard Ideatification Branch
Mitigation Directorate

NCT=-1R~=1Q8&8 OQ: 02 ”M2 acm Q1o acs, ~ ma
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INTRODUCTION

This narrative has been prepared to accompany an application for a Letter of Map
Revision (LOMR) for the Double Diamond Ranch Phase 1 development. The project lies
in the south Truckee Meadows within the corporate boundaries of the City of Reno in
Washoe County, Nevada. It is within the lower Steamboat Creek drainage basin and is
affected by both lower Thomas Creek and lower Whites Creek. See Figure 1 for the
Vicinity Map.

The Double Diamond Ranch is being planned for residential development and has been

recently annexed to the City of Reno. See the Annexation map located in Appendix C.

Drainage and ﬂooding patterns on the parcel have been significantly altered since the
floodplain analysis which was done to produce the current Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRM) in the area of cohcern. The western portion of the area is affected by the
construction of the U.S. 395/1-580 extension. This portion of the roadway is built on fill
and effectively directs any flows which are affecting the parcel into large concrete box
structures and earthen channels. Figure 2 is a culvert index map which shows the
location of all new highway structures. Some channels were previously built to contain
- the flows from these structures and to convey the flows in an easterly direction toward

Steamboat Creek. These physical changes are shown on new, one foot contour interval |
topography, which along with "As-Built" survey information forms the basis of this
analysis. The channels and culverts which were a result of the construction of the I-580
extension, associated on-ramps, Gateway Drive and South Meadows Parkway were built
since the effective flood insurance restudy. The required analysis of each of these
structures was previously submitted to FEMA under Case 94-09-632P. This LOMR is
for new channels that were}constructed to convey flood water away from or around Phase

1 of this project.



~ N.TS.

Washoe
County

PYRAMID
LAKE

/\ Nimbus Engineers | FIGURE 1
%Q | Vicinity Map



\.

ats.’

2-12'x5'x295'\RCB’
@ Sta. "H' 635+90

12'x6'x260’ RCB
@ Sta. "H” 631+488

ury

10’x4’x239” RC

@ Sta. "H

30" x1

30
@

W

Gatewsy, Orive
ges

) M
So.fiMeado®

@ Sta. "H' 611450
30"x196° RCP
@ Sta. "H" 60A+90
24”162’ RCP

" 60%+70 o

2-30"x177" RCP’s (%
@ Sta. "H” 59%+50

93’ RCP

@ Sta. "H" 58%+00

'x212' RC
Sta. "H' 5X3+00
30"x263" R
@ Sta. "H' 9566+90
5'x4'x380° B
@ Sta. "H" 463
3-12'x6’x26%’ RCB
@ Sta. "H” 561+007

So. Meadows\Double Diamond
Ranch Property Boundary

|_-30"x278" RCP

@ Sta. "H” 549+30
5'x4°x256' RCB
@ Sta. "H” 543+50

-

Nimbus Engineers

o

Figure 2 |
Culvert Index Map

Y,



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Wetlands

A number of wetlands have been delineated within the entire §tudy area. A plan for
mitigation of any impacts of this project to the wetlands has been submitted to the Corps
of Engineers and a wetlahds specialist has been retained by the developer to work witﬁ
the Corps. All existing channels which are proposed to remain have been reviewed by
the Corps, under the 404 Permit which was issued for the construction of the I-580
extension. For the Phasé 1 development, berms were constructed around portions of the
Whites Creek "A" Channel Wetlands to contain the flows. No excavation was

performed within the wetlands boundary.

Thomas Creek

Thomas Creek does not affect Phase 1 of this project.

Whites Creek

Whites Creek originates in the Sierra Nevada Range and flows to the east into Steamboat
Creek. Approximately 2 miles upstream of South Virginia Street the watercourse
diverges into four smaller channels as shown on the effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps.
These channels travel east as shallow flow across South Virginia Street and continue as
sheet flow north towards the Double Diamond Ranch. The freeway construction noted
above has altered that pattern and reroutes Branches 1 and 2 to the project. The culvert
which contains Branch 3 outlets near the southwest corner of the proposed Whites Creek

Meadows Subdivision.



The branches of Whites Creek which affect this project on its western boundary are 1,
1A and 2. These branches are collected at highway stations H 561 +00 and H 563 +63
and directed into the area of interest. The ﬂows which are attributed to these branches
are based upon the design flows of the box culverts by NDOT. Flows exiting these
culverts have been channelized into the "A" Channel and routed through the Wetlands and
to the "BC" Channel.

On the southern boundary, Branches 3 and 4 of Whites Creek enter the site as sheet flow.

The analysis of the 3rd and 4th branch sheet flow was previously submitted to FEMA for
review with a request for a Letter of Map Revision for Whites Creek Meadows
Subdivision in unincorporated Washoe County, FEMA Case 95-09-133R. This request
was submitted to obtain a LOMR for the existing conditions based upon the completion
of the flood control structures at the southern end of the highway construction. This
sheet flooding is now captured within the project site at the inlet of the Central Channel.

See Figure E2 located in Appendix F.

—

Washoe County has developed interim policies for all projects affected by Whites Creek.
These policies are documented in Reference 17. The reader is referred to that report for

further discussion.

Steamboat Creek

Steamboat Creek originates at Little Washoe Lake and flows in a northerly direction,
through Pleasant Valley and the Truckee Meadows, and ultimately to the Truckee River.
Before reaching the project site, Steamboat is combined with Browns Creek, Galena
Creek, and Bailey Canyon Creek as well as local contributing subbasins. These basins
are vegetated mainly with pines and junipers in the upper elevations, and sagebrush and

pastures in the lower areas.

|



Including the East Side Drainages which originate in the Virginia Foothills area, more
than 123 square miles contribute runoff to Steamboat Creek at the project boundary. A
portion of that drainage area is impounded by Washoe Lake and Little Washoe Lake.
That portion of the drainage basin has traditionally been represented in hydrologic models
as base flow. The Corps of Engineers has performed extensive studies within the basin
and their value of 500 cfs is a commonly used and the locally accepted number for that

flow.

