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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed, located in Burnet County, has been a
source of significant flooding for the City of Marble Falls. As a result of the flooding, local
officials applied for a Flood Protection Planning Grant through the Texas Water Development
Board (TWDB); TWDB awarded the City of Marble Falls, as the primary applicant, the
planning grant in April 2011. The City of Marble Falls, in conjunction with the City of
Meadowlakes, the Lower Colorado River Authority, Marble Falls/Lake LBJ Chamber of
Commerce, and Marble Falls Economic Development Corporation were official project
participants to evaluate the development of new hydrologic and hydraulic models, as well as
flood damage reduction alternatives for planning purposes. Susan Roth Consulting, LLC and her
team, Halff Associates, Inc., served as the engineering consultant for this study.

Hydrologic modeling was performed on the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed to
quantify the amount of water that flows to the local streams. Detailed hydraulic modeling was
conducted along Backbone Creek (including two tributaries) and Whitman Branch (including
one tributary) within the city limits of Marble Falls. Limited detail hydraulic modeling was also
performed on an unnamed tributary on the western edge of Marble Falls. LiDAR elevation data,
cross-section and bridge/culvert surveys, and bridge/culvert as-builts were used to enhance the
accuracy of the models. Flood gauge data and high water marks obtained from the June 2007
flood event were used for model calibration and validation. The modeling resulted in updated
and more accurate flows and water surface elevations for the existing and ultimate conditions 2-,
5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year events. The resulting hydraulic data was then used to
analyze various flood reduction alternatives for the study area.

Eight alternatives were identified during the flood damage reduction analysis portion of the
study. Each alternative was evaluated and ranked according to seven criteria factors regarding
the tangible and intangible benefits to the community. As a result, three of the eight alternatives
showed to be the most promising. It is recommended that The City of Marble Falls should
consider developing a “creek walk” trail system to connect the downtown area with the
community parks in combination with downtown channel improvements to reduce flood risk and
open up more developable land area. While costly, the flood models show that significant land
may be reclaimed for potential development through significant creek channelization. It is also
recommended to upsize bridge and culvert crossings along U.S. Highway 281. A typical design
standard for conveyance along state maintained roads is to be able to pass at a minimum the 25-
year flood to avoid flooding of the roadway; two of these crossings along U.S. Highway 281 do
not meet this standard and should be considered for future roadway improvements.

The final deliverables from this study may be submitted to the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) through the Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) process and will be available to
the City of Marble Falls for regulation under their floodplain ordinance.
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1.0 Introduction and Background

The Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed is located in Burnet County, as shown in
Figure 1. This watershed drainage area is approximately 40 square miles and consists of
multiple tributaries that flow into Backbone Creek, which ultimately flows into the Colorado
River. The headwaters of the watershed are composed of primarily wooded areas, with relatively
steep terrain. Moving towards the center of the watershed, the terrain flattens, with a mixture of
grasslands, brush, and wooded areas. The downstream, southernmost portion of the watershed is
comprised of steeper grades again, with significant development within the City of Marble Falls
and Meadowlakes. There are two distinct gravel pit quarries that exist; one located at the
northeastern section of the watershed and the other located in the southwestern region. Multiple
small, rural subdivisions are dispersed throughout the upper reaches of the watershed. The
elevations vary from 736 ft. above sea level at the confluence with the Colorado River to about
1498 ft. above sea level at the headwaters of the watershed. The average annual precipitation
over the watershed is approximately 20 inches.

Significant flooding has occurred in Burnet County over the years, and specifically in the Marble
Falls area. The largest and most recent flood in this area occurred on June 27, 2007. Two lines
of thunderstorms produced approximately 18 inches of rainfall over much of the Backbone
Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed. Multiple flooding deaths were reported in the
community, and the Texas Almanac estimated damages to over 300 structures with losses of
approximately $130 million. Multiple bridge and culvert crossings were completely washed out.
Several high water rescues were necessary. The local community was greatly affected by this
natural disaster. Photos of the rainfall destruction can be seen in Figure 2.

As a result of the significant flooding as well as the potential for increased development in the
area, the City of Marble Falls and other project participants including the city of Meadowlakes,
Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA), Marble Falls/Lake LBJ Chamber of Commerce, and
Marble Falls Economic Development Corporation (EDC) took a proactive lead in applying for a
Flood Protection Planning Grant from the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). To
facilitate regional input into the planning process, three public meetings were held in Marble
Falls throughout the duration of the study. These public meetings served to inform the public
about the planning study and to gather information that could be used to enhance and confirm the
study results and conclusions. Several additional meetings were held with the City of Marble
Falls staff and other project partners to ensure that analysis of this study would be most
beneficial to the community. This study has resulted in new planning and regulatory information
for use in floodplain management, as well as flood reduction alternative analyses for the City of
Marble Falls.
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This report presents the results of hydrologic, hydraulic, and alternative analyses of the
Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed. Halff Associates, Inc. was responsible for
developing existing and ultimate future conditions hydrologic and hydraulic models for
Backbone Creek, Backbone Creek Tributary 1, Backbone Creek Tributary 2, Whitman Branch,
and Whitman Branch Tributary 1. Halff Associates, Inc. also conducted a flood damage
reduction alternative analysis within the watershed. Items discussed in this report include:

Data Collection

Hydrologic Analysis

Hydraulic Analysis

Modeling Results and Calibration

Flood Damage Reduction Alternative Analysis
Alternative Recommendations

Figure 2 — Impact of June 2007 Flood Event
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2.0 Data Collection

Significant effort was put forth to collect necessary data before the hydrologic and hydraulic
modeling commenced. Multiple project partners aided with the data collection effort including
but not limited to: City of Marble Falls, Burnet County, Capital Area Council of Governments
(CAPCOG), Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Texas Natural Resources
Information System (TNRIS), Marble Falls EDC, City of Meadowlakes, LCRA, Marble
Falls/Lake LBJ Chamber of Commerce, and local citizens within the community. Project
engineers also walked numerous stream miles to take photos and notes to better understand the
physical creek characteristics. The following information was obtained for the Backbone Creek
and Whitman Branch Watershed Study:

e Current Effective Burnet County Flood Insurance Study (FEMA, 2007)
o US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) hydrologic and hydraulic models used in
the original Burnet County FIS Study
Digital GIS data of parcels, current and future landuse maps, and soils data
TxDOT As-Built Roadway Plans
2006 LCRA and 2011 TNRIS LiDAR datasets (see Figure 3)
High water marks and photographs
Multiple Bridge, Culvert, and Cross Section Surveys (see Figure 4)
LCRA Historical Gage Data
Real-time historical gridded rainfall data

Lidar Source

Key to Features
] watershed Boundary

/ o Sy Stieams N
] coumy e
/ Mayor Roadways
1 /

Rakrcad
7773 2006 LeRA LDAR
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3.0 Hydrologic Analysis

A detailed hydrologic analysis was performed on the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch
Watershed with the goal of providing a validated base conditions model for use in developing
flood damage reduction alternatives as well as to assist in quantifying the impacts of these
alternatives to the surrounding area. A total of 101 sub-basins were delineated using detailed
LiDAR ground surface models in the area from the headwaters upstream of Backbone Creek to
the edge of the study area at the Colorado River boundary. Figure 5 illustrates the overall
watershed delineation for Backbone Creek, Whitman Branch, their tributaries, and each sub-
basin.

The hydrologic analysis was simulated with the USACE HEC-HMS software, version 3.5. This
modeling package was used to develop flow hydrographs for both existing and ultimate landuse
conditions for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year events. Further details of the
hydrologic analysis for the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed can be found in
Appendix A.

4.0 Hydraulic Analysis

Detailed hydraulic analyses were performed for Backbone Creek, Backbone Creek Tributary 1,
Backbone Creek Tributary 2, Whitman Branch, and Whitman Branch Tributary within the city
limits of Marble Falls to the outfall at the Colorado River for a total stream length of
approximately 9.6 miles. The analyses utilized the USACE HEC-RAS version 4.1 software and
were conducted to develop existing and ultimate condition peak stages for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-,
50-, 100-, and 500-year frequency events.

It was observed that hydraulic analysis would be beneficial for a previously unstudied area
within the watershed where significant flooding frequently occurred. This unnamed tributary
begins near the intersection of FM 1431 and Avenue V. The tributary flows through a primarily
residential area until it’s confluence with Backbone Creek at the railroad bridge. While field
survey in this area was not part of the project scope, limited detail hydraulic models were
developed to gain a better understanding of the flood potential in this region. Only the 100-year
frequency event was analyzed for the limited detail study area. Study streams and their
associated distances are summarized in Table 1. Further details of the hydraulic analysis for the
Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed can be found in Appendix A.

Table 1 — Hydraulic Study Streams

Backbone Creek 2.6
Backbone Creek Tributary 1 0.4
Backbone Creek Tributary 2 1.3

Whitman Branch 4.4
Whitman Branch Tributary 1 0.9

Unnamed Tributary 1.1*

*Limited Detail Study (No Survey)
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5.0 Modeling Results and Calibration

The existing conditions hydrologic and hydraulic analyses resulted in validated flood hazard
information that is useful for planning and regulatory purposes. Specifically, the analyses
resulted in base flood elevations for the existing and ultimate conditions 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-,
100-, and 500-year rainfall events. The existing conditions water surface elevation profiles for
the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year frequency events are provided in Appendix A. These
water surface elevations were delineated onto the LiDAR elevation data to create floodplains for
each frequency event that were used for the alternatives analysis. All floodplain modeling and
mapping conforms to FEMA standards in the event that the community would like to submit a
FEMA LOMR in the future to regulate to the new floodplains. The resulting 100-year floodplain
delineation is illustrated in the map titled /00-Year Existing Floodplain included in Appendix D.

The hydrologic, hydraulic, and floodplain results compared relatively well to the previous Flood
Insurance Study (FEMA, 2007) results. Details and graphics of this comparison can be seen in
Appendix A.

The LCRA gage data and archived high water mark elevations allowed for a detailed calibration
of the models. Ground-adjusted, real-time, gridded rainfall for the June 2007 flood event was
run through the newly created HEC-HMS model to obtain flow hydrographs throughout the
watershed that simulated the actual event. The LCRA gage at FM 1431 and Backbone Creek
compared well to the model simulation results for this event. The peak flows from the June 2007
flood event were then input into the HEC-RAS models where they were compared to the
estimated high water mark elevations. Finally, the HEC-RAS results were delineated onto the
LiDAR to create a simulated floodplain for the June 2007 flood event (Figure 6). These results
were presented at the second public meeting and citizen input was collected. Using data
gathered from the meeting, several model parameters were adjusted to better match actual
observations. Overall, it has been determined that the hydrologic and hydraulic models for the
Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed are simulating reality appropriately. Further
information and graphics regarding the model calibration are provided in Appendix A.
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6.0 Alternatives Analysis '

A baseline alternatives analysis was performed using the hydrologic and hydraulic model results
and impacts to existing structures within the study area. Details of the alternatives analysis are
provided in Appendix B.

A total of eight alternatives were identified and evaluated along the study streams. Each
alternative is briefly described below:

Alternative 1 — Whitman Bypass Channel

This alternative looks at creating a bypass channel or culverts to reduce flooding through the
industrial region at the upstream end of Whitman Branch.

Alternative 2 — Upstream Whitman Detention

Holding back water near the headwaters of the Whitman Branch Watershed would have the
potential to reduce flooding and lessen damages to structures along Whitman Branch during
high frequency rainfall events.

Alternative 3 — Upstream Backbone Detention

Holding back water on Backbone Creek just north of where it enters the City of Marble Falls
would have the potential to reduce flooding and lessen damages to structures along Backbone
Creek through the downtown area.

Alternative 4 — Bridge/Culvert Improvements

An analysis of the bridge and culvert crossings within Marble Falls was conducted. It was
found that two crossings along U.S. Highway 281 are not adequately sized for their traffic
demands. The hydraulic models developed for this study were utilized to appropriately
upsize these crossings so they will not be overtopped as frequently.

Alternative 5 — Downtown Channel Improvements

The Backbone Creek floodplain near the confluence of the Colorado River is expansive. To
lessen the impact of flooding in this area, this alternative included multiple scenarios such as
channelization and upsizing crossings.

Alternative 6 — Creek Walk

The City of Marble Falls, Marble Falls EDC, and Marble Falls/Lake LBJ Chamber of
Commerce have a vision for developing a ‘creek walk’ area to connect the downtown area to
the Whitman Branch overbank area. This alternative looks at the feasibility of constructing a
trail along the creek that would allow for more development along the creek bank. Three
options were analyzed that would also connect the downtown area and the adjacent park
areas through the construction of additional trails. This alternative would work in
conjunction with Alternative 5, incorporating downtown channel improvements with the
creek development. A preliminary design for the proposed creek walk can be seen in Figure
i

Alternative 7 — Unnamed Tributary Bypass Channel

The unnamed tributary that was studied as a Zone A segment through the western edge of
Marble Falls causes significant flooding to structures. This alternative looked into
constructing a bypass channel that would divert water from the headwaters of the tributary
directly into Backbone Creek to reduce flooding in the area.

Alternative 8 — Voluntary Property Acquisition

11
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Over 50 structures are located within the newly developed 10-year floodplain. This
alternative analysis illustrated that it will be extremely expensive to remove these structures
out of the 100-year floodplain. This alternative investigated the quantified cost to voluntarily
acquire homes located within the 2-, 5-, and 10-year floodplain.

After the initial eight alternatives were identified following the second public meeting, additional
discussions with the project participants were held to narrow down the list of alternatives for a
detailed analysis. Alternatives 4, 6, and 7 were selected as having the most potential benefit for
the City of Marble Falls. As a result, these alternatives were further analyzed; details of the
alternatives analysis are located in Appendix B. A summary of environmental constraints
associated with implementing the recommended alternatives is located in Appendix C.

12




TWDB-Marble Falls
Flood Protection Planning Study
Final Report

T AN

8 - 4 \ ‘t
el .

g

POTENTIAL CREEKAWALK

WHITMAN BRANCH CREEK WALK
0 | City oF MARBLE FALL
porerd YRR Juy 2013

Figure 7 — Creek Walk Plans

- gy,

Q

Preuminary 1 00-YEear
FLooprLain Limits

Parks AND OPEN Space
ExisTING SiDEWALK/TRAIL
PorentiaL Creek WaLk TraiL

PotenTiaL DowNtown TraIL
CONNECTION

PotenmiaL Future TraiL
NECTION

PorenTiaL Roapway
CrossING LocaTion

PortenTiAL ResT ARea-OVERLOOK
AMENITY AREA

13







TWDB-Marble Falls
Flood Protection Planning Study

Final Report
‘ 7.0 Alternatives Summar

The results of the flood modeling indicate that relative to other communities, the City of Marble
Falls has done an excellent job of not allowing development to occur within the floodplain. The
initial analysis for most alternatives illustrated that the overall benefit from the alternatives was
not enough to justify the estimated construction costs of the projects. The analysis revealed that
the proposed improvements yielded benefits beyond strictly economic. A ranking matrix was
developed to quantify all potential tangible and intangible benefits for each of the alternatives.
The ranking matrix can be seen in Table 2. Detailed descriptions of the criteria used in the
rankings are provided in Section B.1 of Appendix B.

Table 2 - Alternative Summary with Rankings

gation M .
- ost 1
#6- Creekwalk 3 10 9 4 5 8 10 5 54 1
#4 - Crossing Improvements 5 1 5 9 8 8 9 1 52 2
#7 - Unnamed Tributary Bypass 2 1 9 9 3 9 7 7 47 3
# 1 - Whitman Bypass 3 1 8 7 7 9 4 7 46 4
# 8 - Voluntary Proporty Acquisition 10 1 3 9 7 3 2 3 38 5
#5- Downtown Channel Improvements 1 3 3 7 3 8 3 5 33 6
# 2 - Whitman Detention 2 5 9 2 5 6 1 1 31 7
# 3 - Backbone Detention 1 5 4 2 5 6 1 1 25 8

The creek walk concept shows the greatest benefit to the City and community in combination
with the downtown channel improvements. The proposed creek walk plan was broken into three
phases. Phase 1 proposes an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990) trail along the
eastern banks of Whitman Branch with rest areas and overlooks. Phase 2 includes trail

. connections and street crossings that would connect downtown Marble Falls to the creek walk
area. Phase 3 provides additional ADA trails and street crossings that would allow pedestrians to
easily access adjacent parks. Beautification to this downstream segment of Whitman Branch in
combination with connections to the downtown region, local parks, and the creek walk areas
would result in substantial benefits to the community, in combination with the flood reduction
benefits due to the downtown channelization. This is the number one recommended alternative
for the study area. Detailed descriptions of each phase with cost estimates are provided in
Section B.7 of Appendix B.

Alternative No. 4, upsizing the crossings along U.S. Highway 281, ranked as the second most
beneficial alternative. This major roadway becomes inundated during small storms creating
restricted safety access while producing dangerous driving conditions for motorists. Hydraulic
models were utilized to develop recommendations to upsize the affected road crossings so that
they will not be overtopped during a 25-year flood event. Detailed descriptions and cost
estimates are provided in Section B.5 of Appendix B.

