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RE:
Aerospace Technology Park, Unit 1 (Lots 1 -1 5) Infrastructure   File: F06-D005


Drainage Report  

(PE Stamped  < Not Signed or Stamped > )
Dear Mr. Harrison: 

In follow up to our meeting on 9-15-08, Mike Provine at Molzen-Corbin has advised that their forthcoming update to the Drainage Master Plan (DMP) will NOT be changing the Interim or Developed flow rates for Double Eagle II Airport. For your reference, I am enclosing a CD with “As-Bid” Plans for COA Project # 656108, which constructed some of the existing improvements in Aerospace Technology Park Road and drainage improvements in the area.  
. . . . also, be advised that construction began this week (10-6-08) on the roadway realignment near the NE corner of the airport, and that project will be doing significant earthwork in and around Pond MHP2.  You may need to update your survey or request as-built information through Mike Provine at Molzen-Corbin (242-5700).  
Based upon the information provided in your submittal received on 7/11/08 the above referenced plan cannot be approved for Work Order Approval until the following comments are addressed:  
1. The Report and Plans must be sealed and signed/dated by the NM Professional Engineer responsible for the work. ( Jason Woodruff  vs. David Harrison on title page. )  

2. In the Table of Contents clarify that Plate 3 is actually sheets 6 thru 10 of 40.  
3. In the “INTRODUCTION” section of your report provide a small schematic layout map or enhance Fig. 1 to show major system features referenced in the report, such as the off-site basins, site location/limits, channels, and the regional pond “MHP2.”:

4. In the “Design Criteria/Assumptions” section of your report:

a.
Check spelling and grammar in the third subsection (().  
b.
The 3rd ( subsection indicates that the increase in volume of Pond MHP2 “does not include existing condition runoff from the offsite Mirehaven (MH) Basins.”  Plate 2 includes a note that existing offsite flows will flow through MHP2 and overflow the emergency spillway.  Is the existing pond not adequately sized to handle existing flows?  Increased pond volume must accommodate the site runoff volume for the 100-year/10-day discharge. 
c.
COA/Aviation has committed to NOT discharge developed run-off to the Mirehaven Arroyo until the National Park Service has completed a study to establish the “historic” run-off rate to the arroyo.  Hence, it is not appropriate to be proposing overflows to the Mirehaven Arroyo.   
d.
Clarify the 6th ( subsection, which states that “Interim conditions … reflect existing development with the addition of Tract D-2 development.”  What is the basis of “existing conditions” relative to the Interim and Ultimate conditions established in the 2003 Double Eagle Airport DMP?  Values included in this report are not as large as those projected the DMP.  Facilities constructed for this project must be sized to handle the ultimate developed flows established by the DMP.
5. Reference Section “III. Hydrology – Interim Developed Conditions for Tract D-2”: 

a. The second paragraph suggests Pro-Rating drainage improvement costs.  There is no mechanism for this within the City of Albuquerque development process.  If this is desired to occur, clarify that it must be through property transfer agreements.  
b. Interim Grading plans which rely on “future” side lot drainage improvements must adequately address interim flows and sediment control on all lots.  
c. The proposal of deferring side lot drainage improvements, and having the first lot to develop build the side lot improvements is acceptable, however it should be clarified that the first lot must construct facilities with runoff capacity for both developed lots.   Is this where the Cost Sharing/Pro-Rata is intended to occur?  Such agreement or obligation must be recorded with the County Clerk to ensure that prospective buyers are informed.  
d. These side-lot drainage facilities will not be accepted as “Public Infrastructure” and must therefore be maintained by the benefiting property owners.  This will require drainage easements and maintenance covenants or agreements to be filed with the County Clerk. 
e. Check the grammar and/or text in the following paragraphs:  

· Lot 1 (east half) – drain to east.
· Lot 2-3 (west half) - drains to west property line . . . 

· Lots 8 though 11 - . . . . will be intercepted by the Tract D-2 . . . .   
f. Address the interim flows and erosion control on the lots with side lot discharge deferred,  e.g.-sediment control and outlets to streets.  
g. The last paragraph refers to a summary of project hydrology on Plate 1.  This information seems to be on Plate 2.  
6. Reference Section “IV.  HYDRAULICS – Regional Retention Pond”: 

a. The first paragraph states an existing pond volume of “approximately 12.0 ac-ft.  What is the source of this value?  Provide reference documents or calculations.  
b. The 2nd and 3rd paragraphs discuss pond volume and the emergency spillway to Mirehaven “A” Arroyo.  If existing pond volume is known to be inadequate for retention of flows from the existing development, document it and support those statements. 
c. Coordinate this plan with current pond (earthwork) modifications related to the Paseo del Volcan realignment project at the NE corner of Double Eagle II Airport.  

7. Reference Section IV.  “Channels/Tract D-2 Diversion Channel”: 

a. This section only proposes conveying existing runoff from the off-site Basins X1 & X2, and “assumes future improvements / diversions will be constructed upstream to limit developed runoff from the off-site basins X1 & X2 to historical/ undeveloped rates.”  This is not consistent with the approved DMP which allows FREE discharge of upstream developed flow rates.  

b. The Tract D-2 Diversion Channel is proposed as 10-foot bottom width and 3:1 side slopes, with wire tied rip-rap grade control structures.  This is not consistent with the DMP, which shows Mirehaven Channel 2 (MH-CH2) in this general location, with 20-foot bottom width and 10:1 sides.  

· Interim & Ultimate flow rates for MH-CH2 are 193 cfs and 294 cfs respectively, as compared with 127.34 cfs used in Exhibit B for this report.  