The Double Diamond Project is minimally affected by the Steamboat Creek floodplain.
Phase 1 of the project is not affected by Steamboat Creek and no improvements have been

made.
"AS-BUILT" CONDITIONS

A series of channels and a detention/flow retarding basin have been constructed for the
flood control improvements for this project. These channels are shown on Figure 3.
These improvements have been designéd to enhance and/or preserve wetlands found on
the site and to mitigate the effects of channelization on peak flows at the property
boundary. Portions of the property are proposed to be filled to elevate the proposed
development above the base flood elevation. Temporary berms have been constructed to
direct and contain flows until the final placement of fill. None of the ultimate
improvements are proposed to be protected by these berms. The height of the berms
indicate the final recommended finish grade of the project or 3 feet above the water
surface elevation, whichever is higher. The only exception is at the upstream end of
"A" Channel where the height of the berm is 2 feet or higher above the water surface
elevation. Since the depth of water against the berm in this area is less than 2 feet, and
the land outside of the berms (which contain the wetland) will ultimatly be filled to the

top of berm elevation, 2 feet of fill is adequate to contain the flows.

6
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Channels "A", "BC" and part of the Central Channel have been constructed for Phase 1
of the project. "As-Built" construction plans submitted to Nimbus Engineers by SEA,
Incorporated were used to analyze these channels. See Figures A1-A6, C1-C3, and E2-
E4 in Appendix F. Portions of the northwest side of "BC" Channel and the northwest
side of "A" Channel have not yet been constructed because they do not affect Phase 1 of
the project. The resulting floodplain is shown on Hydraulic Work Maps, Figures 4 and
5 in Appendix G.

While updating the hydrologic analyses it was noted that peak flows increased at the
northeast property boundary. In order to mitigate this increase, a detention basin has
been constructed in the northeast corner. The outlet was designed to reduce the peak

flows to present conditions flow. A HEC-1 report, located in Appendix D, shows the

"As-Built" Phase 1 conditions for the detention basins’ volume requirements.

CONCLUSION
The information and certification contained in this report is adequate to demonstrate that
the Double Diamond Ranch Phase 1 can be removed from the Special Flood Hazard Area

with construction that has been completed to date.
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 0.M.B. Burden No. 3067-0148
REVISION REQUESTOR AND COMMUNITY OFFICIAL FORM Expires july 31, 1997

FEMA USE ONLY

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 2.13 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the
‘ime for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and
<ompleting and reviewing the form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions
for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067-
0148), Washington, DC 20503.

1. OVERVIEW

1. The basis for this revision request is (are): (check all that apply)
Physical change
- B Existing
[0 Proposed
O Improved methodology
Improved data
O Floodway revision

(J Other
Explain
2. Flooding Source: \/\”\H’@S O)(ee/t_. »
3. Project Name/ldentifier: | 1yble Duannond Rﬂf\dﬂ p"lﬁse

4. FEMA zone designations affected: A, X
(example: A, AH, AO, A1-A30,A99, AE, V, V1-30, VE, B, C, D, X)
5. The NFIP map panel(s) affected for all impacted communities is (are):

Comn.mnity

Community o - Map Panel Effective
No. Name County State No. No. Date
EX: 480301 Katy,City - Harris,Fort Bend TX 480301 0005D 02/08/83
480287 Harris County Harris TX 48201C 0220G 09/28/90
320020 [ 320019 ity of Reno/ndroelo. _ |Nachoe (o N 320%10 B190E

22001 zpg fochoe Lo Wachoe (g . NV 3720310 3o 194
320020/3720018  (iky of RvofwachieCo _ Washop (o Ny  2z0310 3IBE B30 L
320020/ 22009 01147 of Renq! Washoels Na “hae 2g NV 37 OR1 {1, 28LE /5 /

6. 'I‘Il:g arealog revision encompasses the following types of flooding, structures, and associated disciplines: (check all
thatapply

[0 Other(describe)

Types of Flooding ~ Structures Disciplines*
W Riverine & Channelization ® Water Resources
O Coastal ® Levee/Floodwall O Hydrology
O Alluvial Fan X Bridge/Culvert W Hydraulics
O] Shallow Flooding(e.g. Zones AOand AH) [0 Dam O Sediment Transport
O Lakes O Coastal O Interior Drainage
& Fill O Structural
Affected by O Pump Station 0O Geotechnical
wind/wave aclion (0 None ' O Land Surveying
O Yes O Channel Relocation O Other (describe)
O No O Excavation
O Other (describe)

each discipline checked. (Form 2)

* Attach completed “Certification by Registered Professional Engineer and/or Land Surveyor” Form for

2. FLOODWAY INFORMATION

1.

If yes, give reason:

Does the affected flooding source have a floodway designated on the effective FIRM or FBFM?
8. Does the revised floodway delineation differ from that shown on the effective FIRM or FBFM [ Yes X No

O vYes E No

FEMA Form 81-89, 0OCT 94
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Altach copy of either a public notice distributed by the community stating the community’s intent to revise the
floodway or a statement by the community that it has notified all affected property owners and affected adjacent

jurisdictions. N / A
Does the State have jurisdiction over the floodway or its adoption by communities participating in the NFIP?
OYes OO No

Il 'yes, attach a copy of a letter notifying the appropriate Slate agency of the floodway revision and documentation of the
approval of the revised Mloodway by the appropriate State agency.