Finally, the unnamed tributary on the western side of Marble Falls causes significant flooding
through a residential area. While the option of diverting flow directly into Backbone Creek may
be expensive, it is a feasible flood mitigation alternative to significantly reduce risk within the
City. Detailed descriptions and cost estimates are provided in Section B.8 of Appendix B.

Potential funding sources for the top three recommended alternatives include grant funding
programs offered by FEMA, TxDOT, and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD),
More detail regarding phasing and implantation of these projects is detailed in Section B.10.

14









TWDB-Marble Falls
Flood Protection Planning Study
Final Report

APPENDIX A:  Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analysis of the

Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch
Watershed

A.1 Hydrologic Analysis

A hydrologic analysis was performed in the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed
utilizing Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC) Hydrologic Modeling System (HMS) software,
version 3.5 (USACE, 2010). The purpose of this hydrologic analysis was to develop peak
discharges for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year frequency rainfall events. The
hydrologic model required the selection of various parameters. These parameters are as follows:

1. Precipitation Parameters

2. Rainfall Runoff Loss Parameters
3. Unit Hydrograph Parameters

4. Flood Routing Parameters

Each parameter set is discussed in further detail below.

A.2 Precipitation

In the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Water-Resources Investigations Report 98-4044
(Asquith, 1998) was used as a source for rainfall totals for the frequency floods. Although the
City of Marble Falls Drainage Criteria Manual recommends the use of rainfall estimations from
the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Technical Report 55 (USDA, 1986), the
USGS study chosen is more recent and contains a greater amount of regionally applicable
values. Further explanation for this decision is explained in the Memo Titled Marble Falls
Flood Protection Planning Study Rainfall Data located in Appendix E.

The regionally derived NRCS Type II rainfall distribution was appropriately used to create the
synthetic hyetographs within the HEC-HMS model.

Furthermore, areal reduction was applied to each specific basin over 10 square miles as detailed
in Technical Paper 40 (National Weather Service, 1961) and seen in Table Al. Final
Precipitation values are shown in table A2.

Table A1 - Areal Reduction Percentages

| percentof |
~ Area(Sq.Mi.) | Rainfall Area
s
0 100
10 98.7
20 97.6
30 96.6
40 95.7

Al
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Table A2 - Final Precipitation Values

2-year 3.10 3.06 3.03 2.99 297

5-year 4.30 4.24 4.20 4,15 4.12
10-year 517 5.10 5.05 4.99 4.95
25-year 6.36 6.28 6.21 6.14 6.09
50-year 7.32 7.22 7.14 7.07 7.01
100-year 8.34 8.23 8.14 8.06 7.98
500-year 10.96 10.82 10.70 10.59 10.49

A.3 Rainfall-Runoff Losses

All rainfall-runoff losses were computed using the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Curve
Number Method in accordance to the City of Marble Falls Drainage Criteria Manual (DCM).
Curve number assignment is a function of the hydrologic soil group and the landuse of the area
of interest. The hydrologic soil groups used in this study were obtained from the Burnet County
Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO) and can be seen in Figure A.1. The City of Marble
Falls has detailed landuse shapefiles for both existing and future conditions available as a source.
Outside of the city limits, within the watershed headwaters, landuse data for existing conditions
was obtained from the National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD) (Fry, J. et al., 2006) and modified
where necessary to match the most current aerial imagery. Landuse data for future conditions
outside of the city limits was calculated by increasing the impervious cover percentage by 15
percent in all basins. Figures A2 and A3 illustrate the respective existing and ultimate landuses.
Table A3 displays the relationship between landuse and soil type and illustrates the subsequent
SCS curve number. Table 4 displays the resulting curve numbers for each sub-basin. The
percentage of impervious cover is included in the calculated curve number and given for display
purposes only.
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Table A3 — Composite Curve Numbers and N-values

11 Open Water N/A N/A 98 98 98 98 100 1.00

21 De‘e[g;)’:‘:; Hpen Residential-Rural Residential District - 2acres | 46 | 65 | 77 | 82 12 0.07

22 De‘ﬁ;‘:g:iﬁ; Lpw Residential-Single-Family Detached Residential District - 1/4acre | 61 | 75 | 83 | &7 38 0.09

N/A N/A Residential-Single-Family Detached Residential District - 1/2 acre 54 70 80 85 25 0.08

23 De“e’?rf’t‘:‘;;ryed'”m Residential-Urban, Residential-Multi-Family Residential District - 1/8acre | 77 | 85 | 90 | 92 65 0.12

24 Deweloped, High Institutional, Lodging, Retail-Neighborhood, Retail-Regional, Retail-Urban, Urban District - Commercial 89 92 o4 05 85 0.12

Intensity Office-Neighborhood, Office-Regional, Office-Business, Mixed Use-Urban and Business :
N/A N/A Industrial - Heawy, Light and Research Urban District - Industrial 81 88 91 93 72 0.12
N/A N/A Park-Active and Passive Open Space - Fair Condition 49 69 79 84 0 0.06
Barren Land i

31 (Rock/Sand/Clay) N/A Fallow - Bare Soil 77 86 91 94 0 0.06

41 Deciduous Forest N/A Woods - Fair Condition 36 60 73 79 0 0.10

42 Evergreen Forest N/A Woods - Fair Condition 36 60 73 79 0 0.10

43 Mixed Forest N/A Woods - Fair Condition 36 60 73 79 0 0.10

52 Shrub/Scrub N/A Brush - Fair Condition 35 56 70 77 0 0.08

71 Grassland/Herbaceous N/A Erdue, S e DL TR | 69 79 84 0 0.06
Fair Condition

81 Pasture/Hay N/A Pl Crsslond orRange | 45 | g0 | » | 84 0 0.06
Fair Condition

90 Woody Wetlands N/A N/A 98 98 98 98 100 1.00

Emergent Herbaceous

95 Wetlands N/A N/A 98 98 98 98 100 N/A

N/A Grawel Pit N/A Streets and Roads: Gravel 76 85 89 91 0 0.10

NA N/A NA Midsadte et | s | 8 1l e | 8 0 0.06
Open ditches
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Table A4 - SCS Curve Numbers and Percent Impervious Values (Existing and Ultimate Conditions) .

MRB_010 0.125 86 86 32.70% 32.70%

MRB_020 0.130 87 88 29.19% 37.95%
MRB_030 0.108 89 89 32.18% 32.18%
MRB_040 0.164 93 93 44.25% 44.25%
MRB_050 0.376 90 93 34.33% 59.90%
MRB_060 0.360 84 88 13.43% 37.62%
MRB_070 0.474 84 86 17.19% 28.39%
MRB_080 0.090 93 93 62.34% 62.34%
MRB_090 0.232 90 90 47.28% 53.08%
MRB_100 0.205 87 90 35.90% 51.83%
MRB_1000 0.069 84 84 32.69% 32.69%
MRB_1010 0.649 70 70 3.40% 3.40%
MRB_110 0.254 88 92 39.62% 60.59%
MRB_120 0.608 84 89 22.51% 46.57%
MRB_130 0.035 76 82 0.00% 22.09%
MRB_140 0.913 82 87 9.08% 33.96%
MRB_150 0.080 72 72 2.92% 3.57%
MRB_160 0.711 80 80 1.91% 2.74%
MRB_170 0.492 79 84 6.36% 30.62%
MRB_180 0.229 83 88 16.34% 38.57%
MRB_190 0.686 81 82 7.99% 13.53%
MRB_200 0.046 85 86 20.18% 45.36%
MRB_210 0.108 85 86 21.08% 33.61%
MRB_220 0.006 86 90 0.90% 34.19%
MRB_230 0.029 87 87 17.09% 27.05%
MRB_240 0.164 90 90 33.10% 33.10%
MRB_250 0.303 84 86 35.21% 43.43%
MRB_260 0.109 81 83 16.88% 29.32%
MRB_270 0.465 77 77 0.89% 0.89%
MRB_280 0.830 79 79 7.84% 12.26%
MRB_290 0.236 84 87 23.43% 46.67%
MRB_300 0.473 73 73 6.84% 6.84%
MRB_310 0.901 75 75 0.60% 0.69%
MRB_320 0.601 77 77 0.24% 0.24%
MRB_330 0.995 78 79 3.45% 5.27%
MRB_340 0.277 75 75 1.87% 1.87%
MRB_350 0.270 78 78 8.88% 8.88%
MRB_360 0.138 70 70 10.18% 10.18%
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MRB_370 0.593 78 78 5.70% 5.70%
MRB_380 0.714 75 75 1.39% 1.39%
MRB_390 0.999 77 77 0.61% 0.61%
MRB_400 0.711 79 79 7.09% 7.09%
MRB_410 0.460 78 78 1.62% 1.62%
MRB_420 0.095 73 73 0.67% 0.67%
MRB_430 0.512 82 82 0.08% 0.10%
MRB_440 0.870 82 82 0.04% 1.96%
MRB_450 0.770 81 81 2.09% 2.09%
MRB_460 0.384 75 75 1.21% 1.21%
MRB_470 0.559 79 80 2.33% 6.45%
MRB_480 0.557 78 78 0.95% 2.86%
MRB_490 0.047 79 79 0.00% 0.00%
MRB_500 0.530 79 79 0.18% 1.31%
MRB_510 0.739 79 80 0.00% 3.31%
MRB_520 0.650 80 80 0.00% 0.65%
MRB_530 0.353 79 79 0.00% 1.07%
MRB_540 0.786 79 79 0.00% 0.58%
MRB_550 0.535 78 78 0.00% 0.00%
MRB_560 0.569 79 80 0.00% 1.76%
MRB_570 0.530 77 78 0.00% 4.24%
MRB_580 0.479 73 73 5.33% 5.33%
MRB_590 0.445 74 74 0.00% 0.00%
MRB_600 0.719 75 75 0.03% 0.87%
MRB_610 0.482 77 78 0.00% 4.00%
MRB_620 0.433 77 77 1.37% 1.37%
MRB_630 0.311 74 74 0.00% 2.27%
MRB_640 0.110 75 75 5.68% 5.68%
MRB_650 0.190 75 75 6.96% 6.96%
MRB_660 0.800 75 75 7.21% 7.21%
MRB_670 0.593 74 74 1.57% 1.57%
MRB_680 0.078 79 79 0.00% 0.00%
MRB_690 0.456 78 79 2.97% 6.95%
MRB_700 0.519 79 80 0.00% 4.13%
MRB_710 0.379 79 80 0.00% 5.45%
MRB_720 0.756 79 79 0.35% 0.35%
MRB_730 0.714 78 79 0.17% 0.56%
MRB_740 0.248 69 69 0.00% 0.00%
MRB_750 0.633 78 78 0.00% 0.00%
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MRB_760 0.289 75 75 5.94% 5.94%

MRB_770 0.087 74 74 0.76% 0.76%
MRB_780 0.290 77 77 8.03% 8.03%
MRB_790 0.428 75 75 6.25% 6.25%
MRB_800 0.325 75 75 1.95% 1.95%
MRB_810 0.221 75 75 0.00% 0.00%
MRB_820 0.908 74 74 2.32% 2.32%
MRB_830 0.586 74 74 0.06% 0.06%
MRB_840 0.403 73 73 0.45% 0.45%
MRB_850 0.114 81 81 5.71% 5.71%
MRB_860 0.353 73 73 1.99% 1.99%
MRB_870 0.483 73 73 0.56% 0.56%
MRB_880 0.484 74 74 0.79% 0.79%
MRB_890 0.005 86 86 10.33% 10.33%
MRB_900 10.052 71 71 1.61% 1.61%
MRB_910 0.340 72 72 0.71% 0.71%
MRB_920 0.085 82 82 4.20% 4.20%
MRB_930 0.278 73 73 0.70% 0.70%
MRB_940 0.318 88 89 31.09% 38.83%
MRB_950 0.283 89 89 5.09% 10.43%
MRB_960 0.202 83 84 37.70% 41.57%
MRB_970 0.024 79 79 7.51% 7.51%
MRB_980 0.171 79 79 0.80% 0.80%
MRB_990 0.277 84 84 0.97% 0.97%

A.4 Unit Hydrograph Method

The SCS Unit Hydrograph Method was used to develop the hydrographs and corresponding peak
discharges for each sub-basin. As outlined in Marble Falls DCM, the time of concentration (Tc)
and lag time (Tlag) for each sub-basin was calculated using the TR-55 (USDA, 1986) approach,
with exception for the sheet flow segments. The Marble Falls DCM outlined methodology that
gave significantly different values for sheet flow than the standard TR-55 approach. The TR-55
approach was used, with a maximum sheet flow length of 100 ft. SCS unit hydrograph
parameters and final lag time results are shown in Table AS.
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Table A5: SCS Unit Hydrograph Parameters for the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed Sub-Basins

547

2.825

3.42

Paved

2.67

2.438

0.04

3.56

3.56

8.23

3.53

Paved

141

137

137

12.4

1,319

4.493

4.5

4.94

4.45

3.856

Paved

0.8

1,761

4.71

6.23

2,272

2,624

0.04

3371

Unpaved

2.3

435

3,437

3.522

11

9.7

0.03

26.01

1,067

1.46

2.46

Paved

5,234

160

7.88

Unpaved

413

559

1.81

Unpaved

2,291

2.434

58.7

5.83

1,454

2.856

21

8.8

0.015

6.53

3.71

1,347

3.44

6.53
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491

1.068

21

Paved

39

3,483

1.003

2.7

13.7

0.015

3.34

3.34

17.4

1,380

6.734

4.19

Unpaved

5.49

2,416

233

1227

758

143.1

51.3

0.06

13.84

837

3.97

Unpaved

1,861

48.6

0.05

Unpaved

12.8

26

0.045

341

Unpaved

o

3.93

2,331

2.314

Unpaved

259

Unpaved

7,361

0.05

4.15

Unpaved

21.64

3,653

0.702

14.2

30

0.04

1.9

19

32.06

All
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3,190

2.955

Unpaved

202

2.935

Unpaved

6,063

1.98

60.2

13.26

5.7

0.04

8.22

342

2.73

Unpaved

Unpaved

137

0.773

142

Unpaved

1.61

3.4

383

1,082

1.3

11

0.015

3.93

3.93

4.59

4.28

852

8.38

2.145

5.6

245

12.41

476

2.04

431

4.27

1,366

4.4

14.7

0.04

251

2,51

9.06

2,551

2.82

2.82

15.08
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4.479

Unpaved

1.16

4.017

16.3

13.7

8.36

8.36

2.67

461

3.81

3.81

26.11

3.024

12.6

0.04

6.33

3.7

928

2.641

Unpaved

3.98

3.98

6.53

4.84

28.7

2.96

3.3

6.19

21.56

\

1.493

27.1

3.51

22.55

284

4.04

0.04

526

3,482

825

Unpaved

Unpaved

12,422

0.89

55.2

425

3.72

55.65

1,294

Unpaved

8,684

2.052

66

25.9

0.045

8.84

8.84

16.37
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2.43

Unpaved

4.56

5,629

0.908

231

20.9

0.902

153

Unpaved

129

5,629

71

111

0.04

4.26

770

141

1.92

Unpaved

0.776

9.5

16.7

2.24

2,633

0.5

1.14

Unpaved

1,984

177

0.04

11.25

131

Unpaved

7,220

29.38

5336

Unpaved

6,776

9.13

1.689

Unpaved

501

2.98

Paved

1,764

2.89

Unpaved

10.16

3,173

82.8

0.045

4.99

4,311

0.968

45.6

18.9

0.03

8.79

8.79
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529

9.816

5.05

Unpaved

7,986

2.581

0.045

7.91

2,730 2.93 Unpaved 15.53
4,797 1.783 198.4 61.9 0.045 9.61 9.61 8.32
755 0.766 | 141 Uibaied 8.91
3,159 0.997 6.8 345 0.04 1.26 1.26 417
5,567 6.27 6.27 14.8

8.12

2,325

8.6

2.2

17.64

2,334

3.49

3,386

8.52

8.52

15.344

110.9

0.06

22.44

22.44

10.31

10.31

3.94

3.94

5.765

Unpaved

311

6.95

4.25

Unpaved

62.4

0.045

7.04

3,634

47

0.045

8.58

7.06
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1,875 | 567 3.84 Unpaved 8.13

9,798 2973 211.2 55.7 0.045 13.88 13.88 11.76

1,628 | 5527 | 3.79 Uniaeed 7.15
5,628 2.814 170.5 65.6 0.045 105 10.5 8.94
4151 | 2433 | 252 Unpaved 27.49
3.749 126.5 0.045 8.55
2,784 | 6815 | 421
1.184 35.3 24 0.045 467 467 14.91

2,512 05 114 Vhigiiai 36.7

7,400 0.511 53.8 24.3 0.05 3.62 3.62 34.05

1,78 | 112 | 171 Hinpaad 17.46

1,344 | 4.951 3.59 Unpaved 6.24

661 | 2225 | 241 ik 458

2,484 0.814 270.6 89.8 0.03 9.34 9.34 4.43

1,500 | 1.804 | 222 Urpeia 11.26

4,534 0.5 329.1 67.1 0.03 10.13 10.13 7.46

3204 | 1.044 | 165 Unipived 32.39
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5,119

0.5%94

13

23.8

0.04

1.92

1.92

44.44

1,658

1.59

Unpaved

4,242

0.5

289.4

67.1

0.03

9.3

93

7.6

516

231

0.5

1223

0.03

6.74

6.74

101

0.805

198.9

11.19

7.37

1.197

82.7

10.29

7.04

Unpaved

6.1

4.278

9.19

Unpaved

6.65

5.899

Unpaved

6,616

1.694

6.76

1,293

2.8

Unpaved

7.69

10,314

49.6

1.808

217

Unpaved

7.36

1.132

111

20.3

0.04

2.65

2.65

13.16

0.5

510.8

105.8

0.03

10.03

10.03

6.3
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213

9.01

1,804

0.871

51

14.8

0.05

1.36

1.36

22.16

2.46

1,180

0.73

182.8

575

0.03

9.18

9.18

214

78.6

51.2

3,361

3.532

68.9

44.8

988

1.862

2,415

0.786

26.8

0.04

11.67

0.651

Unpaved

0.045

22.58

703

Unpaved

Unpaved

0.679

12.7

1,435

Unpaved

12.19

1.068

1,099

1.738

243

Unpaved

7,167

0.726

125

14.4

0.03

3.84

3.84
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2,988

0.897

1.53

Unpaved

254

0.5

1.14

Unpaved

0.62

431

2.65

4.65

495

2.67

293

14.9

365

1.93

57.9

33.3

0.04

11.05

1,060

313

5.64
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899 2.922 2.76

Unpaved

5.43

1,097

5.013

100.4

39.6

0.05

12.41

1241

147

452 4.983 3.6

Unpaved

2.09

1,784

2.89

2.89

10.28

3,999

1.113

17

15.4

0.045

3.74

3.74

17.83

Notes:

[1] Flowpaths hand-delineated.

