MONUMENT RIDGE EAST – FDR COMMENT RESPONSES
May 10, 2026
Reference numbers correspond with County “page label” comments:

2. “J” has been added.
8. Groundwater requirements are the responsibility of the Geotechnical Engineer for the project.  Please refer to that report for pond liner treatment requirements.  
10. Yes it does, please check the interim conditions spreadsheet.
10. Sidewalk comment not applicable any longer per discussions between County and client.
10. Refer to Design Point F7 for basin FF narrative. 
16. Narrative revised.
17. Narrative revised.
18. Narrative revised re ROW
18. How do we calculate the imperviousness of future developed areas without having a final design? Please advise.
19. The narrative has been revised for outfall Design Point F22 and now includes the information requested.
19. See F22 narrative for ex and prop flows at exit.
19. The cost estimate (summary) was provided prior.  It has since been revised.  Individual pond cost estimates are also provided. See appendix.
49. This FDR is building on the analysis conducted in the MDDP for existing conditions.  This report states the existing conditions were studied in the MDDP and the conditions have not changed.  Including all of the calculations as requested would essentially duplicate the MDDP information and add another 100+ pages to the report.
63. DP F7 is included in DP F15.
66. Inlet type comment not applicable any longer per discussions between County and client.
69. The spreadsheet you reference cannot be used, because there is no ability to model inlets in a sump condition.  The report includes a graph created by James Guo. Essentially the author of all calculations specific to inlets used in Colorado.  The graphs are valid.
73. Pressurized does not mean undersized when the criteria allows for a pressurized system.  UD_Sewer makes this comment whenever the pipes are under pressure.  
108. You are looking at the wrong UD_Sewer column.  
139. You are looking at the wrong UD_Sewer column.
139. The velocity is under 18ft/s now.  Refer to SWMM calculations.
147. The velocity is under 18ft/s now.  Refer to SWMM calculations.
154. You are looking at the wrong UD_Sewer column.
202. The velocity is under 18ft/s now.
203. The velocity is under 18ft/s now.
208. The velocity is under 18ft/s now.
220. Comment not applicable any longer per discussions between County and client.
221. Reference removed.
226. Designed for future flows.  HSG D used for all forebays (conservative approach)
227. Forebay notches used in the interim conditions have been computed and the ones provided in the last submittal (all future) are included as well. HSG D used for all forebays (conservative approach).  Refer to narrative for additional information.
241. The 16’ dimension is the bottom width, not length.
245. The unit flow is now correct, and the riprap size has changed.
247. 40’ is the overflow spillway crest length.  Refer to detail in CD’s.  The spreadsheet now references that structure.
247. The flow depth is 1.38’ as shown.  The freeboard is 1.00’ as shown.  I have never heard of providing the velocity, Froude number for an overflow spillway.  Please clarify what you are referring to.
252. Revising all ten spreadsheets is not needed.  The calculations are the same and this project has used them throughout the MDDP and FDR submittals.
252. A summary spreadsheet is not needed.  All of the required information is in the report as required.  The percentage of imperiousness calcs have the basins with totals.
256. (Three comments) - Refer to forebay calc sheets for interim (new) and future design values used.
256. In order for the spreadsheet to interpolate the overflow water surface elevation, the stage has to be higher than the anticipated top of embankment elevation.
256. Please clarify what you mean by “sheet flow” and referencing the pond bottom.  Please clarify what “arrow the inflow” means.
258. This cannot be closer because of the effect it would have on the EURV, see ponding depth.  The drain time works and yields no errors.  Please provide the drain time requirement to be closer to 40hrs. This is not the Denver metro area but know that municipalities follow the same requirements and they mandate being above 40hrs with no maximum.
264. (Three comments) - Refer to forebay calc sheets for interim (new) and future design values used.
264. In order for the spreadsheet to interpolate the overflow water surface elevation, the stage has to be higher than the anticipated top of embankment elevation.
266. Pond design revised.  See new drain time values for 2yr and 5yr events.
266. Please provide the drain time requirement to be closer to 40hrs.
269. Please provide the drain time requirement to be closer to 40hrs.
271. Refer to forebay calc sheets for interim (new) and future design values used.
272. Please provide the drain time requirement to be closer to 40hrs.
274. In order for the spreadsheet to interpolate the overflow water surface elevation, the stage has to be higher than the anticipated top of embankment elevation.