3.PROPOSED ENCROACHMENTS

10. With floodways:

1A. Doesthe revision request involve fill, new construction, substantial improvement, or other development
in the floodway? [J Yes O No

1B. Ifyes, does the development cause the 100-year water surface elevation to increase at any location by more
than 0.000 feet? [J Yes (O No

11, Without floodways:

2A. Does the revision request involve [ill, new construction, substantial improvement, or other development in
the 100-year floodplain? & Yes [J No

2B. Ifyes, does the cumulative effect of all development that has occurred since the effective SFHA was
originally identified cause the 100-year waler surface elevation to increase at any location by more than
one foot (or other surcharge limit if community or state has adopted more stringent criteria)? [JYes [KNo

If the answer to either Items 1B or 2B is yes, please provide documentation that all requirements of Section 65.12 of the
NFIP regulations have been met, regarding evaluation of alternatives, notice to individual legal property owners,
concurrence of CEQ, and certification that no insurable structures are impacted.

4.REVISION REQUESTOR ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Having read NFIP Regulations, 44 CFR Ch. [, parts'59, 60, 61, and 72, | believe that the proposed revision & is
— [ isnotin compliance with the requirements of the aforementioned NFIP Regulations.

5. COMMUNITY OFFICIAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT

13. Was this revision request reviewed by the community for compliance with the community's adopted floodplain
management ordinances? ™ Yes O No

14. Does this revision request have the endorsement of the community? X Yes [J No

If no to either of the above questions, please explain:

Please note that community acknowledgment and /or notification is required for all requests as outlined in Section 65.4
(b) of the NFIP Regulations.

6. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

15. %oes the physical change involve a flood control structure (e.g., levees, floodwalls, channelization, basins, dams)?
Yes (J No »

If yes, please provide the following information for each of the new flood control structures

A. Inspection of the flood control project will be conducted periodically by '(/ & Lh?/ (N ’“l ;’7 WY!HFH
entity

;(c{bH"’"D ﬂ\l’b}) with a maximum interval of l 2— months between inspections.

B. Based on the results of scheduled periodic inspections, appropriate maintenance of the flood control facilities
will be conducted by _ J(/h(a . L%O/—L

(entity)
to ensure the integrily and degree of flood protection of the structure.
C. A formal plan of operation, including documentation of the flood warning system, specific actions and

assignments of responsibility by individual name or title, and provisions for testing the plan at intervals
not less than one year, [ has has not been prepared for the flood control structure.

Revision Requestor and Community Official Form MT-2 Form 1 Page2of4
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\

D. The community is willing to assume responsibility for a Ferfor‘ming R overs eing compliance with the
maintenance and operation plans of the Dovble. Digmend anch
i (Name)

flood control structure. If not performed promptly by an owner other than the community, the community
will provide the necessary services without cost to the Federal government.

[ Attach operation and maintenance plans Y 500 Apnen A .lX A

/'—\\

7. REQUESTED RESPONSE FROM FEMA

16. After examining the pertinent NFIP regulations and reviewing the document entitled “Appeals, Revisions, and
Amendments to Flood Insurance Maps: A guide for Community Officials,” dated January 1990, this request is for
a:

a. CLOMR A letter from FEMA commenting on whether a proposed project, if built as proposed, would
Justify a map revision (LOMR or PMR), or proposed hydrology changes (see 44 CFR Ch. I,
Parts 60, 65,and 72).

2§ b. LOMR A letter from FIEMA officially revising the current NFIP map to show changes to floodplains,
floodways, or flood elevations. LOMRs typically depict decreased flood hazards. (See 44 CFR
Ch.1Parts 60 and 65.)

c. PMR A reprinted NFIP map incorporating changes to floodplains, floodways, or flood elevations.
‘ Because of the time and cost involved to change, reprint, and redistribute an NFIP map, a
PMR is usually processed when a revision reflects increased flood hazards or large-scope
changes.(See 44 CFR Ch.I, Parts 60 and 65.)

d. Other: Describe

8. FORMS INCLUDED

~.17. . Form?2 entitled, “Certification By Registered Professional Engineer and/or Land Surveyor” must be submitted.

The following forms should be included with this requesi if (check the included forms):

] Hydrologic analysis for flooding source differs from that O Hydrologic Analysis Form
used to develop FIRM {Form 3)
®  Hydraulic analysis for riverine flooding differs from that X Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form
used to develop FIRM (Form 4)
®  Therequest is based on updated topographic X Riverine /Coastal Mapping Form
information or a revised floodplain or floodway (Form 5) :
delineation is requested
®  Therequestinvolves any type of channel modification X Channelization Form (Form 6)
®  Therequest involves new bridge or culvert or revised X Bridge/Culvert Form
analysis of an existing bridge or culvert : (Form 7)
‘|®  Therequestinvolves a new revised levee/floodwall X Levee/Floodwall System Analysis Form
system : (Form 8)
®  Therequest involves analysis of coastal flooding (O Coastal Analysis Form (Form 9)
®  Therequest involves coastal structures credited as - [ Coastal Structures (Form 10)
providing protection from the 100-year flood
1o Therequest involves an existing, proposed, or modified O Dam Form (Form 11)
dam
®  Therequest involves structures credited as providing O Alluvial Fan Flooding Form
protection from the 100-year flood on an alluvial fan (Form 12)

Revision Requestor and Community Official Form MT-2 Form 1 Page 3 of4a




9. INITIAL REVIEW FEE

FB. The minimum initial review fee for the appropriate request category has been included. ﬁ Yes O No

: [»]
Initial feeamount: $ &Z =

Check or money order only. Make check or money order payable to : National Flood Insurance Program If

paying by Visa or Mastercard please refer to the credit card information form which follows this form.
or
19. This request isfora prOJect that is for public beneﬁt. and is primarily intended for flood loss reduction to insurable
structures in identified flood hazard areas which were in existence prior to the commencement of construction of
the flood control project. O Yes 0 No
or
20. This request is to correct map errors, to include the effects of natural changes within the areas of special flood
hazard, or solely to provide more detailed data. : A O Yes O No
Note: I understand that my signatﬁré indicates that all | Note: Sighatixre indicates that the community
information submitted in support of this requestis = understands, from the revision requester, the
correct. ' ‘ xmpacts of the revision on ﬂoodmg conditions
in the %
_Signature « of Revision Re‘:uester . . . . N . - Signature of Community Official
Pa,(oh M. Hmobaom PE.- | - Steye Varela &Jub’mmee(
Printed Name andTh tle of Rewsnon Requester e s - -Printed Name and Title of Commumty icial -
N m bus Enameeré; ‘ . ahLu OaC'Pemo
- Company\NJ.me ’ Community Name
(1 oz) L89 8620 a/ie/% E /) 5.
ele\Fone No. Date / Date

Does this request impéct any other communities? O Yes }m’ No

If yes, attach letters from all affected jurisdictions acknowledging revision request and approving changes to floodway,
if applicable. :

< ote: Although a photograph of physical changes is not required, it may be helpful for FEMA’s review.