[2]Sheet Flow was considered to occur at short distances with a maximum of 100 ft.
(3) n-Value was based on the landuse.

(4) Landuse was determined from orthos.

(5) Sheet flow slope = (US elevation - DS elevation) / overland flow length. Minimum Slope set at 0.5%.
[6] 2-YR 24-HR Rainfall.

(7) Overland Flow Time of Concentration (hr) = (0.007*(nL)*0.8)/((P2)"*0.5*s"0.4).
[8] Length of Shallow Concentrated Flow.

(9) Ground Slope over Shallow Concentrated Flow Path. Minimum Slope set at 0.5%.
[10] Channel Velocity: Paved Areas=20.3282*SQRT(Slope/100). Unpaved Areas=16.1345*SQRT(Slope/100).
(11) Obtained from orthos.

(12) Channel Flow Tc (Shallow Concentrated) =L/ V.

(13) Main channel length.

(14) Channel Slope. Minimum Slope set at 0.5%.

(15) Average Bankfull Area.

(16) Average Bankfull Wetted Perimeter.

(17) Manning's n-Value for Channel.

(18) Channel Velocity (Manning's Equation).

(19) Channel Velocity from HEC-RAS using WSEL profile at bank full elevation.

(20) User Selected Velocity.

(21) Channel Time of Concentration (Channel Length/Channel Velocity).

(29) Total Tc = Overland Flow+Shallow Concentrated Flow+Channel Flow+Pipe Flow.
(30) Lag Time (Tlag) = 0.6 * Final Tc (Soil Conservation Service).
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A.5 Flood Routing

Flood routing through channel reaches in the hydraulic model was calculated using the Modified
Puls Routing Method for study streams and the Muskingum-Cunge Routing Method for all other
reaches. The Modified Puls Method was used because of its ability to account for the attenuation
of the flood hydrograph associated with the effects of bridge/culvert backwater effects and
overbank storage. Storage-outflow data for the Modified Puls Routing Method was extracted
from the existing conditions hydraulic models for the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch
Watershed. Muskingam-Cunge parameters were extracted from the LiDAR data. Modified
Puls and Muskingum-Cunge routing parameters are shown in Tables A6 and A7.

a le 6: M Routi Paa ters

Backbone Creek RMRB_010 2351 1.8 2.7 14.5 15

RMRB_200 1766 17 2.5 11.7 12
RMRB_210 1406 24 3.6 6.4
RMRB_220 1028 1.8 2.7 6.3 7
RMRB_230 1240 29 4.3 4.8
RMRB_240 2898 3.8 5.7 8.5 9
RMRB_290 3775 4.2 6.3 10.0 11
RMRB_340 2749 4.9 7.3 6.3 7
RMRB_350 5642 4.4 6.6 14.2 15
RMRB_360 6345 3.9 5.9 18.0 19
RMRB_370 10742 43 6.4 27.9 28
RMRB_460 8298 5.8 8.7 15.9 16
RMRB_470 5998 6.9 10.3 9.7 10
RMRB_480 7630 8.5 12.7 10.0 10
RMRB_490 2300 10.2 15.2 2.5 3
BC-1 RMRB_960 845 3.0 4.5 3.1 4
RMRB_970 1569 4.1 6.1 43 5
RMRB_980 2997 35 5.3 9.5 10
BC-2 RMRB_250 5689 3.8 5.7 16.5 17
RMRB_260 2262 3.6 5.4 7.0 8
RMRB_270 7268 5.4 8.1 14.9 15
Whitman Branch RMRB_020 1988 4.7 7.0 4.7 5
RMRB_030 1819 4.3 6.5 4.7 5
RMRB_080 2098 4.2 6.3 55 6
RMRB_090 2424 2.3 3.4 11.9 12
RMRB_100 3034 3.4 5.1 10.0 10
RMRB_110 2047 23 3.4 10.0 11
RMRB_120 4021 3.7 5.5 12.1 13
RMRB_180 6011 3.6 5.4 18.4 19
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WB-1 RMRB_040 2515 5.6 8.4 5.0 6
RMRB_050 1989 4.8 7.1 4.6 5
RMRB_060 2942 2.9 43 11.4 12
Notes:

! Average channel velocity calculated in RAS Routing Model.
? Flood Wave Velocity = 1.5 * average channel velocity.
* Rounded Steps = the number of routing steps rounded up.

RMRB_010 RMRB_200 RMRB_210
RS_ | 2548 [ to | RS_ | 197 RS_ | 4163 | to | RS_ | 2548 RS_ | 5366 | to | RS_ | 4163

(‘;2:_:?;; Q Total (cfs) 2;:::'_:; Q Total (cfs) :::z:-‘:-:te) Q Total (cfs)
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

221 400 14.1 400 5.8 400

33.2 790 22.1 790 9.4 790

58.6 1980 46.5 1980 18.3 1980

95.3 3950 83.5 3950 39.8 3950
160.5 7900 115.4 7900 64.5 7900
3117 15800 245.4 15800 141.6 15800
3925 19600 344.0 19600 193.3 19600
475.2 23400 443.0 23400 244.9 23400
569.1 27500 539.0 27500 297.1 27500
646.7 30500 602.8 30500 3324 30500
717.5 33500 658.6 33500 363.6 33500
850.4 40200 758.8 40200 422.8 40200
968.7 46900 847.9 46900 483.2 46900
1127.5 56950 975.1 56950 566.5 56950
1270.6 67000 1087.8 67000 642.2 67000
1491.6 83750 1271.0 83750 768.2 83750
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RMRB_230

~ RMRB_240

"RMRB_220 - 5 o :
RS 5918 to -~ RS_ - 5366 . 'RS_ 71200 to RS_ 5918 | |[RS_ 9965 to -RS. 7120

e | o | | G | aveme | | e [ anewi
00 0 00 - 0 0.0 - 0
3.6 .400 5.6 400 177 . 400 -

5.6 790 91 790 o249 0 [ 790
95 1980 . 177 © 1980 407 | 1980
16.8 3950 31.0 3950 . 60.0 '3950.
28.6 7900 56.3 . 7900 - 933 : 7900
64.0° 15800 - 1179 15800 157.2 - 15800

916" . 19530 159.1 19530 ©193.2 19530

S 117.0 - 23250 1915 23250 2281 23250 -
146.9 - 127300 2218 - 1273000 266.0 27300 " - -
167.5 30200 . 2472 - 30200 .~ 2979 30200
186.2 . 33100 271.8 33100 3312 33100
221.9 139720 . 320.8 139720 401.1° 39720
257.3 46340 371.6 - 46340 4727 46340

- 306.5. 56270 444.4 - 56270 -578.4 56270
351.1 66200 515.6 66200 6859 . 66200

4228 82750 637.6 -~ 82750 - 861.0 ' '82750,

- RMRB 290 . RMRB_340 ~ _ RMRB 350

RS_ 13725 to 'RS. 9965 | | RS. 15932 to - RS_ 13725 RS_ 20558 . to” RS_. 15932
:/a‘:::trf':) QTptal (cfs) 2;:::'_:; QTotaI {cfs) » ::2':_:; B QTotaI (cfs)
0.0 0o S 0.0 -0 0.0 0
155 390 - 5.2 360" 159 -+ | - 350
247 770 84 730 249 700
444 1940 - 16.3 1820 463 © 1750
704 3870 - 273 - 3630 751 . 3500
118.0 7730 - , 456 7250 127.6 7000
218.7 . 15450 " - ~ 759" - 14500 - 215.8 --14000
2445 -19080 90.9° 17900 256.5 17180 =
300.9 22700 .. 1031 | 21300 2915 20350 -

. 359.7 26650 1184 - - 24950 . 340.2. --23800 -

- 3979 - .29450. . . 1275 . | .. - 27580 3741 . 26300
-432.7 32250 - 1365 | - 30200 407.1 28800
504.3. © 38700 - 157.7 36240 5092 34560

| - 566.9 45150. ° 178.3 42280 | 5986 40320

. 667.3 | 54830 . 1209.3 51340 7304 48960

7629 64500 2392 . 60400 . 8510 | . ..57600 -

9119 80630 - 288.7 - 75500 10406 | - 72000 -
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. RMRB_360 R ‘ RMRB_370 . - RMRB_460 ,
RS_ 25363 to - RS_ 20558 RS_ 35178  to -RS.- 25363 | |RS_ 41934 to RS_ 35178
;7::::2'-‘;:)  QUotal(efs) | | xzzlr:r-:te)- QTotal(cfs) | | (\:.]:::r_'f';' QTotal (cfs)
00 | 0. ' 00 | o0 00 0
12.2 240 " 16.6 S 180 . 65 110
19.1 470 274 | - 370 11,0 220
35.9 © 1190 | T 521 920 212 560
589 2370 85.7 -1830 344 1120
106.1 4730 1514 3650 - 59.9 2230
235.4 9450 - - 3177 7300 1253 - 4450
© 3027 11880 401.1 8980 - - 164.0 5430
366.3 14300 489.7 10650 . . 206.0 . 6400
411.1 16850 - 5829 12400 249.2. 7400
459.7 18850 1645.4 © 13650 - 2784 8130
508.2 20850 7107 - ~.14900 - 3074 8850 -
615:8 25020 8830 117880 391.0 10620
713.9 29190 1036.8 20860 481.6 12390
857.7 35450 1262.8 25330 . 581.6 15050
991.7 41700 1489.9. 29800 657.5 117700
12013 52130 18723 37250 . 7825 22130
'"RMRB_470 - RMRB_480 s *~ RMRB_490
RS_ 47887 to 'RS_ 41934 RS. 54433 to.. RS_ = 47887 RS . 55672 to  RS_. 54433
e | oo | | o [ s || g | amest
0.0 | 0" S 00 | 0 0.0 )
59 | 120 - 5.8 <120 08 - 120
9.4 240 9.4 7240 13 240
17.7 600 171 590 26 590
29.3 1200 286 - 1180- 43 1180
52.6 2400 46.2 - 2350 6.8, 2350
110.4 4800 81.4 4700 125 - 4700
135.3 5780 . 984 5630 15.5 . 5630
158.6 6750 . -119.4 6550 -17.8 6550 -
182.1 7800 1448 7500 209 - - 7500
- 198.6 . 8500 . 157.8 8150 -2 . 8150
214.8 9200 187.2 - 8800 261 |- 8800
. 2641 11040 - 240.7 - 10560 o312 . 10560 -
3101 | 12880 278.1 12320 © 363 12320
388.0 ‘ 15640 - 345.3 . ...14960 439 14960 :
. 4524 18400 . ... 4028 | 17600 . 514 ...17600.
5412 23000 - 5049 © . 22000 T 622 22000
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RMRB_960 RMRB_970 RMRB_980

RS 1196 to RS 351 | |ms. 2575 to ms 1196| |ms 5254 10 Rs. 2575

(‘;‘:'r:"f's QTotal (cfs) (‘i’i‘:'r‘;"f‘; QTotal (cfs) ;‘:’r‘;’_'f‘; QTotal (cfs)
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
10 50 0.9 50 43 20
14 %0 14 90 5.0 20
25 240 29 240 69 100
37 470 45 470 9.4 200
58 930 73 930 131 200
106 1860 126 1860 182 800
132 2210 148 2210 197 930
158 2550 172 2550 218 1050
17.9 2850 19.2 2850 23.7 1190
194 3080 208 3080 24.9 1270
20.7 3300 224 3300 261 1350
246 3960 27.2 3960 296 1620
28.5 2620 323 4620 33.0 1890
336 5610 38.0 5610 378 2300
38.1 6600 2238 6600 222 2700

RMRB_250 RMRB_260 RMRB_270
RS_ 6110 to RS_ 421 RS_ 8082 to RS_ 6110 RS_ 15289 to RS_ 8082
Volume Volume Volume
(acre-ft) Q Total (cfs) (acre-ft) Q Total (cfs) (acre-ft) Q Total (cfs)

0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

6.2 50 1.1 40 7.1 30

8.2 90 1.8 80 9.1 70
14.0 230 33 200 13.2 170
21.8 450 5.0 390 19.1 340
35.2 900 8.0 780 28.6 680
77.9 1800 14.6 1550 45.6 1350
91.2 2150 17.0 1850 51.5 1600
103.5 2500 19.5 2150 57.3 1850
117.5 2900 22.3 2450 62.8 2100
127.1° 3150 24.1 2650 66.2 2250
131.8 3400 25.9 2850 69.6 2400
151.4 4080 314 3420 80.4 2880
171.9 4760 37.5 3990 90.7 3360
198.8 5780 46.4 4850 104.3 4080
224.2 6800 53.0 5700 119.3 4800
262.3 8500 63.5 7130 141.5 6000
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RMRB_020 RMRB_030 RMRB_080
RS. 2285 to RS 297 RS. 4024 to RS. 2285 RS. 6184 to RS 4024
::‘:'r‘;"f‘; Q Total (cfs) (‘;‘Z'r‘;"f‘te) Q Total (cfs) (‘;‘::r:“;; QTotal (cfs)
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
2.2 130 21 130 3.0 100
85 250 34 250 52 210
138 630 63 630 93 520
18.9 1250 103 1250 145 1040
288 2500 186 2500 231 2080
259 5000 127 5000 366 4150
541 6000 524 6000 a15 5060
629 7000 612 7000 263 5960
707 8050 700 8050 516 6900
786 8300 754 8300 54.7 7520
848 9550 795 9550 582 8130
1005 11460 905 11460 663 9760
1165 13370 1013 13370 754 11380
153.7 16240 1173 16240 91.0 13820
1859 19100 1318 19100 1005 16260
RMRB_090 RMRB_100 RMRB_110
RS. 8388 to RS 6184 | | RS. 11716 to RS. 8305 | | RS. 13704 to RS 11716
X“Z'r:":) QTotal (cfs) (‘;‘:'r:"f'; QTotal (cfs) (‘;:'r‘;":) Q Total (cfs)
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
53 100 33 100 3.9 100
68 210 58 200 54 200
9.9 520 112 500 93 500
15.0 1040 19.0 1000 149 1000
248 2080 35.0 2000 273 2000
20.6 4150 69.6 3990 289 3990
46.9 5060 84.2 4860 55.3 4860
529 5960 97.1 5730 623 5730
59.0 6900 108.1 6620 68.0 6620
629 7520 116.7 7220 726 7220
66.9 8130 1251 7820 77.0 7820
773 9760 146.7 9380 88.1 9380
87.4 11380 168.0 10950 99.6 10950
102.2 13820 197.6 13290 116.3 13290
116.0 16260 225.0 15640 132.6 15640
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RMRB_120 RMRB_180
RS_ 17595 to RS_ 13704 RS_ 23235 to RS_- 17595
(‘;‘;'r‘;";; QTotal (cfs) (‘;‘::r:";f) Q Total (cfs)
0.0 0 0.0 0
10.7 100 17.5 30
14.9 200 19.6 60
24.4 500 243 150
382 1000 309 290
63.9 2000 39.6 570
1155 3990 55.5 1140
134.8 4860 61.6 1360
154.0 5730 68.1 1580
170.7 6620 74.0 1800
182.0 7220 78.3 1940
192.8 7820 81.8 2070
220.2 9380 92.3 2480
248.2 10950 102.5 2900
287.0 13290 116.5 3520
326.2 15640 129.8 4140