· Justify any difference between the Q100 in the DMP and that in your report.
· The unprotected 3:1 side slopes on MH-CH2 are not acceptable as it will require more frequent maintenance than allowed by the DPM and City standards.  

· Design computations in Exhibit B show velocities in excess of the 3 fps maximum recommended in the DPM for channels without hard lining.  
This is NOT acceptable. 
c. Amended design proposals for MH-CH2 must provide capacity for ultimate flows established by the approved DMP, or if sized for a lesser, intermediate flow rate, MH-CH2 must be designed to facilitate future upsizing at a reasonable cost, with minimal need for demolition/replacement of existing, “temporary” infrastructure.  

d. Design of channel slopes with grade control structures must result in a stable uniform profile to facilitate maintenance access, rather than gabions that stabilize as drop structures, unless additional access points are provided between the structures.  

e. The western portion of the Tract D-2 channel is off-site and will require an easement or R/W for the channel and maintenance access.  

f. The south portion of the Tract D-2 channel occupies an existing 20-foot wide Taxilane Easement along the south side of Lots 8, 9 & 10.  Verbal information indicates that the taxilane is intended to be shifted south onto the City owned, Tract S-1.  To accommodate this configuration:  
· The Taxilane Easement must be vacated by platting action through the DRB, and 

· An appropriately sized Drainage Easement or R/W must be granted to accommodate the proposed channel and maintenance access, and . . . 
· If Lots 8, 9 & 10 are to retain taxilane access, then the south channel design must provide crossing structures and intermediate access points for maintenance between the crossings.  

8. Reference Section IV. “Existing Offsite Channel”: 

a. Provide documentation or reference to as-built drawings and survey information used to establish the existing channel, Mirehaven Channel 4 (MH-CH4) capacity at the NE corner of the site (Analysis Point AP-6 on Plate 2).  

b. The proposed drainage plan is routing storm drain lines directly to the existing channel and thus requires drop structures in the channel, while the DMP proposed a storm drain line parallel to the channel to convey flows southerly to the pond.  If drop structures are constructed, they must be sized for Ultimate Flows projected in the DMP, or at least designed and constructed such that their capacity can be readily increased when future development required it.  

c. Ultimate developed flows considered must be in accordance with the DMP.  Upstream ponding and detention is not required except as provided by DMP routing.  

9. Reference Section IV. “Storm Drain”: Revise to reflect conveyance of developed off-site flows in the southern channel and storm drain outfall pipe.  

10. Reference Section IV. “Culverts”: Provide additional culverts in the south channel to accommodate taxilane access to Lots 9 & 10.  Revise to reflect conveyance of developed off-site flows in the southern channel and storm drain outfall pipe.  

11. Reference Section IV. “CONCLUSIONS”: 

a. Clarify that flows conveyed will be 100-year, 6-Hour storm flow rates.  

b. Amend to include revision to handle developed flows rather than existing off-site basin flows. 

12. Reference “Appendix A : AHYMO Developed Input/Output”: 

a. Label Input and Output file pages.

b. Reformat output files so that hydrograph info lines up under column headings for legibility.    

13. Reference “Appendix B : Hydraflow Inlet & Storm Drain Analysis, etc.”: 

a. As previously discussed, the velocities this report allows in the Tract D-2 Diversion Channel are too fast for unlined section.

b. Rerun calculations for developed flows as discussed in report comments.    

14. Reference “PLATE 1”: 

a. Provide a map scale near the North arrow on the Topo/Basin Map.
b. Show the existing berm west of Tract S-1, and clarify on the plan how this diversion extends the boundary of basin “X2” so far beyond the southern boundary of the site?  
15. Reference “PLATE 2”: 

a. Areas and flows listed in “Hydrologic Data – Existing Offsite” do not match “Offsite Undeveloped” areas and flows on Plate 1;  why are there differences?
b. Easement is needed for the west diversion channel. 

c. Note at bottom-center regarding passing flows through to the Mirehaven arroyo is not acceptable, as previously discussed.  

d. Review and coordinate reported flows with those established in the DMP.  

e. Discuss here or in report why the channel is being realigned to the North end of the pond.  
f. Address apparent off-site flows from the Eclipse’s site along the east half of the northern property line.  

g. Address the taxilane easement and access issues along the southern property line. 

16. Reference “PLATE 3”: 

a. Proposed layout installs the channel along the south side of the site in the location of the platted Taxiway Easement.  DRC discussion indicated that the taxiway will be moved to the south side of the site boundary, on the City of Albuquerque owned tract.  This will require platting action.  If lots 9 & 10 are to still have taxiway access, then the channel design needs to include culvert crossing structure(s) sized for Ultimate Developed flow rates.  

b. The storm drain lines going east to the Mirehaven Channel #4 will be maintained by COA storm drain division to the eastern edge of the site, and by Aviation Department within the Airfield fence/limits.  To facilitate this division of responsibility, a manhole needs to be located in an accessible location, just west of the airfield perimeter fence for both storm drain outfall lines.  It will be simplest for maintenance if that manhole is the last one before the channel connection.  
c. The proposed emergency spillway does not appear to be adequately armored.  

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for this site.  A SWPPP in MS Word or PDF format on a CD is required to be submitted to Hydrology Section before Hydrology will approve a Building Permit or Work Order for this site.  

Your Preliminary DRC plans are still in my possession, and will be returned with mark-ups the week of October 13, 2008.  
If you have any questions or would like to schedule a meeting to discuss this, you may contact me at 924-3981.

Sincerely,

Gregory R. Olson, P.E. 
Hydrology Section

XC:
Brad Bingham, COA/Hydrology

Jim Hinde, COA/Aviation (e-mail copy only)
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