Revision Requestor and Community Official Form MT-2 Form 1 Page4of4d



FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY O.M.8. Burden No. 3067-0148 | FEMA USE ONLY
CERTIFICATION BY REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER Expires July 37, 1997 -
' AND/OR LAND SURVEYOR FORM

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE

2ublic reporting burden for this form is estimated to average . 23 hour per response. The burden estimate includes the
time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and
completing and reviewing the form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any
suggestions for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management
Agency, 500 C Street, S.W. Washmgton DC 20472; and to the Ofﬁce of Management and Budget Paperwork
Reduction Project (3067- 0148) Washington, DC 20503

1. This certification is in accordance with 44 CFR Ch. I, Section 65.2
2. lamlicensed with an expertise in V\] a/’{'@i/ ﬁ@ Srce< / h L/d I 0/()0' Yy ) hL/ dr Al ! )

[example: water resources (hydrology, hydraulics, sediment transport, interior draindgd)* structurﬁl,
geotechnical, land surveying.]

Ihave 56 years experience in the expertise listed above.

I have O prepared Mreviewed the attached supporting data and analyses related to my expertise.
QI have [0 have not visited and physically viewed the project.

ISR

In my opinion, the following analyses and /or designs, is/are being certified: : '
7. Base upon the following review, the modifications in place have been constructed in general accordance with plans
and specifications.

Basis for above statement: (check all that apply)
a. OO Viewed all phases of actual construction.

- b. [X] Compared plans and specifications with as-built survey information.
¢. [0 Examined plans and specifications and compared with completed projects.
d. OO Other -

8. All information submitted in support of this request is correct to the best of my knowledge. I understand that any
false statement may be punishable by fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of the United States Code, Section 1001.

Name: F\Pﬂvélph M HOgobme .

Title: E’lj\'\ccmj ) an a;cf

(please print or type)

(pleuse print or type)

RegistrationNo, CE O/ & /3 Expiration Date:_© /30/97
State Nevada_ .‘
Typeof License__1Y0feesiona | Ena Ineey—

O X %/‘/

Sngnature
2o %
Date

Seal
(Optional)
*Specify Subdiscipline

Note: Insert not applicable (N/A) when statement does not apply.

FEMA Form 81-89A, 0CT 94 Certification by Registered Professional
Engmaer and/or Land Suweyot Form MT-2 Form 2
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 0.M.B. Burden No. 3067.0148 | FEMA USE ONLY
RIVERINE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM Expires July 31,1997

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE

ublic reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 2.25 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the
.ime for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and
completing and reviewing the form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions
for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067-
0148), Washington, DC 20503.

Community Name: (L'+u O@- R@V\O QY\O( wQShO€, COUV\‘]'U
Flooding Source: U)hh”es Cr@ek AC (\/Ma,nn&l

(One furm fur each flooding svurce)
Project Name/ldentifier: DOU ble D lamond 90 Y\CI’\ ) SOU\”’\ m 60@0 WS

1.REACH TO BE REVISED

Downstream limit: NOV+h60$+ 'DrOD Q_V‘[U CI)TV\&V
Upstream limit: I 540

2. EFFECTIVEFIS

O Not studied

ﬁ Studied by approximate methods i}
‘Downstream limit of study 0,0{\‘p UCV\CV WII " 6"’*36‘! m b()flvf' Uff’@@k__.
Upsiream imitofstudy Aprountly 4.5 iy v pedvoum of Soobh

[ Studied by detailed methods Vl@lnl& <

Downstream limit of study

Upstream limit of study
O Floodway delineated

Downstream limitl of Floodway

Upstream limit of Floodway

3. HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

Why is the hydraulic analysis different from that used to develop the FIRM. (Check all that apply)

(O Not studied in FIS
d Improved hydrologic data/analysis. Explain:

¥] Improved hydraulic analysis. Explain:(}@@ of 1" Condoor pndepyal Praps And
I\ N o N i
o ult” lonstivchon Plans

& Flood control structure. Explain: OA/\CL.(M'\R/““LQ{’\'NV} O’P 'F‘()(A)S +h VDUQI\ “V}J’f’,d‘
. ~J i

O Other. Explain:

. AT Y Cmaema Danna 1t AfR




3. RIVERINE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM
Models Submitted

For areas which have detailed flooding:

.. Alinput and output listings along with files on diskette (if available) for each of the models listed below (items 1, 2, 3,

+, and §) and summary of the source of input parameters used in the models must be provided. The summary must
include a complete description of any changes made from model to model (e.g. duplicate effective model to corrected
effective model) Ata minimum, the Duplicate Effective (item 1) and the Revised or Post-Project Conditions (item 4)
models must be submitted. See instructions for directions on when other models may be required.

For areas which do not have detailed flooding:

Only the 100-year flood profile is required. A hydraulic model is not required for areas which do not have detailed
flooding; however, BFEs may not be added to the revised FIRM. Ifa hydraulic model is developed for the area, items 3
and 4 described below must be submitted.