RMRB_040 RMRB_050 RMRB_060
RS. 2670 to RS_ 155 RS_ 4528 to RS_ 2670 RS. 7166 to RS_ 4528
(‘::L:':S Q Total (cfs) Ya‘::':r-rfite) Q Total (cfs) (\::Ir:r:; Q Total (cfs)
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
5.4 40 0.8 40 15 50
6.6 70 14 70 24 110
9.6 190 2.7 190 4.0 270
12.8 370 4.6 370 6.2 530
17.7 740 8.4 740 10.2 1050
25.4 1480 15.5 1480 18.2 2100
27.6 1730 17.7 1730 216 2480
29.7 1980 19.7 1980 24.8 2850
31.7 2210 216 2210 28.1 3200
329 2360 22.7 2360 30.5 3430
34.0 2510 239 2510 32.9 3650
383 3010 27.4 3010 41.0 4380
42.2 3510 30.8 3510 48.7 5110
48.1 4270 36.0 4270 59.5 6210
53.5 5020 40.8 5020 70.0 7300
62.4 6280 48.0 6280 85.6 9130
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Table A7: Muskingum-Cunge Routing Parameters

RMRB_130 1740 0.0075 0.04 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 130
RMRB_150 1302 0.0051 0.05 0.1 0.09 Eight Point 150
RMRB_300 2257 0.0230 0.06 0.1 0.1 Eight Point 300
RMRB_310 1677 0.005 0.05 0.09 0.08 Eight Point 310
RMRB_320 5780 0.0061 0.06 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 320
RMRB_380 9520 0.0057 0.055 0.09 0.09 Eight Point 380
RMRB_390 6180 0.005 0.055 0.1 0.09 Eight Point 390
RMRB_400 1015 0.0576 0.055 0.09 0.08 Eight Point 400
RMRB_420 4898 0.005 0.06 0.1 0.09 Eight Point 420
RMRB_430 3248 0.0053 0.06 0.09 0.08 Eight Point 430
RMRB_440 3178 0.005 0.055 0.1 0.08 Eight Point 440
RMRB_510 7348 0.0125 0.055 0.09 0.08 Eight Point 510
RMRB_530 7255 0.0268 0.05 0.09 0.08 Eight Point 530
RMRB_540 3170 0.0145 0.05 0.1 0.1 Eight Point 540
RMRB_580 5373 0.0268 0.05 0.08 0.1 Eight Point 580
RMRB_590 9354 0.005 0.055 0.08 0.09 Eight Point 590
RMRB_600 7903 0.005 0.055 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 600
RMRB_620 5510 0.0070 0.05 0.08 0.07 Eight Point 620
RMRB_640 7285 0.0062 0.06 0.09 0.08 Eight Point 640
RMRB_650 2453 0.005 0.045 0.09 0.08 Eight Point 650
RMRB_660 5268 0.005 0.045 0.1 0.09 Eight Point 660
RMRB_670 1271 0.0345 0.05 0.08 0.09 Eight Point 670
RMRB_680 5482 0.005 0.045 0.08 0.09 Eight Point 680
RMRB_690 2645 0.0081 0.045 0.08 0.09 Eight Point 690
RMRB_710 5523 0.0126 0.06 0.07 0.07 Eight Point 710
RMRB_740 4641 0.0470 0.055 0.09 0.09 Eight Point 740
RMRB_760 4483 0.0129 0.05 0.07 0.08 Eight Point 760
RMRB_770 5026 0.005 0.045 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 770
RMRB_780 2025 0.005 0.045 0.07 0.08 Eight Point 780
RMRB_790 6302 0.005 0.055 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 790
RMRB_810 8095 0.005 0.055 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 810
RMRB_820 3240 0.005 0.045 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 820
RMRB_850 1308 0.0494 0.045 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 850
RMRB_860 3376 0.005 0.055 0.09 0.09 Eight Point 860
RMRB_870 5945 0.005 0.045 0.08 0.09 Eight Point 870
RMRB_890 3902 0.0061 0.05 0.08 0.07 Eight Point 890
RMRB_900 316 0.0106 0.055 0.09 0.09 Eight Point 900
RMRB_920 2252 0.0084 0.05 0.08 0.08 Eight Point 920
RMRB_940 6046 0.0072 0.05 0.1 0.1 Eight Point 940
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RMRB_1000 1645 0.0068 0.04 0.07 0.08 Eight Point 1000

Note:

Slope was set to a 0.5% minimum.

N-values were determined using ortho photos.
Cross-Sections were determined using Hydra_DEM.
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RMRB_300 s RMRB_390 966
X y o0 \ X y
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A6 Peak Dlscharges

Peak discharges were computed at the downstream end of each sub basm Table A8 dlsplays
peak dlscharge results from the HEC HMS model L '
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Table A8: Computed Peak Discharges

Backbone Creek
JMRB_300_340 13725 29.927 6580 11980 15670 21130 25390 28640 39330 7060 12520 16150 21770 25740 29020 39760
JMRB_250_290 12132 31.605 6750 12190 16020 21370 25750 29330 41800 7220 12740 16490 22030 26130 29770 42500
JMRB_240 8144 31.769 6760 12190 15960 21340 25720 29330 41700 7230 12730 16480 21980 26100 29740 42400
JMRB_230 6481 31.798 6750 12160 15910 21270 25660 29290 41550 7220 12700 16410 21900 26040 29700 42240
JMRB_230_940 6119 32.399 6800 12220 15980 21360 25790 29450 42090 7270 12770 16490 22000 26170 29850 42780
JMRB_220_960 5366 33.796 6860 12310 16080 21470 25940 29660 42660 7330 12860 16590 22120 26340 30080 43350
JMRB_210 4835 33.904 6860 12290 16050 21380 25850 29630 42530 7330 12830 16530 22010 26250 30050 43230
JMRB_200 3426 33.949 6860 12240 15960 21190 25670 29550 42360 7330 12780 16430 21790 26090 29970 43050
JMRB_020_200 2397 40.127 7640 13160 17230 22680 27960 34060 51220 8250 13770 18160 23560 28870 34930 52200
Outlet1 838 40.253 7630 13130 17100 22570 27730 33710 51010 8240 13730 18020 23420 28590 34680 51970
Backbone Creek Trib 1
JMRB_980 2575 0.448 320 600 820 1100 1330 1520 2090 330 620 840 1110 1350 1530 2100
JMRB_970 1816 0.471 300 590 820 1110 1340 1530 2100 320 610 840 1120 1350 1540 2110
JMRB_970_1000 1196 1.190 500 1130 1620 2300 2840 3390 4800 540 1190 1680 2360 2900 3450 4850
JMRB_960 759 1.391 520 1200 1730 2410 3000 3640 5180 580 1270 1790 2470 3070 3700 5240
Backbone Creek Trib 2
JMRB_260 7106 1.375 670 1260 1700 2330 2860 3410 4840 720 1310 1740 2380 2910 3450 4880
JMRB_250 3867 1.678 640 1190 1610 2250 2820 3360 5080 700 1240 1650 2320 2870 3420 5130
Whitman Branch
JMRB_190 23235 0.686 380 650 860 1160 1460 1650 2310 410 690 910 1200 1440 1690 2350
JMRB_180 19811 0.944 300 720 1000 1340 1610 1900 2690 340 810 1060 1400 1670 1970 2750
JMRB_130_180 17595 3175 1160 2250 3280 4550 5490 6490 9060 1420 2610 3660 4870 5820 6820 9380
JMRB_120 14848 3.784 1270 2270 3310 4830 5940 7120 10020 1560 2600 3730 5250 6320 7510 10400
JMRB_110 12460 4.038 1300 2310 3340 4900 6050 7250 10200 1580 2650 3760 5330 6430 7640 10580
JMRB_100 9843 4.244 1300 2320 3340 4860 6060 7250 10270 1590 2670 3760 5320 6460 7660 10650
JMRB_090 7644 4.476 1330 2370 3390 4940 6190 7390 10490 1620 2720 3810 5410 6580 7800 10870
JMRB_080 5171 4.566 1340 2380 3400 4950 6190 7420 10520 1620 2730 3820 5420 6610 7820 10910
JMRB_040_080 4024 5.940 1710 3010 3980 5600 7060 8530 12190 2030 3380 4370 6160 7580 8970 12630
JMRB_030 2790 6.048 1720 3010 3970 5570 7030 8540 12210 2040 3370 4350 6120 7540 9000 12660
JMRB_020 1032 6.178 1720 3020 4000 5560 7000 8500 12210 2050 3390 4370 6090 7530 8970 12650
Whitman Branch Trib 1
JMRB_060 4528 0.834 500 910 1190 1580 1890 2230 3090 610 1010 1300 1690 2000 2340 3190
JMRB_050 3219 1.210 930 1560 2000 2620 3140 3680 5070 1080 1710 2160 2790 3300 3840 5210
JMRB_040 2174 1.374 1070 1760 2270 2950 3510 4120 5660 1220 1920 2420 3100 3680 4270 5780
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A.7 Hydraulic Analysis

A hydraulic analysis was performed along several streams within the Backbone Creek and
Whitman Branch Watershed utilizing HEC-RAS software, version 4.1. The purpose of this
hydraulic analysis was to develop flood profiles for the existing and ultimate conditions 2-, 5-,
10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year frequency rainfall events. @No hydraulic geometric
modifications were made between the existing and ultimate scenarios; differences between these
two water surfaces are only the result of the different simulated hydrologic flow rates. The
locations of the detailed bridge surveys used in this study are listed in Table A9 below. The river
station is measured in feet from the outfall of each listed stream.

Table A9.

Backbone Creek S Avenue J 2357

S Avenue N 4205
RR Bridge 5876
2nd St 7095
Broadway St 10040
FM 1431 10890
BC-1 S Avenue S 976
BC-2 FM 1431 922
Earthen Dam 2477
Whitman Branch S Yett St 490
2nd St 1324
3rd St 1751
4th St 2235
Pedestrian Bridge 3651
Broadway St 3996
FM 1431 5087
Mission Hills Dr 6154
US 281 8646
Public Dr 11689
Commerce St 12863
Nature Heights Dr 13539
Private Dr 14474
Dam 20915
WTM-1 Avenue L 381
Avenue ] 1268
Main St 1685
Us 281 2038
FM 1431 2597
12th St 3533
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Non-surveyed cross-sections were cut from LiDAR elevation data. Structures located on streams
modeled with limited detail methods were estimated using LIDAR elevation data, aerial photos,
and field visits.

The computed peak discharges from the hydrologic model were input into the hydraulic model to
develop existing and ultimate condition flood profiles for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-, and 500-
year frequency events. All Manning’s n-values were selected from a combination of aerial
photos, site visits, and landuse shapefiles. N-values were primarily assigned according to Table
A.3. The downstream boundary condition for Backbone Creek and all tributary models was set
to normal depth. The confluence of Backbone Creek Tributary 2 into Backbone Creek main
stem proved to be a complicated area. After detailed analysis, it was observed that Backbone
Creek controls the flooding along Backbone Creek Tributary 2 for most events over the 25-year
event up to Cross Section 2245 (BCB2). For this reason, all water surfaces for cross sections
downstream of XS 2245 on Backbone Creek Tributary 2 were set to equal the corresponding
water surface elevation of Backbone Creek. While this approach may overestimate flooding on
Backbone Creek Tributary 2 for lower frequency events, it felt to be the most appropriate way to
simulate all events properly for this study.

A.8 Flood Profiles

Flood profiles for existing conditions were computed along the study streams for the various

frequency events previously mentioned. The results for each stream can be seen in Figures A4 -
A8.
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Figure A4: Backbone Creek Frequency Profiles
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Figure A6: Backbone Creek Tributary 2 Frequency Profiles
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Figure A7: Whitman Branch Frequency Profiles
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A.9FIS Comparlson ;

" A comparison was made between the results from this study and the current effective base flood
- elevations and discharges listed in the Burnet County-current effective FEMA Flood Insurance
Study. The 100-year flood elevation comparisons are shown in Figures A9 Al3 and discharge
‘ vcompansons are d1splayed in Table A10. - :

Differences in the water surface’ proﬁles and dlscharges can be attr1buted to many factors. The :
- following is a l1st of reasons the results could vary: ' : o '

’ 'Spllls and d1ver51ons were accounted for i in the new model
Hydrologlc and Hydraulic parameters were calculated with different methodology
Differences in the amount and accuracy of field survey ava1lable :

" The use of detailed LiDAR topographic data.
Physical watershed changes may have occurred.
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Table A10: Peak Flow Comparison to FIS
10-YR B . o I e 100-YR | l 500-YR
HMS Flow . HMS Flow | | H™MsFlow | o | HMS Flow
Stream HMS JUNCTION FIS with AMCIli| Percent Fis with AMC 1| Percent FIS with AMCIl| Percent FisS | withAMc 11| Percent
Flow (cfs) | Conditions | Change (%) | Flow (cfs) Conditipns Change (%) | Flow (cfs) | Conditions | Change (%) | Flow (cfs) | Conditi,ons Change (%)
(cfs) , (cfs) [ () e (cfs) |
Backbone Creek
JMRB=480 4700 5690 21.06% 6550 8740 33.44% 7500 10240 36.53% 8800 15540 76.59%
JMRB=47O 4800 6450 34.38% 6750 9660 43.11% 7800 10900 39.74% 9200 16480 79.13%
JMRB_460 4450 6350 42.70% 6400 9730 52.03% 7400 11040 49.19% 8850 16520 86.67%
JMRB_370 7300 10240 40.27% 10650 15720 47.61% 12400 18070 45.73% 14900 24060 61.48%
JMRB_360 9450 11680 23.60% 14300 17910 25.24% 16850 20530 21.84% 20850 27930 33.96%
JMRBJ_350 14000 14880 6.29% 20350 23770 16.81% 23800 26780 12.52% 28800 36960 28.33%
JMRB=34O 14500 15250 5.17% 21300 24530 15.16% 24950 27630 10.74% 30200 38050 25.99%
JMRB_290 15450 15720 1.75% 22700 25260 11.28% 26650 28650 7.50% 32250 39300 21.86%
JMRB=250=290 15900 16020 0.75% 23400 25750 10.04% 27500 29330 6.65% 33250 41800 25.71%
JMRB_220 15800 15970 1.08% 23250 25750 10.75% 27300 29430 7.80% 33100 42040 27.01%
JMRB_200 15800 15960 1.01% 23400 25670 9.70% 27500 29550 7.45% 33500 42360 26.45%
. Outletl 18000 17100 -5.00% 26900 27730 3.09% 31500 33710 7.02% 38300 51010 33.19%
Backbone Creek Trib 1
JMRB=980 800 820 2.50% 1050 1330 26.67% 1190 1520 27.73% 1350 2090 54.81%
JMRB_960 1860 1730 -6.99% 2550 3000 17.65% 2850 3640 27.72% 3300 5180 56.97%
Backbone Creek Trib 2
JMRB_270 1350 1680 24.44% 1850 2840 53.51% 2100 3390 61.43% 2400 4840 101.67%
JMRB=260 1550 1700 9.68% 2150 2860 33.02% 2450 3410 39.18% 2850 4840 69.82%
JMRB_250 1800 1610 -10.56% 2500 2820 12.80% 2900 3360 15.86% 3400 5080 49.41%
Whitman Branch
JMRB=180 1140 1000 -12.28% 1580 1610 1.90% 1800 1900 5.56% 2070 2690 29.95%
JMRB_130_180 4060 3280 -19.21% 5580 5490 -1.61% 6320 6490 2.69% 7260 9060 24.79%
JMRB=100 3990 3340 -16.29% 5730 6060 5.76% 6620 7250 9.52% 7820 10270 31.33%
JMRB=080 4150 3400 -18.07% 5960 6190 3.86% 6900 7420 7.54% 8130 10520 29.40%
JMRB&OSO 5600 3980 -28.93% 8050 7060 -12.30% 9300 8530 -8.28% 11000 12190 10.82%
JMRB_020 5000 4000 -20.00% 7000 7000 0.00% 8050 8500 5.59% 9550 12210 27.85%
Whitman Branch Trib 1
JMRB=060 1480 1190 -19.59% 1980 1890 -4.55% 2210 2230 0.90% 2510 3090 23.11%
. JMRB_040 2100 2270 8.10% 2850 3510 23.16% 3200 4120 28.75% 3650 5660 55.07%
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Figure A9: Backbone Creek 100-yr Profile Comparison to FEMA Current Effective
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Whitman Branch 100-YR Profile Comparison
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Figure A13: Whitman Branch Tributary 1 100-yr Profile Comparison to FEMA Current Effective
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A.10 Calibration
The hydrologic and hydraulic models were calibrated to the June 2007 flood event.

The LCRA maintains a flow gage at the FM 1431 crossing at Backbone Creek. Ground-adjusted,
real-time, gridded precipitation was applied to the HEC-HMS model to simulate the June 2007
flood event. Initial results matched the observed hydrograph shape. However, overall, the
simulated peak flow and volume were significantly higher than what was observed. Upon
further investigation, precipitation records indicated that little to no rainfall had occurred in the
watershed for several months leading up to the flood event. This warranted lowering the
antecedent moisture conditions in the model to Type I, since the ground was presumably dry and
able to absorb more water than normal conditions. This parameter change produced a
hydrograph that matched the observed gage hydrograph, as seen in Figure A14.

