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Left Overbank Channel Right Overbank Left Overbank Channel Right Overbank
42818.78 260 0.08 0.05 0.08 3.39 0.67 0.45 42818.78 284.2 0.04 0.06 0.04 4.90 1.15 0.55
42418.78 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 6.47 2.42 1.04 42418.78 284.2 0.04 0.06 0.04 5.11 1.71 0.77
42018.78 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 5.46 1.77 0.74 42018.78 284.2 0.04 0.06 0.04 5.19 1.38 0.59

41774.8 480
0.08 0.05 0.08

7.32 3.12 1.02 41774.8
284.2 0.05 0.06 0.04

6.59
2.64

0.89

41539.1 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 3.34 0.63 0.42 41539.1 284.2 0.05 0.06 0.08 2.42 0.28 0.24
41465.66 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 3.28 0.28 0.32 41465.66 284.2 0.08 0.06 0.1 1.53 0.07 0.10

41441.59 (Culvert) 480 - - - - - - 41441.59 (Culvert) 284.2 - - - - - -

41405.38 480
0.08 0.05 0.08

5.99 2.17 0.87 41405.38
284.2 0.05 0.06 0.08

7.55 1.97 0.77

41368 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 6.06 2.22 0.86 41368 284.2 0.08 0.06 0.08 7.93 3.78 0.90
41330.7 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 6.32 2.43 0.88 41330.7 284.2 0.08 0.06 0.08 6.78 3.21 0.80
41293.4 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 6.36 2.41 0.86 41293.4 284.2 0.1 0.06 0.1 5.72 2.51 0.69
41256.1 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 6.79 2.73 0.91 41256.1 284.2 0.1 0.07 0.1 5.28 3.06 0.64

41218.78 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 5.93 1.99 0.74 41218.78 284.2 0.1 0.07 0.1 4.22 1.89 0.49
40884.05 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 7.00 2.48 0.97 40884.05 284.2 0.025 0.06 0.1 7.45 3.67 0.93
40418.78 480 0.08 0.05 0.08 5.99 2.30 0.91 40418.78 284.2 0.1 0.06 0.1 4.09 1.02 0.52
40018.78 740 0.08 0.03 0.08 9.05 1.56 1.01 40018.78 371.3 0.04 0.06 0.04 7.65 3.87 0.94
39618.78 740 0.08 0.03 0.08 7.56 1.09 1.04 39618.78 478 0.04 0.06 0.04 4.31 0.81 0.48
39218.78 740 0.08 0.03 0.08 9.28 0.78 1.15 39218.78 478 0.04 0.06 0.04 6.90 1.99 0.75

38818.78 740 0.08 0.03 0.08 8.62 1.35 1.03 38818.78 478 0.04 0.05 0.04 6.06 1.49 0.66
38418.78 740 0.08 0.03 0.08 7.39 0.91 1.07 38418.78 478 0.04 0.05 0.04 6.11 1.19 0.73
38018.78 740 0.08 0.03 0.08 8.77 0.91 1.06 38018.78 478 0.045 0.04 0.045 7.31 1.02 0.85
37618.78 740 0.08 0.03 0.08 7.16 0.95 1.04 37618.78 515.5 0.045 0.04 0.045 7.22 0.96 0.88

HEC-RAS Results Comparison (Falcon DBPS HEC-RAS Cross Sections vs Eagleview)

Output
Eagleview

Cross Section Cross Section
Velocity (fps) Shear (lb/sf) Froude No. Velocity (fps) Shear (lb/sf) Froude No.

Input

100-yr Flow (cfs) 100-yr Flow (cfs)

Input
Manning's n

DBPS
Output

Manning's n

Potential issues identified. Provide
complete modeling and profiles
showing effects of grade control/drops

add downstream
section

Identify deviations from ECM 3.3.3 and DCM.
Revise the design to eliminate deviations or
provide deviation request. DBPS revisions and
County maintenance depend on meeting criteria
and installation of adequate stabilization features.
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Replace table from previous report

 Chnl Flow Area Top Width Froude # Chl
t/s) (sq ft) (ft)

5.70 50.01 26.49 0.73
2.94 97.84 39.03 0.31
5.91 51.94 52.47 0.92

Identify segments that are
outside of the project area

127.19 95.14 0.56
96.67 85.74 0.77

Add shear stress
calculations to this
or another table

41441.59 Culvert
41405.38 n 0.08 0.05 0.08
41368.0*  n 0.08 0.05 0.08
41330.7*  n 0.08 0.05 0.08
41293.4*  n 0.08 0.05 0.08
41256.1*  n 0.08 0.05 0.08
41218.78 n 0.08 0.05 0.08
40884.05 n 0.08 0.05 0.08
40418.78 n 0.08 0.05 0.08

s

River Station Frctn (n/K) n #1 n #2 n #3
West Tributary

40018.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
39618.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
39218.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
38818.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
38418.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
38018.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
37618.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
37218.78 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
36914.66 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
36496.14 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
36328.17 n 0.08 0.03 0.08
36128.98 n 0.08 0.03 0.08

c
!

Paint Brush Hills Pond C
EURV = 2.2 AF
100-yr Volume = 6.8 AF
Q2 in = 56 cfs
Q2 out = 3 cfs
Q100 in = 300 cfs
Q100 out = 140 cfs
See Detail on Sheet 6-55

Small Drop Structure
See Detail on Sheet 6-54
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Note: 
Infrastructure and channel improvements shown may vary slightly 
from the final list published in the accompanying report as a result of 
fee revisions that have occurred following the preparation of this 
figure.  For current information as of September 2015, please see 
tables in Section 6 of the accompanying report.
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c
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Sub Regional Pond SR1
WQCV = 1.6 AF
100-yr Volume = 11 AF
Q2 in = 54 cfs
Q2 out = 42 cfs
Q100 in = 610 cfs
Q100 out = 510 cfs
See Detail on Sheet 6-55

kj

Small Drop Structure
See Detail on Sheet 6-54

WT 11 - Arroya Ln.
EX Size:  1' Circular CMP (x1)
Private drive; no modifications are proposed.
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