If hydraulic models are not developed, hydraulic analyses for existing or pre-project conditions and revised or post-
project conditions must be submitted. All calculations must be submitted for these analyses. (See item 6 below)

1. Duplicate Effective Model ‘ Natural Floodway

Copies of the hydraulic analysis used in the effective FIS, referred to as the O o
effective models (10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year multi-profile runs and the

floodway run) must be obtained and then reproduced on the requestor’s

equipment to produce the duplicate effective model. This is required to

assure that the effective model input data has been transferred correctly to

the requestor’s equipment and to assure that the revised data will be

integrated into the effective data to provide a continuous FIS model

upstream and downstream of the revised reach.

2. Corrected Effective Model Natural Floodway
a O

7 The corrected effective model is the model that corrects any errors that

L occur in the duplicate effective model, adds any additional cross sections to
the duplicate effective model, or incorporates more detailed topographic o

information than that used in the currently effective model. The corrected

effective model must not reflect any man-made physical changes since the

date of the effective model. An error could be a technical error in the

modeling procedures, or any construction in the floodplain that occurred

prior to the date of the effective model but was not incorporated into the

effective model.

Natural Floodway

3. Existing or Pre-Project Conditions Model 0

The- duplicate effective or corrected model is modified to produce the
existing or pre-project conditions model to reflect any modifications that
have occurred within the floodplain since the date of the effective model but
prior to the construction of the project for which the revision is being
requested. If no modification has occurred since the date of the effective
model, then this model would be identical to the corrected effective or
duplicate effective model.

Natural Floodway

X a

4 Revised or Post-Project Conditions Model

The existing or pre-project conditions model (or duplicate effective or
corrected effective model, as appropriate) is revised to reflect revised or post-
project conditions. This model must incorporate any physical changes to
the floodplain since the effective model was produced as well as the effects
of the project. When the request is for proposed project this model should
reflect proposed conditions.

o . Natural Floodway
5. Other: Please attach a sheet describing all other models submitted. O 0O

6. Hydraulic Analyses (Only if Hydraulic Models are not developed)

Please attach all calculations for the existing or pre-project conditions and
the revised or post-project conditions. Proceed to Form 5, "Riverine/Coastal
Mapping Form”.

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form MT-2 Form 4 Page2of 6




4. MODEL PARAMETERS (from model used to revise 100-year water surface elevation)

Discharges: Upstream Limit Downstream Limit
10-year ... .. ...ttt

50-year ... .. iiiieiiaeaaaa

100-year .................. e 200 X$ %6

500-year ....... ... iiiiiiiiiiiaann Vileveee.

Attach diagram showing changes in 100-year discharge

Explain how the starting water surface elevations were determir}ed Th@ 64'@)’“%’ /‘\5]{ hater
sy face eleyahion was deteymiined from e
Detention Bvsin Pov\d clevotion at the downstretem end

off fhe P@ed/ |

Give range of friction loss coefficients (Manning’s "N”) Channel ........ e 056 - . 040

Overbanks ...... 025 — ., 04"0

If friction loss coefTicients are different anywhere along the revised reach from those used to develop the FIRM,
give location, value used in the effective FIS, and revised values and an explanation as to how the revised values

were determined.

Location . - FIS : Revised

“ee bc\ow- , o

Explain: F11GHON logs Coehaentz_ pere OI/\ar\aﬂd Hrouahoot
the project where Glannelization octurs,

Describe how the cross section geometry data were determined (e.g., field survey, topographic map, taken from
previous study) and list cross sections that were added.

L roce <ectione move +oken Loom | Condnuy (ntervod
Toppacphie wape "de-Built” channel plans

Were natural channel banks selected as the location of the left and x;ight channel banks in the model?
, L ‘ -
O Yes E\ No Ifno, explain why not: \ I mosT dgsés ‘T'l'\ o \YY\{_)'((\.%} £ f/I

Aoy 2 - Loeweed Yhe Dawnk




4. MODEL PARAMETERS (Cont’d)

6. Explain how reach lengths for channel and overbanks were determined:
( Keoch lenglhe were determined ~fvem | fopoayachic
- - A _ - —J
waps  and thanne( Stod iong
i

S.RESULTS (from mode{ used to revise 100-year water surface elevations)

1. Do the results indicate:
a. Water surface elevations higher than end points of cross sections? ........ . 0 ves & No
b. Supercritical depth? ... ... O Yes K1 No
c. Critical depth? ... e & Yes U No
d. Other unique situations ......... ... ... . iiiiuiitinii e [ Yes O No

If yes to any of the above, attach an explanation that discusses the situation and how it is presented on the

profiles, tables, and maps. %nhad’ deph»\ occirs al- Hie inter shcture o the detentien
ASin

& What is the maximum change in energy gradient betweep cross-sections? ....... j ~Z(0l
' Specify location ................ e e ieeaieeeaaaaa. 197 5 1 5195
What is the distance between the cross-sectionsin2above? .................... 42
4, What is the maximum distance between cross-sections? ........................ 5@0’
Specifylocation ......... ... ... 104001 990,
5. Floodway determination £y /A_
a.What is the maximum surcharge allowed by the community or State? ......... foot
b. V&hat. is the maximum surcharge for the revised conditions? U foot
Specifylocation ........ ... . ... ... . . ...
c. What is the maximum velocity? .............. P fps
Specify location ............. e e et et
d. Are there any negeative surcharge values at any cross-section? ‘O Yes O No

If yes, the floodway may need to be widened. Ifit is not widened, please explain and indicate the maximum
negative surcharge.