TWDB, TNRIS, Halff Associates, and many local citizens obtained high water marks during or
just after the June 2007 flood event. Approximate peak flood elevations were estimated using
LiDAR data and these high water mark photographs. It is important to note that these high water
mark elevations were not surveyed and are considered approximate estimations of flood depths
during the event. The June 2007 flood event peak flows were applied to the HEC-RAS models
to simulate flood stage during the event. The estimated high water mark elevations were then
compared to the computed water surface elevations of the June 2007 simulation. The high water
marks matched the simulated flood stage fairly well in most locations, as displayed in Figures
Al5 - Al8. Physical parameters along Backbone Creek were calibrated to better match the
observed high water marks.

The results of both the FIS comparisons and calibration indicate that the flood models are
simulating reality well and can appropriately be used in flood mitigation alternative analysis.
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APPENDIX B: Flood Damage Reduction Alternative Analysis

for the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch
Watershed

The alternative analysis for the Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed included flood
damage reduction alternatives for the City of Marble Falls. A map summarizing the
recommended alternatives for each hazard area is included in the map titled Potential Flood
Hazard Reduction Areas in Appendix D.

A total of eight flood damage reduction alternatives were considered to reduce flooding within
the study area, as shown in Table B1. A “first run” analysis was conducted on all alternatives,
followed by a meeting with project participants. During this meeting, three alternatives were
identified as candidates for further analysis. The alternatives to be analyzed in more detail
included Alternatives 4, 5, and 7. Initial analysis indicated that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 were not
beneficial enough to warrant such a costly project. However, the initial analyses of these
alternatives are provided in this report for future use and planning.

Potential funding sources for the alternatives recommended below include FEMA grant
programs, TxDOT grants, USACE, Texas Trail Network (TTN), and TPWD.

Table B1: City of Marble Falls Alternatives
Alternative |

1 Whitman Bypass Channel

Upstream Whitman Branch Detention

Upstream Backbone Creek Detention

Bridge/Culvert Improvements

Downtown Channel Improvements
Creek Walk
Unnamed Tributary Bypass

X IN|O (B WIN

Voluntary Property Acquisition
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B.1 Ranking Matrix Criteria

During the analysis of the various alternatives it was discovered that several of the proposed
alternatives desired by the City were difficult to quantify a direct monetary benefit and cost
associated with the project. Many of the proposed alternatives provide benefits not seen in a
standard benefit/cost analysis. For this reason a ranking matrix was established to score each
alternative between 0 and 10 based on multiple criteria as established below:

Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio

The benefit of each alternative (reduction in flood damages) was divided by the associated cost
of each project. Methods for how the overall flood reduction benefits, as well as the project cost
estimates were calculated are detailed under each alternative sub-section. Alternatives with a
high benefit/cost ratio were given higher scores than those with lower benefit cost ratios.

Community Beautification

This criterion took into account how a proposed alternative would affect the aesthetics of the
local community. For example, a concrete lined channel option would not enhance or improve
the appearance of the community and would be given a low score for this criterion.

Future Economic Impacts

How does the proposed project increase potential for economic benefits as the City develops and
grows? Projects with a higher future economic benefit to the community were given the highest
scores, and those with little to no future economic benefit were given lower scores. For example,
a flood reduction project that decreased the 100-year floodplain would potentially allow for more
developable land that could increase the tax base of the community, and would be given a high
score.

Operation and Maintenance Upkeep

Many, if not all of the proposed flood protection projects will require significant upkeep to
ensure they continue to function properly. The City of Marble Falls will likely be required to
fund these routine maintenance concerns. The proposed projects having the lowest upkeep costs
were scored the highest, with the projects requiring significant maintenance scoring the lowest.

Grant Availability

Marble Falls will likely not be able to fully fund the proposed flood reduction alternatives. This
criterion looks at the realistic potential that a project has for receiving a federal or state grant to
help fund the project. Alternatives with the highest potential for receiving funding were scored
the highest, with those with the smallest potential being scored the lowest.

Project Longevity

Manmade flood control projects do not last forever. This criterion looked at the continued
effectiveness a project would have as the City of Marble Falls grows and develops. Projects that
had the potential to remain functional the longest scored the highest, and those with shorter
lifetimes were scored lower.
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Community Buy-in

The community of Marble Falls must be committed and involved in a proposed flood mitigation
project for it to be successful. Multiple meetings with community leaders were held to gage
interest and feasibility of the proposed alternatives. The alternatives that the community were
most interested in were given the highest score.

Environmental Constraints
This criterion looks at the effects a proposed alternative may have on the environmental
constraints detailed in Appendix C. Alternatives that will have little impacts on these

environmental concerns were given higher scores than those that would greatly impact the
environment.
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B.2 Alternative # 1 - Whitman Branch Bypass Channel

The industrial area along Whitman Branch near US 281 and Nature Heights sustained heavy
flood damages during the June 2007 flood. Diverting flow around this area through either an
open channel or culverts would reduce flooding to the structures.

Two options were analyzed to reduce flooding: an open channel and a series of box culverts. In
order to significantly reduce flooding, the open grass-lined channel would need to be a five ft.
deep trapezoidal channel with a bottom width of 50 ft. and 3:1 side slopes. A similar reduction
in flooding would require nine 10ft. x 5ft. concrete box culverts.

A comparison of existing and “Bypass Channel on Whitman Branch” 100-year floodplains is
displayed in Figure B1. This alternative removes 16 structures from the 100-year floodplain with
a combined improvement value of approximately $2,262,800.

Cost Estimate

The cost estimate for this alternative was based on the open channel option, as the cost of
constructing nine 10ft. x 5ft. box culverts would be significantly higher. Table B2 shows that the
approximate construction cost of a bypass channel would be $470,607.

Table B2: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for Whitman Branch Bypass Channel

110-2003 |Channel Excavation (Cut + Removal) 24290 | CY |S 10.00 | $ 242,900
COA 609S |Native Grassland and Seeding and Planting 18,301 | SY | S 6.00 | S 109,806
500-2001 |Mobilization (10%) 1 LS S 35,771
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LS S 39,348
SUBTOTAL S 427,824
30% CONTINGENCY S 42,782
TOTAL S 470,607
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting |

Benefit Cost Ratio

To conduct a benefit cost analysis, it was necessary to determine the value of the structures being
removed from the 100-year floodplain. The Burnet County tax database was utilized to obtain
the improvement value for each structure. The summation of these values was then multiplied
by the annual probability of a 100-year event (1%, or 0.01) to calculate an annual flood damage
benefit. The analysis period for the benefit cost analysis was chosen to be 50 years, the
estimated effective lifetime of the proposed alternative. Annual inflation was assumed to be 7%
over the 50 years of the project. To bring the annual benefits to a present dollar value, the
following equation was applied:
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Present Value = A * (1 +1i)" — 1
i(l +1i)!

Where A = Annual Benefit in dollars

i = Inflation (7%)
n = Period of Analysis (50 years)

Results of the benefit cost analysis are provided in Table B3.

Table B3: Benefit Cost Results for Whitman Bypass

50Yr Projected Annual Benefit $312,266

Project Cost $476,107

Benefit Cost Ratio Value 0.656

Summary of Scoring

area. Tree removal will be minimal with this alternative. No Impacts to waters of the
U.S.

Criteria Description Score
Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio |Benefit Cost Ratio = 0.656. 3
Community Beautification The proposed improvements will not offer aesthetic benefit to the area. 1
. The proposed improvements will significantly decrease the 100-year floodplain in the
Future E, I it 8
Hrltre conomic -mpacts area, opening up more land to be developable in the future
An open trapezoidal grass lined channel will require minimal operation and
Operation and Maintenance Upkeep |maintenance upkeep to sustain integrity. Mowing and sedimentation removal will be 7
routinely required.
This alternative is a potential candidate for hazard mitigation grants from FEMA,
Grant Availabilit USACE, TDEM, and TWDB. The area's documented flood damages from 2007 E
& increases the potential candidacy for grant approval, however a more favorable B/C
ratio would be needed.
Project L k The two options for this alternative, concrete box culverts or an open trapezoidal 9
FOICES RONREVEY channel, are both associated with longevity and performance with proper upkeep.
Community Buy-in The community was open to, but not overly excited about this alternative. 4
As discussed in Appendix C, while there are federally listed and endangered species
. . within Burnet County, there are no critical habitat areas identified within this study
Environmental Constraints 7
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B.3 Alternative # 2 - Upstream Whitman Branch Detention

Potential detention was evaluated along the upstream reach of Whitman Branch. The proposed
detention would utilize available topography and volume to reduce the 100-year inflow down to
a 2-year outflow. It was determined that the outlet structure would need to be approximately 20
ft. high and 1800 ft. long in order to store the required 780 acre-feet of water to reduce flooding.

A comparison of existing and “Whitman Branch Upstream Detention” 100-year floodplains for
Whitman Branch can be seen in Figure B2. The upstream detention alternative removes 36
habitable structures from the 100-year floodplain with a combined improvement value of
approximately $5,100,000.

Cost Estimate

A pond of this magnitude would be very expensive to construct and would likely outweigh the
benefits it could provide. In addition, this alternative would require approval from multiple
government agencies prior to construction. The volume of earthen fill required to construct the
dam would be over 120,000 cubic yards alone. At $20/cubic yard, the material cost of fill would
be over $2.5 million dollars. A very simplified cost estimate is shown in Table B4. The actual
cost of such a structure would likely be upwards of $4 million dollars.

Table B4: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for Whitman Branch Detention

TxDOT 132  |Earth Fill for Dam 120,000 cY $ 20.00 | § 2,400,000
500-2001 Mobilization (10%) 1 LS S 240,000.00
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 $ 264,000.00
SUBTOTAL s 2,904,000.00
30% CONTINGENCY $ 871,200.00
TOTAL $ 3,775,200.00
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting

Benefit Cost Ratio

To conduct a benefit cost analysis, it was necessary to determine the value of the structures being
removed from the 100-year floodplain. The Burnet County tax database was utilized to obtain
the improvement value for each structure. The summation of these values was then multiplied
by the annual probability of a 100-year event (1%, or 0.01) to calculate an annual flood damage
benefit. The analysis period for the benefit cost analysis was chosen to be 50 years, the
estimated effective lifetime of the proposed alternative. Annual inflation was assumed to be 7%
over the 50 years of the project. To bring the annual benefits to a present dollar value, the
following equation was applied:
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Present Value = A *(1 + i)' = [
i(l +1i)°

Where A = Annual Benefit in dollars
i = Inflation (7%)
n = Period of Analysis (50 years)

Results of the benefit cost analysis are provided in Table BS.

Table B5: Benefit Cost Results for Whitman Detention

50 Yr Projected Annual Benefit $704,675
Project Cost $3,775,200
Benefit Cost Ratio Value 0.187

Summary of Scoring

Criteria Description Score
Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio |Benefit Cost Ratio = 0.187 2
, i The proposed improvement has the potential to offer a moderate aesthetic benefit
Beaut ! 5
G aagcrio with the addition of a local pond.
s Bononie Tty The propqsed improvements will significantly d.ecrease the 100-year floodplain in the 9
area, opening up more land to be developable in the future
Detention options would require a higher degree of operation and maintenance
. . upkeep when compared with channelization options. Algal blooms, shoreline
2
Operation and Mintenance Upkeep erosion, odors, pests, and sediment accumulation are factors to that would have to
be monitored and maintained.
This alternative is a potential candidate for hazard mitigation grants from FEMA,
Grant Availability USACE, TDEM, and TWDB, however a more favorable B/C ratio would be 5
needed.
Project Longevity If properly maintained, the detention ponds are associated with moderate longevity. 6
Community Buy-in The community did not see this as a viable alternative. 1

As discussed in Appendix C, while there are federally listed and endangered species
within Burnet County, there are no critical habitat areas identified within this study
Environmental Constraints area. Detention has a higher probability of potential impact within the disturbed area 1
when compared with channelization options. Detention is not an environmentally
preferred mitigation alternative as it disrupts the natural ecology of the area.
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B.4 Alternative # 3 - Upstream Backbone Creek Detention

Potential detention was evaluated along Backbone Creek just upstream of the city limits. This
upstream detention would utilize available topography and volume to reduce the 100-year inflow
to a 50-year outflow. The location of the proposed pond is situated behind the natural fault line.
This location was selected because the fault serves a natural dam in this area. The only
construction required would be an outlet structure within the gap in the fault where Backbone
Creek flows into the City. It was determined that the outlet structure would need to be
approximately 50 ft. high and 600 ft. long in order to store the required 1,500 acre-feet of water
to reduce flooding.

A comparison of existing and “Backbone Creek Upstream Detention” 100-year floodplains for
Backbone Creek can be seen in Figure B3. The upstream detention alternative removes 12
habitable structures from the 100-year floodplain with a combined improvement value of
approximately $1,409,000.

Cost Estimate

A pond of this magnitude would be very expensive to construct and would likely outweigh the
benefits it could provide. In addition, this alternative would require approval from multiple
government agencies prior to construction. The dirt fill alone for a detention structure of this size
would be over 200,000 cubic yards. A very simplified cost estimate is provided in Table B6.

Table B6: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for Backbone Creek Detention

TxDOT 132 |Earth Fill for Dam 200,000 cy |$ 20.00 $4,000,000
500-2001 |Mobilization (10%) 1 LS , $400,000
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LS ' $440,000
SUBTOTAL $4,840,000
30% CONTINGENCY $1,452,000
TOTAL $6,292,000
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting |

Benefit Cost Ratio

To conduct a benefit cost analysis, it was necessary to determine the value of the structures being
removed from the 100-year floodplain. The Burnet County tax database was utilized to obtain
the improvement value for each structure. The summation of these values was then multiplied
by the annual probability of a 100-year event (1%, or 0.01) to calculate an annual flood damage
benefit. The analysis period for the benefit cost analysis was chosen to be 50 years, the
estimated effective lifetime of the proposed alternative. Annual inflation was assumed to be 7%
over the 50 years of the project. To bring the annual benefits to a present dollar value, the
following equation was applied:
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Present Value = A * (1 + i)' — 1
i(1 +1i)

Where A = Annual Benefit in dollars
i = Inflation (7%)
n = Period of Analysis (50 years)

Results of the benefit cost analysis are provided in Table B7.
Table B7: Benefit Cost Results for Backbone Detention

50 Yr Projected Annual Benefit $194,437
Project Cost $6,292,000
Benefit Cost Ratio Value 0.031

Summary of Scoring

Criteria Description Score
Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio |Benefit Cost Ratio = 0.031 1
. P The proposed improvement has the potential to offer a moderate aesthetic benefit
5
Commmiy Beauiuution with the addition of a local pond.
, The proposed improvements will minimally decrease the 100-year floodplain in the
4
Fuwe Economic Impacts area, opening up more land to be developable in the future.
Detention options would require a higher degree of operation and maintenance
; ; upkeep when compared with channelization options. Algal blooms, shoreline
2
Uperntion and Muinteniance Upkeep erosion, odors, pests, and sediment accumulation are factors to that would have to
be monitored and maintained.
This alternative is a potential candidate for hazard mitigation grants from FEMA,
Grant Availability USACE, TDEM, and TWDB, however a more favorable B/C ratio would be 5
needed.
Project Longevity If properly maintained, the detention ponds are associated with moderate longevity. 6
Community Buy-in The community did not see this as a viable alternative. 1
As discussed in Appendix C, while there are federally listed and endangered species
within Burnet County, there are no critical habitat areas identified within this study
Environmental Constraints area. Detention has a higher probability of potential impact within the disturbed area 1
when compared with channelization options. Detention is not an environmentally
preferred mitigation alternative as it disrupts the natural ecology of the area.
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B.5 Alternative # 4 - Bridge/Culvert Inprovements

A combination of crossing improvements and modifications were analyzed for U.S. Highway
281 over Whitman Branch and Whitman Branch Tributary 1 to reduce each floodplain and allow
the structures to convey more flow during flood events. A summary of the alternatives can be
seen in Table BS.

T 8: ing Improvements at US 2

4A Whitman Branch 10-YR Widen US 281 bridge 25-YR
Whitman Branch Channelization; remove small
78 Tributary +1R dam; add culverts to US 281 2N

Potential hazard mitigation funding to implement these improvements is available through
FEMA, Texas Department of Emergency Management (TDEM), and TWDB. 1t is also possible
that TxXDOT may wish to improve the crossing at a future date.

A. Bridge Improvements on Whitman Branch

Bridge improvements on Whitman Branch provide U.S. Highway 281 the capacity to pass the
25-year flood versus the current capacity to pass the 10-year flood. To pass the 25-year event, the
bridge will need to be widened from 63ft. to 88 ft. A profile comparison for the improvements
can be seen in Figure B4. The comparisons reveal that widening the bridge opening under US
281 allows the bridge to pass the 25-year event, but it may not have a significant impact on
upstream flooding because the profile improvements do not continue very far upstream.
However, the improvement allows for roadway access during flood events and reduces risks to
motorists.