274. Forebays have been designed with HSG D to be conservative. 
274. A RG or SF basin may be affected by groundwater on this project.  The well screen is used to prevent plugging per MHFD outlet structure requirements.  
276. Please provide the drain time requirement to be closer to 40hrs.
278. Sub-total has been added for the PCM’s.  Refer to revised FAE forms reflecting the estimate changes made.
280. This is a map from the MDDP, not created for this report.  
281. There are numerous comments on the sheet which cannot be adequately described in response letter.  All comments have been addressed with the exception of those explained below.
281. Buc-ees does not exist.  The Beacon Lite Road stockpile report is referenced.  Duplicate information (stockpile report) is not included in this submittal.  
281. Owners cannot be labeled on this sheet due to the scale.  See north and south drainage maps which have the owner labels on them.
281. Proposed Contours cannot be labeled due to the scale of the drawing.  
281. The basins shown are not all of the basins, just a map to provide off-site basin references and a few on-site basins to help locate the map elements when viewing the detailed drainage maps.  Adding a summary table would confuse the reader.  It is included on the detailed map sheets.
282. There are numerous comments on the sheet which cannot be adequately described in response letter.  Also, there are many new ones which have just appeared. All comments have been addressed with the exception of those explained below.
282. Calculations for the inlet and pipe for a basin like MO2 with Q100=3.5cfs and a 36” RCP is extras work that is not needed.  It is obvious the pipe has proper conveyance.
282. For basin AA, DD and FF where you have marked swales which have extremely minor flow values coming to them but more importantly, there is no exact flow value for a swale calculation.  Due to the flow being so minor, swale conveyance is obviously adequate.
282. Overlapping text cannot be avoided due to the presence of contours.  If we mask the text, it is not possible to see what lies beneath it.  The labels shown are legible.
282. Basin AA is routed like the contours indicate.  In the interim condition, the flow will reach DP F1.
282. No flows overtop the wall, see flow direction arrows on map.  The swale west of the wall is shown, see contours. 
282. Flow can go over sidewalks per client conversation with EPC engineering.
282. Emergency paths are noted in the report narrative.  Are you looking for a line to show how it gets to downstream collection locations?  The contours indicate where the overflow path is.
282. Outlet protection for the existing 48” CMP’s are not needed.  One of them is being abandoned in place and the other is only carrying 16.1cfs which is obviously large enough for that amount of flow.  An easement is not needed as the pipes currently exist and the flow path has historically been established and accepted in the original design documents.   
282. Basins do not need to be split at the centerline when flow is routed to a sump condition.  As the street slope approaches 0 (i.e. – sump condition) flow overtops the crown and equalizes on both sides.     
282. Label existing and proposed facilities on these maps are impossible because it would be extremely busy.  Tables (with references) have been provided to guide the reader.  Any details about pond elements needed for the facility is shown on the CD set.  
282. Pipe and routing tables have been provided.  The report has basin summary sheets.  We understand they are on a check list, but they do not serve a purpose on a drainage map.  Plus there is no room for tables for all of the basins.
282. Easements cannot be shown on the drainage maps.  There is a lot of information on these sheets and additional linework would not be legible or clear.  Refer to plat and CD’s for all easements.
282. The hydrologic calculations adequately define the paths. We have never had a request for Tc paths on a drainage map on any other project.
283. For basin MM where you have marked a very broad swale, there is no exact flow value for a swale calculation.  
283. Flow can go over sidewalks per client conversation with EPC engineering.
283. Emergency overflows do not overtop the road. You may be looking at the cattle grate.
283. A swale for the pond 5 emergency overflow is not needed.  The contours indicate the flow direction and is sheet flow.  Concentrating the flow in a swale thru a wetland is not allowed.
283. The flows exiting the culverts spreads out across the riprap apron.  It dissipates energy such that it is not erosive as it leaves the apron.  This is a suitable treatment for flows existing the culverts.  It should be noted that the existing 48” culvert under the roadway is too small top convey large events causing overtopping of the roadway.  There is no evidence of damage resulting from this downstream.  
283. Analyzing offsite features such as the existing 48” pipes under Doewood Drive and the swale downstream is not necessary.  Whether it overtops the road or is contained in the pipes, the flow has nowhere to go except to the collection structure.  
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