Explain:

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form MT-2 form 4 Pagedof §



5. RESULTS (Cont’d)

90

N/a-

Is the discharge value used to determine the floodway anywhere different from that used to determine the
natural 100-year flood elevations? ... ... ... . i i i e O Yes [J No

If Yes, explain:

Do 100-year water surface elevations increase at any location? ....................... a Yes}g No

If yes, please attach a list of the locations where the increases occur, state whether or not the increases are located
on the requestor’s property, and provide an explanation of the reason for the increases. (For example: State if the
increase is due to fill placed within the floodway fringe or placed within the currently adopted floodway limits)

Please attach a completed comparison table entitled: Water Surface Elevation Check (See page 6)

6. REVISED FIRM/FBFM AND FLOOD PROFILES

The revised water surface elevations tie into those computed by the effective FIS Model (10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-
year), downstream of the project at cross-section N / /5 within feet (vertical) and upstream of

the project at cross section . within feet (vertical).

The revised floodway elevations tie into those computed by the effective FIS model, dowstream of the project at

cross section within feet (vertical) and upstream of the project at cross section

within feet (vertical). N / A
\

Attach profiles, at the same vertical and horizontal scale as the profiles in the effective FIS report, showing
stream bed and profiles of all floods studied (without encroachment). Also, label all cross sections, road crossings
(including low chord and top-of-road data), culverts, tributaries, corporate limits, and study limits. If channel
distance has changed, the stationing should be revised for all profile sheets. '

Attach a Floodway Data Table showing data for each cross section listed in the published Floodway Data Table in
the FIS report.

Proceed to Riverine /Coastal Mapping Form
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY O.M.B. Burden No. 3067-0148 | FEMA USE ONLY
RIVERINE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM Expires July 31,1997

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE

Oublic reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 2.25 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the
.ime for revxewmg instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and
completing and reviewing the form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions
for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067-
0148), Washington, DC 20503.

Community Name: C/“"U D‘p’ R@WO Ona lmé ‘\0@ COUY\\\U
Flooding Source: U)}\\‘\‘QS C\,Yéﬁ,k ODM'WPQ (\/I/\éu\rw,(?

(One furm fur each ﬂuodmg source)
Project Name/ldentifier: OUb &b Lam DV\d ‘RO Y\C/‘(\ , SQU{'V\ (“ O{OU-)S

1.REACH TO BE REVISED

Downstream limit: QOV\“Q{UQV\CLO, U\!‘H’\ wht ‘}6% CV‘@@‘( (/lflf){ h[\bo Ei/
Upstream limit: ;DV\O-/D@ 1 ’/“)OJVVV"{ Hl

2. EFFECTIVEFIS

O Not studied

B(Studled by approximate methods : -
DownstreamlxmxtofstudyOAO/\/Q}”W’f Iy t | ( @1‘7[ i"}" fx Q-/ (/,V’@ _
Upstream limit of study A/QQYD‘)CIWWJ///&/Q A—— 2 mdu’? I/Lmahq _ %L“

[0 Studied by detailed methods o éWJ/K \j{@”’”ﬂ/ {%’

Downstream limit of study

Upstream limit of study

a Floodway delineated

Downstream limit of Floodway

Upstream limit of Floodway

3. HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

.

\TNhy is the hydraulic analysis different from that used to develop the FIRM. (Check all that apply)

O Notstudied in FIS
CJ Improved hydrologic data/analysis. Explain:

- Improved hydraulic analysis. Explain: usge of | \Y\“"@‘(\/&‘ o ﬂ\}'OU,:(‘ W\-a‘ﬂS
anol Mo - Bt thannel fﬂﬂws

T Flood control structure. Explain: Cha HM’J | m*tDV\ v‘O‘Q Q\QU ) S "H\Y'/)U@,'\
PYDp@V%U

[ Other. Explain:

EFMA Farm R1-RQC NCT QA Rivarine Hudraulic Analusis Form MT-2 Form 4 Page 10f 6
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3. RIVERINE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM
Models Submitted

For areas which have detailed flooding:

Alinput and output listings along with files on diskette (if available) for each of the models listed below (items 1, 2, 3,
+,and 5) and summary of the source of input parameters used in the models must be provided. The summary must
include a complete description of any changes made from model to model (e.g. duplicate effective model to corrected
effective model) Ata minimum, the Duplicate Effective (item 1) and the Revised or Post-Project Conditions (item 4)
models must be submitted. See instructions for directions on when other models may be required.

For areas which do not have detailed flooding:

Only the 100-year flood profile is required. A hydraulic model is not required for areas which do not have detailed
flooding; however, BFEs may not be added to the revised FIRM. Ifa hydraulic model is developed for the area, items 3
and 4 described below must be submitted.

If hydraulic models are not developed, hydraulic analyses for existing or pre-project conditions and revised or post-
project conditions must be submitted. All calculations must be submitted for these analyses. (See item 6 below)

1. Duplicate Effective Model _ Natural Floodway‘

Copies of the hydraulic analysis used in the effective FIS, referred to as the O o
effective models (10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year multi-profile runs and the

floodway run) must be obtained and then reproduced on the requestor’s

equipment to produce the duplicate effective model. This is required to

assure that the effective model input data has been transferred correctly to

the requestor’s equipment and to assure that the revised data will be

integrated into the effective data to provide a continuous FIS model

upstream and downstream of the revised reach.

2. Corrected Effective Model Natural Floodway
a a

The corrected effective model is the model that corrects any errors that
‘occur in the duplicate effective model, adds any additional cross sections to
the duplicate effective model, or incorporates more detailed topographic
information than that used in the currently effective model. The corrected
effective model must not reflect any man-made physical changes since the
date of the effective model. An error could be a technical error in the
modeling procedures, or any construction in the floodplain that occurred
prior to the date of the effective model but was not incorporated into the
effective model. ~

Natural Floodway

3. Existing or Pre-Project Conditions Model 0 -

The- duplicate effective or corrected model is modified to produce the
existing or pre-project conditions mode! to reflect any modifications that
have occurred within the floodplain since the date of the effective model but
prior to the construction of the project for which the revision is being
requested. If no modification has occurred since the date of the effective
model, then this model would be identical to the corrected effective or
duplicate effective model.