A preliminary estimate of probable cost for the design and construction of the modifications is

shown in Table B9. The total preliminary estimate of probable cost for the improvements is
$155,870.

Table B9: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for US 281 at Whitman Branch Crossing Improvements

Abutment Removal and Stabilization 1,600 CY $ 65.00 | $ 104,000
502-2001 |Barricades, Signs, and Traffic Handling 1 MO |$ 500000 |$ 5,000
500-2001 [Mobilization (10%) LS S 10,900.00 [ $ 10,900
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LS S 10,900.00 [ $ 10,900
SUBTOTAL $ 119,900
30% CONTINGENCY $ 35,970
TOTAL $ 155,870
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting |
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B. Channelization, Dam Removal, and Culvert Additions on Whitman Branch Tributary 1

Channelization, dam removal and culvert additions on Whitman Branch Tributary 1 provide US
281 the capacity to pass the 25-year flood versus the current capacity to pass the 2-year flood. In
order to pass the 25-year event, it is recommended that the channel be widened to 65 ft. from just
upstream of Main Street to US 281. In order to avoid expensive permitting, the proposed channel
modifications remained above the ordinary high water marks of the creeks. The small existing
dam just upstream of Main Street should also be removed. In addition, it is also recommended
that two 10-ft. X 8-ft. concrete boxes be added to the existing three 8-ft. X 8-ft. concrete boxes.

A profile comparison can be seen in Figure B5. The comparisons reveal that channelizing,
removing the dam, and adding culverts under US 281 will reduce flooding between US 281 and
Main Street. The comparisons indicate that the improvements do not have a significant impact
on upstream flooding because the profile improvements do not continue very far upstream.
However, the improvement allows for roadway access during flood events and reduces risks to
motorists.

A preliminary estimate of probable cost for the design and construction of the modifications is

shown in Table B10. The total preliminary estimate of probable cost for the improvements is
$211,782.

Table B10: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for US 281 at Whitman Branch Tributary 1 Crossing
Improvements

110-2003 |Channel Excavation (Cut + Removal) 2,832 cY | $ 10.00 | $ 28,320
0496-2040 |Remove Structure (Ret. Wall) 35 LF | S 48.77 | $ 1,707
462-2032 [Concrete Box Culvert (10'x 8') x 2 148 LF | S 672.97 | S 99,600
Cut and Restore Paving 247 SY | S 60.00 | $ 14,820
502-2001 |Barricades, Signs, and Traffic Handling 1 LS |$ 5,00000|S$S 5,000
500-2001 |Mobilization (10%) 1 LS |$ 13,462.65]| S 13,463
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LS |$ 1494465 | $ 14,945
SUBTOTAL| S 162,909
30% CONTINGENCY S 48,873
TOTAL S 211,782
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting
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Benefit Cost Ratio

The main purpose of these proposed projects is to keep major roadways from being overtopped
during flooding events. While some reduction in the floodplain will result from these proposed
projects, it is not significant enough to remove adjacent structures from flooding risks. Therefore
the primary monetary benefit from these projects would be the reduced probability that the
crossings will be washed out as frequently requiring rebuilding. Roadway crossings do not wash
out with every flood event where they are overtopped; therefore it is difficult to estimate the
frequency that the existing crossings will need to be replaced, as well as the cost for continued
repair. It is safe to assume that proactively upgrading the existing crossings would result in less
frequent repair costs, and likely an overall greater benefit than cost.

Summary of Scoring

Criteria Description Score
At a combined projected cost of $367,652, the proposed improvements along U.S.

Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio thway ?81 would increase the both cr(_)ssmg's frequency capacities from ' 5
withstanding a 2-year storm event to passing a 25-year storm event, decreasing the
probability and frequency that the crossings require repair

Community Beautification The proposed improvements will not offer aesthetic benefit to the area. 1

Pitiibe Bl i The Qmposed improvements will allow for safe travel, and more access during 5
flooding events.

Onenationand Muhéeniinee Unkaes The two optlm?s for this a¥ternat1ve two proposed modIﬁcatxons are associated with 9
minimal operation and maintenance upkeep to sustain integrity.

g This alternative is a potential candidate for hazard mitigation grants from TXDOT,

e FEMA, USACE, TDEM, and TWDB. 8

; ; The two proposed modifications will withstand flood events much better than the

Project Longevity . Lo . : 8
current roadway crossings, resulting in longer lasting projects.

Community Buy-in The community is very open and interested in this alternative 9
As discussed in Appendix C, while there are federally listed and endangered species
within Burnet County, there are no critical habitat areas identified within this study

. , area. Although there is a possibility of negative impact during the construction

Ruviranmeniol Ottt process, the potential for negative impact is negligible when compared with 7
alternatives that are disturbing previously undisturbed areas. Most of the proposed
improvements for these alternatives will occur within TXDOT right of way.
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B.6 Alternative # 5 - Downtown Channel Improvements

Three mitigation options were analyzed on Lower Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch to
provide a flood reduction benefit in the downtown area. The goal of this alternative was to
remove structures from the 100-year floodplain as well as create more developable land on the
western side of Whitman Branch for future development. It is important to note that most of the
analysis area for this alternative is located within the Colorado River current effective 100-year
floodplain. All proposed alternatives only reduce flooding from the Backbone Creek and
Whitman Branch Watershed.

The mitigation options below are listed with Option A representing the least costly and easiest to
implement, to Option C representing the most expensive and most difficult to implement.
Option B falls between Options A and C. The three options are summarized below.

A. Channelization along Lower Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch

Option A is the channelization of both Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch near their
confluences with the Colorado River. It was determined that backwater from Backbone Creek
significantly influences Whitman Branch through the proposed “creek walk” region (the area of
most interest to the City of Marble Falls). Therefore, channelization is necessary along both
Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch to reduce the Whitman Branch floodplain.

The channel of Backbone Creek was widened to 200 — 300 ft. for a distance of approximately
0.50 stream miles requiring approximately 118,500 cubic yards of excavation. The channel of
Whitman Branch was widened to 150 ft. for a distance of approximately 0.25 stream miles,
requiring approximately 32,000 cubic yards of excavation. In order to avoid expensive
permitting, the proposed channel modifications remained above the ordinary high water marks of
the creeks.

Results of the analysis show an average decrease in flood stage of approximately 0.3 ft. along
Backbone Creek and 1.0 ft. along Whitman Branch. A comparison of the existing and proposed
Option A floodplains can be seen in Figure B6. A preliminary estimate of probable cost for the
design and construction of the modifications is shown in Table B11.

Table B11: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for Downtown Channel Improvements Option A

110-2003 |Channel Excavation (Cut + Removal) 118,550 | CY | S 10.00 | $ 1,185,500
500-2001 |Mobilization (10%) 1 LS | $ 118,550.00 | $ 118,550
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LS | $ 130,405.00 | $ 130,405
SUBTOTAL $ 1,304,050
30% CONTINGENCY S 391,215
TOTAL S 1,695,265
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting |
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B. Channelization and Culvert Additions, along Lower Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch

Option B is the channelization in combination with the addition of culverts to Avenue J over
Backbone Creek and 2" Street over Whitman Branch. Results from the existing condition
hydraulic analysis indicated potential for flood reduction near these structures because these
crossings appeared to hold restricted flow. The proposed channelization in this option was not
modified from the channelization in Option A.

Upon further analysis, it was found that significant culvert additions were necessary to reduce
the flood profiles. Five 10 ft. x 8 ft. box culverts were added to 2™ Street along Whitman
Branch, and five 10 ft. x 10 ft. box culverts were added to Avenue J along Backbone Creek for
this analysis.

Results of the analysis show an average decrease in flood stage of approximately 0.5 ft. along
Backbone Creek and 1.4 ft. along Whitman Branch. A comparison of the existing and proposed
Option B floodplains can be seen in Figure B6. A preliminary estimate of probable cost for the
design and construction of the modifications is shown in Table B12.

Table B12: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for Downtown Channel Improvements Option B

110-2003 [Channel Excavation (Cut + Removal) 118,550 | CY | $ 10.00 | S 1,185,500
462-2032 |Concrete Box Culvert (10'x 8') x 5 220 LF | § 672.97 | S 148,053
462-2034 |Concrete Box Culvert (10'x 10') x 5 210 LF | $ 82782 ]S 173,842
Cut and Restore Paving 5,160 SY | S 60.00 | $ 309,600
502-2001 |Barricades, Signs, and Traffic Handling 1 IS |$ 5,00000]S 5,000
500-2001 |Mobilization (10%) 1 LS | § 182,199.56 | $ 182,199.56
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LS | $ 200,419.52 | $ 200,419.52
SUBTOTAL S 2,204,614.68
30% CONTINGENCY S 661,384.40
TOTAL S 2,865,999.08
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting |

C. Channelization, Culvert Additions, and Bridge Additions on Lower Backbone Creek and
Whitman Branch

The final option includes the modifications described in Option B, with the exception of Avenue
J. In this option, Avenue J was converted from a culvert crossing to a bridge crossing. The deck
was raised to an elevation of 751ft. to allow more water to pass during high frequency events.

Results of the analysis show an average decrease in flood stage of approximately 0.6 ft. along
Backbone Creek and 1.4 ft. along Whitman Branch. A comparison of the existing and proposed
Option B floodplains can be seen in Figure B6. A preliminary estimate of probable cost for the
design and construction of the modifications is shown in Table B13.
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Table B13: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for Downtown Channel Improvements Option C

110-2003 |Channel Excavation (Cut + Removal) 118,550 | CY | $ 10.00 | $ 1,185,500
462-2032 |Concrete Box Culvert (10'x 8') x 5 220 LF | S 67297 | S 148,053
Bridge Construction 12,600 SF | $ 100.00 | S 1,260,000
Cut and Restore Paving 5,160 SY | S 60.00 | S 309,600
502-2001 |Barricades, Signs, and Traffic Handling 1 O 5,000.00 | $ 5,000
500-2001 |Mobilization (10%) 1 IS | $ 290,81534 | S 290,815.34
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LIS | $ 319,896.87 | $ 319,896.87
SUBTOTAL $ 3,518,865.61
30% CONTINGENCY $ 1,055,659.68
TOTAL $ 4,574,525.30
REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting

In summary, Figure B6 displays the potential floodplain footprint of each mitigation option. As
displayed, the difference between the three options is very small. It should be noted that it may
be possible to remove the wastewater treatment plant from of the Backbone Creek and Whitman
Branch 100-year floodplains.

Because this area is at the base of such a large basin, channelization and upsizing of crossings
has very little effect on the floodplain. The cost of each option compared to the minimal benefits
demonstrates that this alternative is not likely feasible. However, if the City of Marble Falls may
see these downtown channel improvements as more desirable when used in conjunction with the
Creek Walk described in section B.7 below. The Creek Walk option combined with the
floodplain reclamation with the channel improvements may provide more benefits than simply
reducing flood risk to structures.

Potential funding sources include hazard mitigation grants through FEMA, USACE, TDEM, and
TWDB.
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Benefit Cost Ratio

The benefit cost analysis was conducted based on the lowest cost alternative, Option A, as all 3
options saw similar benefit values.. To conduct a benefit cost analysis, it was necessary to
determine the value of the structures being removed from the 100-year floodplain. The Burnet
County tax database was utilized to obtain the improvement value for each structure. The
summation of these values was then multiplied by the annual probability of a 100-year event
(1%, or 0.01) to calculate an annual flood damage benefit. The analysis period for the benefit
cost analysis was chosen to be 50 years, the estimated effective lifetime of the proposed
alternative. Annual inflation was assumed to be 7% over the 50 years of the project. To bring
the annual benefits to a present dollar value, the following equation was applied:

Present Value = A * (1 +i)' — 1
i(l + i)

Where A = Annual Benefit in dollars
i = Inflation (7%)
n = Period of Analysis (50 years)

Results of the benefit cost analysis are provided in Table 14.
Table B14: Benefit Cost Results for Downtown Channelization

50 Yr Projected Annual Benefit $5,039
Project Cost $1,695,265
Benefit Cost Ratio Value 0.001
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Summary of Scoring

Criteria

Description

Score

Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio

The proposed improvement options A-C involve a projected preliminary probable
cost estimate ranging from approximately $1.7 million to $4.6 million. When
considered without the added aesthetic, environmental, and potential future
economic benefits of incorporating the creek walk option, the costs overshadow the
hazard benefit they would yield. Benefit Cost Ratio = 0.001

Community Beautification

The proposed improvements will not offer aesthetic benefit to the area without the
creekwalk alternative included.

Future Economic Impacts

The proposed improvements will minimally decrease the 100-year floodplain in the
area, opening up more land to be developable in the future.

Operation and Maintenance Upkeep

The proposed improvements will require minimal maintenance and therefore
negligible future economic investment is projected. Mowing and sedimentation
removal will be routinely required.

Grant Availability

This alternative is a potential candidate for hazard mitigation grants from FEMA,
USACE, TDEM, and TWDB, however a more favorable B/C ratio would be
needed.

Project Longevity

The three options for this alternative are all associated with longevity and
performance.

Community Buy-in

The community was not open to this as a stand alone alternative alone, but rather in
combination with the Creek Walk Alternative

Environmental Constraints

As discussed in Appendix C, while there are federally listed and endangered species
within Burnet County, there are no critical habitat areas identified within this study
area. Tree clearing will be minimal. However it is likely that the waters of the U.S.
could be affected by the significant channel modifications. This would be avoided at
all costs.
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B.7 Alternative # 6 - Creek Walk

The potential route for the ‘creek walk’ trail could be located along the east side of Whitman
Branch. Placing the trail on the eastern side of Whitman Branch would minimize the amount of
creek crossings that will be needed to serve the adjacent uses in the project area. This proposed
trail corridor has the potential to be a key connection to Downtown Marble Falls. It has the
additional benefit of connecting multiple parks located within the project area. Natural aesthetics
and existing tree preservation are also driving factors to be considered during final alignment
design. To assist with the design and construction of the creek walk, the City of Marble Falls
could investigate opportunities for grant funding assistance. Potential grant opportunities include
TxDOT enhancement grants and TPWD grants.

This alternative would be used in conjunction with Alternative 4, Downtown Channel
Improvements, Options A, B, or C. The combination of these two alternatives would allow for
more development along the creek bank while actively providing flood mitigation as flood
models show that land may be reclaimed for potential development through significant creek
channelization. The creek walk option offers the City a means of efficient and beneficial
development adjacent to the channel that is without the risk of typical hazards associated with
development in an area in close proximity to active streams.

This alternative is presented in three phases. Phase 1 includes construction of an Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) trail along Whitman Branch with rest areas and overlooks, as illustrated
by the red line on Figure 7. Phase 2 includes trail connections and street crossings that would
connect Downtown Marble Falls to the creek walk, as illustrated by the purple lines on Figure 7.
Finally, Phase 3 would connect the creek walk to existing sidewalks and trails to unite the parks
and existing amenities, as illustrated by the orange lines on Figure 7.

Figure B7 - Potential Trail Designs

Phase 1. Trail Construction Including Rest Areas and Overlooks

Phase 1 includes construction of an ADA trail along the eastern banks of Whitman Branch
incorporating amenities such as rest areas and overlooks, as illustrated in Figure 7. Creek walk
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amenities could be placed at unique locations throughout the project based on the level of need
for each item. These amenity areas could include enhanced paving, monument or signage
elements that identify the trail corridor, seating areas, and possibly interpretive signage along
with landscaping for shade. Rest areas could occur along the trail in areas that do not have
access points nearby, or in close proximity to areas that may offer interesting views. Rest areas
and overlooks could include seating areas on a paved surface adjacent to the trail and could
incorporate interpretive features. Trail distance or way finding markers could be placed as
landmarks in 0.25 or 0.50 mile increments along the proposed trail, to help users navigate the
trail corridor.

Figure B8 — Overlook and Creek

Phase 2. Trail Connections and Street Crossings to Downtown Marble Falls

Phase 2 includes trail connections and street crossings that would connect Downtown Marble
Falls to the creek walk, as illustrated in Figure 7. The connection of the creek walk to that area
will greatly enhance the amenities associated with the downtown area as well as increase the
value and functionality of nearby property. Trail improvements at roadway crossings must
comply with Texas Accessibility Standards (TAS) as well as with the Manual of Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) requirements. The improvements may include ADA curb ramps, the
installation of signage improvements, crosswalk signs, or pavement markings.
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Figure B9 - Street Crossings

Trail construction impacts to the significant trees in the area should be minimized or avoided
through careful planning, detailed on-site observations, and the implementation of design and
construction techniques that are sensitive to existing trees and vegetation.

Phase 3. Trail Connections to Existing Sidewalks, Trails, and Parks

Phase 3 includes trail connections from the creek walk to existing sidewalks, trails, and parks.
These connections would unite existing parks and amenities, as illustrated n Figure 7. The trail
would be constructed with concrete due to its location within the 100-year floodplain. ADA curb
ramps, crosswalk signals, and pavement markings may also be considered. The proposed trails
in Phase 3 would connect the creek walk area to both Johnson and Lakeside Parks.