Natural Floodway

) O

4, Revised or Post-Project Conditions Model

The existing or pre-project conditions model (or duplicate effective or
corrected effective model, as appropriate) is revised to reflect revised or post-
project conditions. This model must incorporate any physical changes to
the floodplain since the effective model was produced as well as the effects
of the project. When the request is for proposed project this model should
reflect proposed conditions. :

. . Natural Floodway
5. Other: Please attach a sheet describing all other models submitted. 0 0O

6. Hydraulic Analyses (Only if Hydraulic Models are not developed)

Please attach all calculations for the existing or pre-project conditions and
the revised or post-project conditions. Proceed to Form 5, "Riverine/Coastal
Mapping Form”. |

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form MT-2 form 4 Page 2 of 6




4. MODEL PARAMETERS (from model used to revise 100-year water surface elevation)

Discharges: Upstream Limit Downstream Limit
10-year ... ... . ittt

S0-year ... ...t

100-Y@ar ...ttt e 3000 DOV

500-year ...l e

Attach diagram showing changes in 100-year discharge

Explain how the starting water surface elevations were determined 47‘('&1/4/”'\61 (/UM’PA/ Sur QlCd
cvation We dalen From bec2 on @ Confloence o F
Clagnnel "BC"  fGoeps-pe. pat)

Give range of friction loss coefficients (Manning’s "N”) Channel ........ O 5%
Overbanks ...... ! 058)

If friction loss coefTicients are different anywhere along the revised reach from those used to develop the FIRM,
give location, value used in the effective FIS, and revised values and an explanation as to how the revised values
were determined.

1
0

Location Revised

Explain:

Describe how the cross section geometry data were determined (e.g., field survey, topographic map, taken from
previous study) and list cross sections that were added. - - = - .

Lross sechions weve token Erom | interval aontour
maps and “Ae-Puilt’ channel plans |

Were natural channel banks selected as the location of the left and fighr. channel banks in the model?
_ [ \
O Yes ™ No Ifno, explain why not: (N MmosT (ases +he | MPVO Jed
]
channel formed the bonk

L S PN S S SO AAT ) €l A Dana Atk




4. MODEL PARAMETERS (Cont‘d)

6. Explain how reach lengths for channel and overbanks were determined:

( Res.ch Wﬂ”l% were obldined. v%m /! C)ombu//
Vhtfrk/a«@ f ?&Dé and  Ohannel Stztions

5. RESULTS (from model used to revise 100-year water surface elevations)

1. Do the results indicate:
a. Water surface elevations higher than end points of cross sections? .................. O Yes [Xj No
b. Supercritical depth? ... ... . O Yes X No
c.Critical depth? ... O Yes m No
d. Other unique situations ... ... ... . . i i i O Yes N No

If yes to.any of the above, attach an explanation that discusses the situation and how it is presented on the
profiles, tables, and maps.

Q What is the maximum change in energy gradient between cross-sections? . e .25
- Specify location ....... v ereeeeeeeead e, A S5+00
What is the distance between the cross-sectionsin2above? .................... 200’
4. What is the maximum distance between cross-sections? ........................ 200’
Specify location ......... ..o 55450, (+oo, T4+00
5. Floodway determination™ 79.+00' gzroo, BSH00
a. What is the maximum surcharge allowed by the community or State? ......... N / A- foot
b. What. is the maximum surcharge for the revised conditions? .................. N‘/ A foot
Specify location ...... ... ... ... N /Q
c. What is the maximum velocity? ..................... B N / A fps
Specify location ................... e e e N / A
d. Are there any negeative surcharge values at any cross-section? O Yes O No

If yes, the floodway may need to be widened. Ifit is not widened, please explain and indicate the maximum
negative surcharge.

Explain:

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form MT.2 Form4 Pagedof 6
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5. RESULTS (Cont’d)

Pn

Is the discharge value used to determine the floodway anywhere different from that used to determine the
natural 100-year flood elevations? ... ... . . i, O Yes J No

If Yes, explain: M /A—

....................... ad .Yesw N:c;

If yes, please attach a list of the locations where the increases occur, state whether or not the increases are located
on the requestor’s property, and provide an explanation of the reason for the increases. (For example: State if the
increase is due lo fill placed within the floodway fringe or placed within the currently adopted floodway limits)

Do 100-year water surface elevations increase at any location?

Please attach a completed comparison table entitled: Water Surface Elevation Check (See page 6)

6. REVISED FIRM/FBFM AND FLOOD PROFILES

The revised water surface elevations tie into those computed by the effective FIS Model (10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-
year), downstream of the project at cross-section M ,/ B within feet (vertical) and upstream of

the project at cross section within feet (vertical).

The revised ﬂood7'ay elevations tie into those computed by the effective FIS model, dowstream of the project at

cross section N within feet (vertical) and upstream of the project at cross section

within feet (vertical).

Attach profiles, at the same vertical and horizontal scale as the profiles in the effective FIS report, showing
stream bed and profiles of all floods studied (without encroachment). Also, label all cross sections, road crossings
(including low chord and top-of-road data), culverts, tributaries, corporate limits, and study limits. If channel
distance has changed, the stationing should be revised for all profile sheets.

Attach a Floodway Data Table showing data for each cross section listed in the published Floodway Data Table in
the FIS report. '

Proceed to Riverine /Coastal Mapping Form
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 0.M.8. Burden No. 3067-0148 | FEMAUSE ONLY
RIVERINE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM Expires July 31, 1997

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE

/' Tublic reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 2.25 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the

.me for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and
completing and reviewing the form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions
for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067-
0148), Washington, DC 20503.

Community Name: Gl‘(’ﬂ OL P&Y\O \/\}OL":JAOQJ QOUYHL{ I\\BUCIAL@J
Flooding Source: W lf\ﬁ’@"‘) (\/VC@L A" (U/\ onie

(One form for each ﬂuoduxg wurce)
Project Name/Identifier: Lp/ \b\& YY\OM Q//-W\Lh pl’W< < /

1.REACH TO BE REVISED

Downstream limit: CDV\HU@V‘C@ (;Ol"’h "L ﬂhannd
Upstream limit: | -520 OU«W@H’

2. EFFECTIVEFIS

O Not studied

w Studied by approximate methods
‘Downstream limit of study &OH‘Q@V\C@ N“"h Steom bOO:{— 0)’661(_

Upstream limit of study AI:Q(OXI nModety 4'5 M!lﬁémwm Oﬁ South
\l\@\ma, Shreets

O Studied by detailed methods

Downstream limit of study

Upstream limit of study
a Floodway delineated

Downstream limit of Floodway

Upstream limit of Floodway

3. HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

Why is the hydraulic analysis different from that used to develop the FIRM. (Check all that apply)

O Notstudied in FIS
[ Improved hydrologic data/analysis. Explain:

ﬁ Improved hydraulic analysis. Explain: u% O'F ‘l()ﬂf\‘h:u( 'Méﬂ/ﬂp MVLD‘% J/V\CL
"Ab hu,m“' Ohﬁu"m’,ﬁ r,;icci

& Flood control structure. Explain: (}Iﬂflﬂk&b 24-hon O‘P P h rovah /T/D I€C‘l'
levees to ontpin Flows Aur Lra Do 2515, of Yl prpject

[ Other. Explain:

CLABA Chem Q4 QQFr ArTOA Divarina Hudeanlisz Analucic FArm MT-.2 Form 4 paae 10of6
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3. RIVERINE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM
Models Submitted

For areas which have detailed flooding:

Alinput and output listings along with files on diskette (if available) for each of the models listed below (items 1, 2, 3,
-+, and 5) and summary of the source of input parameters used in the models must be provided. The summary must
include a complete description of any changes made from model to model (e.g. duplicate effective model to corrected
effective model) At a minimum, the Duplicate Effective (item 1) and the Revised or Post-Project Conditions (item 4)
models must be submitted. See instructions for directions on when other models may be required.

For areas which do not have detailed flooding:

Only the 100-year flood profile is required. A hydraulic model is not required for areas which do not have detailed
flooding; however, BFEs may not be added to the revised FIRM. If a hydraulic model is developed for the area, items 3
and 4 described below must be submitted.

If hydraulic models are not developed, hydraulic analyses for existing or pre-project conditions and revised or post-
project conditions must be submitted. All calculations must be submitted for these analyses. (See item 6 below)

1. Duplicate Effective Model S Natural Floodway

Copies of the hydraulic analysis used in the effective FIS, referred to as the g O
effective models (10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year multi-profile runs and the

floodway run) must be obtained and then reproduced on the requestor’s

equipment to produce the duplicate effective model. This is required to

assure that the effective model input data has been transferred correctly to

the requestor’s equipment and to assure that the revised data will be

integrated into the effective data to provide a continuous FIS model

upstream and downstream of the revised reach.

2. Corrected Effective Model : Natural Floodway
a a

The corrected effective model is the model that corrects any errors that
occur in the duplicate effective model, adds any additional cross sections to
the duplicate effective model, or incorporates more detailed topographic
information than that used in the currently effective model. The corrected
effective model must not reflect any man-made physical changes since the
date of the effective model. An error could be a technical error in the
modeling procedures, or any construction in the floodplain that occurred
prior to the date of the effective model but was not incorporated into the
effective model.

Natural Floodway

3. Existing or Pre-Project Conditions Model
‘ a a

The- duplicate effective or corrected model is modified to produce the
existing or pre-project conditions model to reflect any modifications that
have occurred within the floodplain since the date of the effective model but
prior to the construction of the project for which the revision is being
requested. If no modification has occurred since the date of the effective
model, then this model would be identical to the corrected effective or
duplicate effective model.

Natural Floodway
a

4 Revised or Post-Project Conditions Model

The existing or pre-project conditions model (or duplicate effective or
corrected effective model, as appropriate) is revised to reflect revised or post-
project conditions. This model must incorporate any physical changes to
the floodplain since the effective model was produced as well as the effects
of the project. When the request is for proposed project this model should
reflect proposed conditions.

o . Natural Floodway
5. Other: Please attach a sheet describing all other models submitted. 0 0

6. Hydraulic Analyses (Only if Hydraulic Models are not developed)

Please attach all calculations for the existing or pre-project conditions and
the revised or post-project conditions. Proceed to Form 5, "Riverine/Coastal
Mapping Form”.

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form : MT-2 Form 4 Page2of 6




4. MODEL PARAMETERS (from modeli used to revise 100-year water surface elevation)

TN

Discharges: | Upstream Limit Downstream Limit

100-YEar ...ttt ie e, 2020 2020

500-year ... ... ... ittt

Attach diagram showing changes in 100-year discharge

Explain how the starting water surface elevations were determined ﬁﬁ/(h Y\él (Aﬂf+er f)UTFCtC
zlevodion e deecmined ok (wiheal depth at bho
Arop @m)ah) re.

7
Give range of friction loss coefficients (Manning’s "N”) Channel ........ L O%& o 04{)
Overbanks ...... 0D 2 4o

If friction loss coefficients are different anywhere along the revised reach from those used to develop the FIRM,
give location, value used in the effective FIS and revised values and an explanation as to how the revised values
were determined.

Location . FIS Revised

Explain:

Describe how the cross section geometry data were determined (e.g., field survey, topographic map, taken from
previous study) and list cross sections that were added.

(oo sechons, were tolan fom 1" Cortoor interwd
JrD‘O%mg:l/\‘!o mops o0nd "Ae Built” Mrannes plens

Were natural channel banks selected as the location of the left and'right channel banks in the model?
] Yes m No Ifno, explain why not: l n_m 05{' O@%@ﬁ ‘}' LU’— 1N llj}ﬁ yc ol
Ohannel  Bed ke banks