Short and long-term maintenance will be required for any proposed landscape improvements.
The proposed landscaping will need to be watered regularly to promote proper establishment.
Trees located adjacent to the trail will need to be pruned regularly to prevent overgrown limbs
from causing encroachment of the trail.

Cost estimates were prepared for each phasing option as shown below in Tables B15 — B17.

Table B15: Phase 1 — Main Trail (Backbone Creek to Third Street)

531-2029 |Concrete Trail (10' wide) 1,725 SY [|$ 80.00 | $ 138,000
531-2054 |Pedestrian ADA curb ramps 7 EA |$§ 2,000.00 | $ 14,000
666-2001 |Painted Crosswalks 3 EA |$ 500.00 | $ 1,500
Rest Area/Overlooks 3 EA |$ 25,000.00 | $ 75,000
Regulatory Signage 1 LS |$ 5,000.00(% 5,000
SUBTOTAL $ 233,500

Design Fee (15%) $ 35,025

30% CONTINGENCY/ $ 70,050
TOTAL $ 338,575 |

REFERENCE: Prices based on TXDoT Austin District Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price
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Table B16: Phase 2 -Downtown Connections

531-2029 |Concrete sidewalk (8' wide) 1,540 SY |$ 65.00 | § 100,100
531-2054 |Pedestrian ADA curb ramps 14 EA |$ 2,000.00 | $ 28,000
666-2001 [Painted Crosswalks 8 EA |[$ 500.00 | $ 4,000
Regulatory Signage 1 LS |$ 5,000.00|% 5,000
SUBTOTAL $ 137,100
Design Fee (15%) $ 20,565
30% CONTINGENCY $ 41,130
TOTAL $ 198,795

REFERENCE: Prices based on TXDoT Austin District Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price

able B17: Phase 3 - Jo

531-2029 |Concrete Trail (10" wide) 1,460 SY |$ 70.00 | $ 102,200
531-2054 |Pedestrian ADA curb ramps 6 EA b 2,000.00 | § 12,000
666-2001 |Painted Crosswalks 3 EA |$ 500.00 | $ 1,500
Regulatory Signage 1 LS |$ 5,000.00|$ 5,000
SUBTOTAL $ 120,700
Design Fee (15%) $ 18,105
30% CONTINGENCY $ 36,210
TOTAL $ 175,015

REFERENCE: Prices based on TXDoT Austin District Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price

Benefit Cost Ratio

Since the Creek Walk would be constructed in conjunction with the downtown channel
improvements, it would see the same flood mitigation benefits as the downtown channelization
project. The benefit cost ratio for the Creek Walk alternative was assumed to be similar to
Alternative #5.
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Summary of Scoring

added. As discussed in Alternative 4, it is likely that the waters of the U.S. could be
affected by the significant channel modifications. This would be avoided at all costs.

Criteria Description Score
When considered in conjunction with Downtown Channel Improvement Alternatives
o : . |A-C, the overall cost is remains significant. However, adding considerable aesthetic,

Flood Mitigation BenefitCost Rapio environmental, and potential future economic benefits through incorporating the creek 3
walk option improve the cost benefit ratio.

Community Beautification The proposed improvement would yield significant aesthetic benefits. 10
Although there are potential future costs associated with operation maintenance and

Future Economic Impacts upkeep,. lbese are ol b}.l U potcnn?l e.c om@ RERET ST eamRlorg 9
connectivity to city areas offering community incentive to frequent and develop these
areas.

Obveriitian aiidt Mantonsie Uphdds The propqsed improvements would require short and long term maintenance of the 4
landscape improvements.

Grant Availability This alternative is a potential candidate for grants from TPWD as well as TxDOT 5
enhancement grants.

Piisiiot Liiioeti The proposed trails, sidewalks, rest areas and overlooks are associated with 8

’ gevity Jongevity and performance provided necessary upkeep is maintained.

Community Buy-in The community is extremely interested and wants to pursue this alternative 10
As discussed in Appendix C, while there are federally listed and endangered species
within Burnet County, there are no critical habitat areas identified within this study

Environmental Constraints area. Tree clearing will be minimal and likely a significant amount of trees will be 5
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B.8 Alternative # 7 - Unnamed Tributary Bypass Channel

Although the unnamed tributary south of FM 1431 that flows into Backbone Creek at the
railroad crossing was not included in the scope of this study, it was apparent that this small
tributary was a significant flooding hazard. The current capacity of this unnamed tributary is
very low. In order to produce a significant flood reduction impact, it was determined that the
100-year discharge from this tributary’s upstream sub-basin would need to be diverted to
Backbone Creek instead of flowing through the unnamed tributary. In order to reduce the
frequency of flooding along this tributary, two options were analyzed. The first option (A)
involved a culvert and open channel required to convey flow from the upstream subbasin north,
along the fault, into Backbone Creek. The second option (B) involved channel modifications to
convey flow from the upstream sub-basin along FM 1431 to Backbone Creek near Arbor Lane.
The diversion to Backbone Creek is possible because additional water from the unnamed
tributary will flow through Backbone Creek before the peak flow from Backbone Creek flows
through the City of Marble Falls. This timing difference allows for a diversion of water without
increasing flooding along Backbone Creek.

A. Channelization to Backbone Creek Upstream of the Fault

This option analyzed the potential culvert and channel option to convey flow from the unnamed
tributary’s upstream sub-basin, north along the fault, to Backbone Creek. To divert this sub-
basin’s flow, it is recommended that three 8 ft. X 7 ft. concrete boxes be constructed under FM
1431 in combination with an excavated open channel that would convey water to Backbone
Creek. Multiple HEC-RAS models were developed to minimize the distance and excavation for
the diversion channel. Unfortunately, a large hill exists along the diversion route. The existence
of this hill resulted in significant excavation in all potential diversion routes. Through citizen
input during a public meeting, it was discovered that most of the excavation in this region would
be rock and granite. These factors significantly increased the cost for this option.

A comparison of existing and “Channelization to Backbone Creek” 100-year floodplains for the
unnamed tributary can be seen in Figure B10. The comparisons reveal that channelizing and
adding the culvert openings under FM 1431 will greatly reduce the impact of flooding through
the residential neighborhood, removing 23 habitable structures from the newly developed 100-
year floodplain for a total approximate appraised value of $1,100,074. A preliminary estimate of
probable cost for the design and construction of the channel is shown in Table B11.

B. Channelization to Backbone Creek along FM 1431

Due to the expenses associated with Option A, an alternate route was considered that
channelized water within the southern right of way of FM 1431. The hydraulic modeling
analysis for this option quickly revealed that the multiple driveway crossings would be impacted
by this route. Initial runs also indicated that the right of way did not have capacity to carry such
a large volume of flow. A channel of this magnitude would be very expensive to construct which
would likely outweigh the benefits it could provide. A detailed cost analysis was not conducted
for Option B as it is not considered economically beneficial.
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Table B18: Preliminary Probable Cost Estimate for Unnamed Tributary Diversion

110-2003 |Channel Excavation (Cut + Removal of Granite) | 137,033 | CY | $ 40.00 $5,481,320
462-2032 |Concrete Box Culvert (10'x 7') x 3 210 LF | $ 700.00 $147,000
Cut and Restore Paving 311 sy | $ 60.00 $18,660
502-2001 |Barricades, Signs, and Traffic Handling 1 1S | $ 5,000.00 $5,000
500-2001 |Mobilization (10%) 1 LS | $ 565,198.00 $565,198
Engineering Fees (10%) 1 LS | $ 621,717.80 $621,718
SUBTOTAL $6,838,896
30% CONTINGENCY $2,051,669
TOTAL $8,890,565

REFERENCE: Prices not based on TxDOT Construction Average Low Bid Unit Price When Available
NOTE: Excludes cost of land acquisition for necessary drainage easements and environmental permitting |

Benefit Cost Ratio

To conduct a benefit cost analysis, it was necessary to determine the value of the structures being
removed from the 100-year floodplain. The Burnet County tax database was utilized to obtain
the improvement value for each structure. The summation of these values was then multiplied
by the annual probability of a 100-year event (1%, or 0.01) to calculate an annual flood damage
benefit. The analysis period for the benefit cost analysis was chosen to be 50 years, the
estimated effective lifetime of the proposed alternative. Annual inflation was assumed to be 7%
over the 50 years of the project. To bring the annual benefits to a present dollar value, the
following equation was applied:

Present Value = A * (1 + i)' — 1
i(l +1i)

Where A = Annual Benefit in dollars
i = Inflation (7%)
n = Period of Analysis (50 years)

Results of the benefit cost analysis are provided in Table B19.
Table B19: Benefit Cost Results for Unnamed Tributary Bypass

50 Yr Projected Annual Benefit $151,810
Project Cost 58,890,565
Benefit Cost Ratio Value 0.017
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Summary of Scoring

Criteria Description Score
Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio |Benefit Cost Ratio = 0.017 (high project cost due to excavation of granite) 2
Community Beautification The proposed improvements will not offer aesthetic benefit to the area. 1
; The proposed improvements will significantly decrease the 100-year floodplain in the
Hittire Ecanopuc ippoets area, opening up more land to be developable in the future "
Operation and Maintenance Upkeep The o alterPaFlve are tpstenie] el il apein 9
maintenance upkeep to sustain integrity.
This alternative is a potential candidate for hazard mitigation grants from FEMA,
Grant Availability USACE, TDEM, and TWDB, however a more favorable B/C ratio would be
needed. 3
Project Longevity The proposed modifications are both associated with longevity and performance. 9
Community Buy-in The community was open to this alternative. 7
As discussed in Appendix C, while there are federally listed and endangered species
vl Constratts within Burnet County, there are no critical habitat areas identified within this study 7
area. Tree removal will be minimal with this alternative. No Impacts to waters of the
U.S.
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B.9 Alternative # 8 - Voluntary Property Acquisition

The newly developed hydrologic and hydraulic models resulted in floodplains that indicate
several properties are at risk of frequently flooding. The table below indicates the number of
structures and the appraised property values associated with these more frequent flooding events.
It should be noted that a majority of these frequently flooded structures are located near the
unnamed tributary, which has not been studied or surveyed in detail.

Table B20 - Structures at Risk for Frequent Flooding

2-year 14 $802,000
5-year 27 $1,907,484
10-year 46 $4,109,045

Due to the frequent risk of flooding, voluntary property acquisition should be considered. To
maximize acquisition funding, potential federal funds are available through the following
programs: Pre-Disaster Mitigation grants (PDM), Flood Mitigation Assistance grants (FMA),
and through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP). With funding assistance, it may be
more cost effective to acquire properties in the floodplain versus implementing a structural flood
mitigation solution. If the surrounding undeveloped lots are also obtained by the City of Marble
Falls, the city could consider creating a community park or greenbelt that would enhance the
their amenities and surrounding neighborhood appeal, as well as reduce risk during the frequent
flood events.

Benefit Cost Ratio

The Burnet County tax database was utilized to obtain the market value for each structure. The
actual cost to acquire the proposed properties will likely be higher than just the market value for
the property. For this analysis, it was assumed that the acquisition cost of the properties would
be 1.5 times the market value of the structure.

To determine the benefit for this alternative, summation of the structures being removed from
each flood frequency (2-yr, 5-yr, and 10-yr) was multiplied by the representative annual
probability of the event (0.5, 0.25, and 0.1) to calculate an annual flood damage benefit. The
analysis period for the benefit cost analysis was chosen to be 50 years, the estimated effective
lifetime of the proposed alternative. Annual inflation was assumed to be 7% over the 50 years of
the project. To bring the annual benefits to a present dollar value, the following equation was
applied:

Present Value = A * (1 + i)' — 1
il +1i)

Where A = Annual Benefit in dollars
i = Inflation (7%)
n = Period of Analysis (50 years)
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Results of the benefit cost analysis are provided in Table B21.
Table B21: Benefit Cost Results for Voluntary Property Acquisition

2-year Frequency Event $5,533,800
50 Yr Projected Annual Benefit 5-year Frequency Event 53,313,920I
10-year Frequency Event $3,038,154
Total 50 Yr Projected Annual Benefit $12,385,874
Property Acquisition Cost $6,163,568
Benefit Cost Ratio Value 2.010]

Summary of Scoring

Criteria Description Score
Flood Mitigation Benefit/Cost Ratio |Benefit Cost Ratio = 2.010 10
Community Beautification The proposed improvements will not offer aesthetic benefit to the area. 1
Future Economic Impacts Decreased flooding repair costs during future rainfall events. 3
Operation and Maintenance Upkeep |No continual maintenance or upkeep required. 9
Grant Avaltsbiliey This alternative is a potential candidate for federal funds through PDM, FMA, and
HMGP. 1
Due to the fact that the many of the buyouts are near the Unnamed Tributary which
Project Longevity does not have a FEMA floodplain, there may be no regulation in place restricting
redevelopment of the acquired areas. 3
Community Buy-in The community would likely not readily support this alternative 2
, ; Environmental issue outlined in section C.3 have the potential to arise with this
Environmental Constraints .
alternative 3
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B.10 Implementation and Phasing Plan

Based on input from City staff and the scoring table for each alternative, projects have been
prioritized with the ranking matrix seen in Table B22. Recommendations and details about
potential funding sources for the top three alternatives are described below.

Table B22: Ranking Matrix Results

# 6 - Creekwalk 9 8 5

[#4 - Crossing Improvements 5 1 5 9 8 8 9 7 52 2
[#7- Unnamed Tributary Bypass 2 1 9 9 3 9 7 7 47 3
|#1- Whitman Bypass 3 1 3 7 7 9 4 7 46 4
I#S- Voluntary Proporty Acquisition 10 1 3 9 7 3 2 3 38 5
[# 5 - Downtown Channel Improvements 1 3 3 ? 3 8 3 5 33 6
|#2 - Whitman Detention 2 5 9 2 5 6 1 1 31 7
|#3- Backbone Detention 1 5 4 2 5 6 1 1 25 8

Creek Walk

The City of Marble Falls is extremely interested in pursuing the Creek Walk alternative in
conjunction with downtown channelization and creek improvements along Whitman Branch and
Backbone Creek. The project fits in with the City’s master plan for development, and scored
extremely well in the criteria for Community Beautification, Future Economic Benefits, and
Community Buy-in. While the alternative is expensive as a standalone flood mitigation project,
the combination of channelization and improved landscape design provides a range of significant
benefits.

Due to the community’s high level of interest in this alternative, it is recommended that it be
pursued with the application for funding immediately.

The most likely funding source for this project would be TxDOT’s Transportation Enhancement
Program. Application for the funding requires significant upfront planning and design. The
analysis and recommendations provided in section B.7 provide much of the information required
for the grant application. TxDOT administers the federal funded program and is looking for
projects that integrate the surrounding environment in a sensitive and creative manner that
contributes to the livelihood of the communities, promotes the quality of the environment, and
enhances the aesthetics of roadways. Funded projects are eligible for reimbursement of up to 80
percent of allowable project costs.

Bridge Crossing Improvements

As discussed in section B.5, modifications to the crossings at US 281 at Whitman Branch and
Whitman Branch Tributary 1 will allow the vehicles to safely pass during larger flooding events.
Due to the fact that these structures are frequently flooding and requiring repair or rebuilding, it
is recommended that the City pursue funding to upsize these structures immediately.

TxDOT is the most likely funding source for this alternative. The City could also fund
improvements for the crossings and receive reimbursement from TxDOT through a “pass
through” funding mechanism commonly used by communities.
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In the event that TxDOT is not interested in funding the upsizing of these creek crossings
immediately, the analysis conducted in section B.5 should be readily available when damages
occur or result in future rainfall events. The detailed hydraulic modeling conducted as part of
this study will be valuable in the future rebuilding or repair of these structures as analysis
indicates that they are likely to be damaged during the next significant flooding event.

Unnamed Tributary Bypass

The community was interested in the unnamed tributary bypass channel to reduce flooding
through the residential area along the manmade creek. However, the benefit cost analysis
indicated that the construction of the diversion channel outweighed the benefits. This was
primarily due to the fact that the excavation to build the channel would require excavation
through granite that exists in the area. If local quarries were willing to extract the granite in this
location for a reduced, or zero cost than the alternative becomes feasible.

It is recommended that City staff pursue this alternative with the local quarries to gage the
potential for a reduced cost flood mitigation alternative.

It is also highly recommended that a detailed hydraulic study be conducted on the unnamed
tributary to better quantify the flood risk to this residential area such that additional development
does not occur in flood prone areas. The analysis done for this study could be used to apply for
funding under the FEMA Risk Map Program to include the unnamed tributary as part of a FEMA
studied stream. This would expand other funding opportunities through the FEMA Hazard
Mitigation Grant program, which would provide 75% funding for the project improvements.

Mitigation alternatives identified by this study could be eligible for funding under the Texas
Water Development Board’s financial assistance programs. Applications requirements and
eligibility criteria is identified by Board rules specified in Section 363 of the Texas
Administration Code. Recommended alternatives outlined in this report can be used in support
of an application to the Board for financing the proposed improvements.
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APPENDIX C: Environmental Constraints Summary

C.1 Introduction

For the purposes of the preliminary environmental constraints review, the study area includes the
Backbone Creek and Whitman Branch Watershed in Burnet County, north of Lake Buchanan.
Additionally, within the watersheds, a more focused review was placed on the City of Marble
Falls near potential flood hazard reduction areas. The outer limits of this area are loosely defined
by existing roadways. These limits are: Resource Parkway (northern extent), Mormon Mill Road
(eastern extent), Johnson Street (southern extent), and County Road 122 (western extent).

C.2 Methods

Numerous sources were reviewed to identify potential environmental constraints in the study
area. These sources and data include:

e U.S. Census Bureau 2010 (USCB) socio-economic data.

® Texas Parks & Wildlife Department (TPWD) threatened and endangered species by
county.

e Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD) element of occurrence and managed area
records.

e United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) critical habitat and threatened and
endangered species by county.

e USFWS National Wetland Inventory (NWI) data.

e Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) hazardous materials data.

e (Cultural resources information from the Texas Historical Commission (THC) online
atlas.

e Texas Natural Resources Information System (TNRIS) data including hydrology, roads
and railroads.

e Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) water well locations.

¢ United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle maps.

C.3 Socio-Economics/Environmental Justice

The study area is located in Census Tracts 9604, 9606, and 9607, as defined by the United States
Census Bureau’s (USCB) 2010 Census. These census tracts have a total population of 15,783
while Burnet County has a total population of 42,606. According to the Texas Almanac, the
primary industries in Burnet County include agribusiness, mineral extraction, and tourism.
Demographic data was reviewed to determine if minority or low-income persons have the
potential to be adversely affected by the proposed project. The data was retrieved from the
USCB on September 26, 2013. Block group data from the 2010 Census indicates that
approximately 21 percent of the population in the project area is comprised of minorities.
Although income data is not available in the 2010 Census, the American Community Survey
(ACS) provides a 5 year average of income and poverty information for the investigated
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geographies. The ACS is an ongoing nationwide survey that provides social, economic, and
housing data every year. All ACS data are estimates; therefore, the USCB provides a margin of
error (MOE) for every ACS estimate. The 2013 United States Department of Health and Human
Services (USDHHS) poverty guideline for a family or household of four is $23,550. The ACS
data for 2007-2011 indicate that the median household income for Burnet County is $48,291
(MOE +/-$1,980). The average median household income for the study area census tracts is
$51,684 with an average MOE of +/-$6,945. Therefore, the county and census tract data show
that the median household income in 2011 for all investigated geographies is greater than the
USDHHS poverty guideline; however, the 2007-2011 ACS data indicates that low-income
individuals live in the project area.

Although minority and low-income persons are located within the project area, the proposed
action is not expected to have adverse or disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income
populations. The benefits of the flood control project are expected to equally benefit all residents
in Burnet County. Public outreach planning for any future public involvement activities should
take into consideration low-income and minority populations.

C.4 Biological Resources

The USFWS lists three federally threatened or endangered species in Burnet County. TPWD
lists 14 species as either threatened or endangered. This data was retrieved from the USFWS and
TPWD annotated county lists of rare species for Burnet County on September 3, 2013. The
USFWS also maintains a database of critical habitat for threatened and endangered species. No
critical habitat areas were identified within the study area.

In addition, a database search for federal and state listed or tracked threatened, endangered, and
rare species was conducted using the Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD) on September
10, 2013. The search also included managed areas. The search revealed 16 Element Occurrence
Records (records of sightings of rare or threatened/endangered species) and one managed area
within 1.5 miles of the study area. Given the small proportion of public versus private land in
Texas, the TXNDD does not include a representative inventory of rare resources in the
state. Although it is based on the best data available to TPWD regarding rare species, the
data cannot provide a definitive statement as to the presence, absence, or condition of
special species, natural communities, or other significant features in any area. The data
cannot substitute for on-site evaluation by a qualified biologist. The TXNDD information
is intended to assist users in avoiding harm to rare species or significant ecological features.

A field visit by a qualified biologist is recommended prior to construction to determine the
presence or absence of suitable habitat for federal and state listed protected species.

C.5 Surface Waters, Including Wetlands

According to hydrologic data including USGS topographic maps, there are numerous water
features (streams, drainages, ponds, lakes, etc.) within the study area. It is recommended that a
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, srte survey be conducted to 1dent1fy the locatron of any potentral waters of the. Un1ted States -
- (WOUS). Figure C1 shows mapped stream locatlons within the Backbone Creek and Whltman

Branch Watershed

Wetlands are 1dent1ﬁed as those areas that are 1nundated or saturated by surface or ground water

at a frequency and ‘duration sufficient to support, “and that under normal - circumstances do

o support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions..- A -

search of the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory database indicates that there are numerous

wetlands in the study area. These wetlands may be jurisdictional under Sectron 404 of the Clean
Water Act and may require a permit. prior to ﬁllrng or dredging. It is recommended that a’
-~ jurisdictional determination be performed in the freld prror to constructlon 1n order to deterrmne

potential impacts to WOUS.

C.6 Potentlal Hazardous Materlals

‘The TCEQs known hazardous materrals database was: revrewed for the study area. The data ,
includes superfund sites, munlcrpal solid waste sites, permitted industrial hazardous waste sites, -

~ and radioactive material locations:. No known sites were identified within the study area.

‘Once the perimeters of the project are established during the design phase; a comprehensive
database review and site visit are recommended to determine.the level of assessment necessary S

A Phase 1 Envrronmental S1te Assessment may be needed prror to construction.

' C 7 Phys:cal Constralnts , :
~ Physical constrarnts data (roads and rarlroads) from T NRIS are. deprcted in Frgure Cl. Other

constralnts such as water ‘wells, are also shown. A field reconnaissance is recommended prlor to

- construction to determrne .any conflrcts with existing 1nfrastructure

- VC 8 CuIturaI Resources

_?Cultural resources are structures bulldlngs archeologlcal 31tes drstrrcts (a.collection of related

~ structures, buildings, and/or archeologrcal sites), cemeteries, and objects.. Both federal and state
laws require consrderatron of cultural resources durmg project planning. 'At the federal level, the
, Natronal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
g (NHPA) as amended, among others, are applicable for federal actions. . In addition, state laws
““such as the Antiquities Code of Texas are applicable. Comphance with these laws can require -
- consultation with the Texas Historical Commission (THC), a Texas State Historic Preservatron. o
Officer (SHPO), and federally recognized tribes to determine the project’s effects on cultural - . .
. resources. Prevrously identified cultural resources such as cemeteries, properties. listed on the =
~National Regrster of Historic Places (NRHP), state historic sites, and historical makers were'._; :
. reviewed from the: THC online atlas on September 4, 2013, “and are shown in Figure CI.
. Accordmg to the online data extracted from the THC; there are four cemeteries and ten historical

- markers w1th1n the study area. No NRHP lrsted propertles or state hrstor1c sites were 1dent1ﬁed
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To comp_ly with federal and state:laws bregardi_ng feview -and coordination, a site visit and
additional research by an architectural historian and an archeologist to determine the likelihood
of impacts on significant cultural resources is recommended prior to.construction. -
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P.O. Box 13231, 1700 N. Congress Ave.
Austin, TX 78711-3231, www.twdb.texas.gov
Phone (§12) 463-7847, Fax {§12) 475-2053

February 18, 2014

Ralph Hendricks

City Manager

City of Marble Falls

800 Third Street

Marble Falls, Texas 78654

RE:  Flood Protection Planning Grant Contract between the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) and
the City of Marble Falls (City); TWDB Contract No;:l }48321284 Amendment No. 2; Draft Report
Comments for Flood.Protection Planning Study

' Dear Mr. Hendricks:

Staff members of the TWDB have completed a review of the draft report prepared under the above-referenced
contract. ATTACHMENT [ prowdes the comments resultmg from this review. As stated in the TWDB
contract, the City will consider revising the final report in response to comments from the Executive
Administrator and other reviewers. In addition, the City will include a copy of the Executive Administrator’s
draft report comments in the Final Report,

The TWDB looks forward to receiving one (1) electronic copy of the-entire Final Report in Portable Document
Format (PDF) and six (6) bound double-sided copies. Please further note, that in.compliance with Texas
Administrative Code Chapters 206.and 213 (related to Accessibility and Usability of State Web Sites),
the digital copy of the final report must comply with the requirements and standards specified in
statute. For more information, visit http://www.sos.state.fx. us/tac/index.shtml, If you have any questions
on accessibility, please-contact David Carter with the Contract Administration Division at (512) 936-6079 or
David Carter@@iwdb.texas gov

The City shall also submit one (1) electronic copy of any computer programs or models, and if applicable, an
operations manual developed under the terms of this Contract,

If you have any questions concerning the contract, please contact Gilbert Ward, the TWDB’s. designated
Contract Manager for this projectat (512) 463-6418.

Sincerely,

LisaGlenn
Deputy Executive Administrator
Operations & Administration

Enclosures
¢ Gilbert Ward, TWDB
Our Migsion : Board Members
To provide leadership, planning, financial Carlos. Rubinstein, Chairman I Bech Bruun, Member 2 Mary Ann Williamson, Member

assistance, information, and education for
the conservation and respongible -
development of water for Téxas .  Kavin Patteson, Executive Administrator






ATTACHMENT I
Review of Draft Report for TWDB Contract No. 1148321284
City of Marble Falls Flood Protection Planning Study

1. Please perform a final edit for typos, grammar, and inconsistent usage of acronyms and
abbreviations. In addition, there were several references that appeared in the text as being used
but were not cited properly (for example as in Appendix A, Section A.1 and A.2). Please ensure
that prescribed citation standards are followed. Also, please include a list of References in the
Final report.

Document was thoroughly proof read and check for consistencies. Properly cited all references,
and added a list of references to end of document.

2. Section 2.0, Page 5; please provide the date of the Current Effective Flood Insurance
Study listed by the initial bulleted item, and reference properly.

Date and reference added to the Current Effective Flood Insurance Study. Also added to list of
references.

3. Section 3.0, Page 7; referral is made to Figure 4 as the watershed boundary delineation map;
however this should be Figure 5. Please correct in the Final report.

Reference to watershed boundary delineation map was revised to be Figure 5.

4. Section 5.0, Page 9; the 2nd paragraph references the “previous Flood Insurance Study” results.
Please date and reference properly. Also, if this is the same report as referenced in Section 2.0
(Comment 2 above) please ensure that similar citations are used.

Date and reference added to the Current Effective Flood Insurance Study. Also added to list of
references

5. Section 7.0, Page 14; within the 2nd paragraph the acronym ADA is used several times but not
properly identified or spelled out the initial time. Please correct.

The first use of ADA was spelled out to read American with Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990). Also
added to list of references.

6. Section 7.0, Page 14; please consider amending Table 2 to also include the alternative number
(as identified in Section 6.0) to go along with the alternative name, in order to avoid possible
confusion by the readers. In addition, please also include the alternative numbers in the subtitle
headings of Appendix B for the alternatives detailed descriptions.

Alternative numbers were added to both Table 2, and the headings of Appendix B.

7. Section 7.0, Page 14; please include a more detailed discussion of the ranking matrix
developed to quantify, evaluate and rank the flood mitigation alternatives. Each of the criterion






used in the matrix (Table 2) should be discussed and should include; a general description of
each of the criteria, where or how the information used for the criteria was derived or obtained,
and the general process for scoring, or weighting of scores, for the ranking of the alternatives.
Also, please include as a criterion, the environmental information developed by the study and
described in Appendix C (or describe where in the matrix this information is utilized). Consider
providing this discussion as part of Appendix B (the first subsection of B) and then summarize in
Section 7.0 as additional information describing Table 2.

Section B.1 was added that gives a description of each criterion. Also, a description of how each
alternative was scored was added to each of the alternative descriptions in appendix B.

8. Appendix A, Section A.2; the report references a United States Geological Survey report by
William Asquith (98-4044) and states that it was “developed in November 2001” when this
report was published in 1998. Please correct and propetly cite.

Date corrected, and proper citation added.

9. Appendix B, Sections B.1 and B.2. Both of these sub-sections conclude with the statement that
a detailed cost analysis was not conducted because the alternative is considered to not be
economically beneficial. Please provide additional information to support that decision. In
addition, referring to Table 2 in Section 7.0, a score is given for both of these alternatives under
Flood Mitigation Benefits to Cost Ratio criteria thereby indicating that some form of a cost
analysis was performed for these two alternatives. Please provide additional explanation.

Detailed benefit cost analyses were conducted for all alternatives and a section was added to
each alternative description in Appendix B detailing the methods and results.

10. Appendix B, Section B.6. The report indicates that there had been considerable effort into the
development of the Creek Walk alternative; however there is no discussion of this alternative as
mitigating a flood hazard. If there is no flood mitigation benefits from this alternative, than it
should be removed from the report. If the Creek Walk is intended to be used in conjunction with
a flood mitigation alternative, such as channelization, then it should be presented with that
particular alternative. Please amend as necessary. As a suggestion, the discussion of the flood
mitigation alternative could be developed as a “with the Creek Walk” and “without the Creek
Walk”, however be aware that this may also require amending Table 2 in Section 7.0.

The Creek Walk Alternative would go in combination with the Downtown Channel
Improvements described in Appendix B.5. This will be better described and include descriptions
of how the 2 alternatives benefit each other. Your suggestion of a “with Creek Walk” and
Without Creek Walk” are in effect appendix B.6 and B.5. More detail was added to both the
Creek Walk and Downtown Channel Improvements alternatives to discuss how they are to be
used in conjunction with one another.

11. Appendix B, Section B.8. This discussion of the Voluntary Property Acquisition mitigation
alternative contains an estimate of appraised Property Values for properties impacted by a 2-
year, 5-year and 10-year flood frequency event. However, there is no discussion of how this






information is utilized in a benefit/cost analysis. In addition, although Table 2 in Section 7.0
seems to indicate that a Benefit/Cost Ratio was determined, there is no discussion of that analysis
or calculation in this section (also see Comment 12 below). Please include this discussion in the
final report.

Detailed benefit cost analyses were conducted for all alternatives and a section was added to
each alternative description in Appendix B detailing the methods and results.

12. The Study Scope of Work, Task 9, included the performance of a Benefit/Cost Analysis and
provided a limited description of how that analysis may be performed. Although the report
indicates that a benefit/cost analysis was conducted as part of the study (Section 7.0, Table 2),
there is no discussion of the analyses in the report. Please provide and ensure that the response to
this comment is consistent and in conjunction with the information and discussion to the
responses to Comment 7, Comment 9 and Comment 11 above.

Detailed benefit cost analyses were conducted for all alternatives and a section was added to
each alternative description in Appendix B detailing the methods and results. Also, in section
B.1 of Appendix B there is a writeup of how the benefit cost results were used to score the
alternatives in the ranking matrix.

13. The Study Scope of Work, Task 10, includes the development of an Implementation and
Phasing Plan. Although the report does provide recommendations to the City for the alternatives
that appear the most feasible and effective to pursue, it does not go so far as to propose an
Implementation and Phasing Plan. Please address in the Final report (see also Comment 15).

Section B.10 was added to the final report that specifically addresses Task 10 in the Scope of
Work.

14. The Scope of Work for Task 10 also indicated that the Implementation Plan would include
identification of potential funding sources. Although the final sentence of Section 7.0 does list
three federal agencies that offer “grant funding programs” as do several of the subsections to
Appendix B, no real discussion of the programs are provided. Please provide additional detail of
the possible funding options available to the City, and indicate which alternatives could take
advantage of specific grants available (see also Comment 15). Also, note that Table 2 identifies
Grant Availability as one of the criterion evaluated. The additional discussion to satisfy this
comment should be relevant to the response provided to Comment 7 above.

A more thorough discussion of funding sources was added to each alternative summary, and in
section B.10.

15. Relative to Comment 13 and Comment 14, although some of the subsections of Appendix B
briefly mention some of the objectives determined by performing the Task 10 Scope of Work, it
is not clearly stated or consistently provided through each of the subsections. Please consider the
addition of a final section of the report which could include a description of the final
recommendations, along with the Implementation Plan and funding alternatives discussion.
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Section B.10 was added to the final report that specifically addresses Task 10 in the Scope of
Work.

16. As a final comment, please review and make any necessary changes to the Executive
Summary which may be as a result of responses to the above comments.

Changes were incorporated into the executive summary.

17. The study follows standard methodologies and practice utilizing acceptable HEC modeling in
the engineering aspects of hydrologic and hydraulic techniques. The hydrologic modeling
parameters were determined based on the calculation and engineering judgments for the existing
and ultimate conditions. Mitigation alternatives identified by the study are eligible for funding
under the Board’s financial assistance programs. Application requirements and eligibility criteria
is identified by Board rules specified in Section 363 of the Texas Administrative Code. The
report would be appropriate for use in support of an application to the Board for financing the
proposed improvements. All additional information required by Board rules, 31 TAC 363.401-
404, as well as necessary information to make legal findings as required by Texas Water Code
Chapter 17.771-776, would be required at the time of loan application.
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